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Abstract

Dynamic evidence logics are logics for reasoning about the evidence and evidence-based beliefs
of agents in a dynamic environment. This thesis develops a family of dynamic evidence logics
which we call relational evidence logics (REL). Relational evidence logics aim to contribute to the
existing work on evidence logics [1-5] in three main ways. First, while existing evidence logics model
pieces of evidence as sets of possible states, REL models represent pieces of evidence as evidence
relations. Evidence relations order states in terms of their relative plausibility, given a specific
observation or instance of communication. Second, REL models include a representation of the
relative reliability of the available pieces of evidence. This additional structure in the models is used
to study reliability-sensitive forms of evidence aggregation. Third, various evidence aggregators
are explored, to model alternative policies of the agent towards combining evidence.
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Outline of the thesis

Dynamic evidence logics [1-5] are logics for reasoning about the evidence and evidence-
based beliefs of agents in a dynamic environment. The logics are typically presented in
two parts. The static part enables reasoning about the evidence and beliefs held by an
agent at a fixed point in time. The dynamic part allows us to reason about the way
in which the agent changes her beliefs, and her stock of evidence, as she gathers new
information about a situation of interest. Dynamic evidence logics belong to the frame-
work of dynamic epistemic logic (DEL), which encompasses a large family of modal logics
dealing with information flow in multi-agent systems (for an overview of DEL, see e.g. [6]).

Evidence logics are concerned with scenarios in which an agent collects several pieces of
evidence about a situation of interest, from a number of sources, and uses this evidence
to form and revise her beliefs about this situation. The agent is typically uncertain about
the actual state of affairs, and as a result takes several alternative descriptions of this state
as possible. In the logics introduced in [1-5], the agent is assumed to gather evidence
of a specific type, which the authors call binary evidence. A piece of binary evidence is
represented by a subset of the set of possible states. The members of the evidence set
are taken to be compatible, or plausible, based on what the source reports. Hence the
name ‘binary’; every state is either plausible (‘in’), or implausible (‘out’), according to the
source’s report. Moreover, as observed in [3], in the logics of [1-5], the agent treats all
evidence sets on a par. There is no explicit modeling of the relative reliability of pieces of
evidence. Additionally, the evidence logics mentioned above study the evidence and beliefs
held by an agent relying on a specific procedure for combining evidence.

This thesis develops a family of dynamic evidence logics which we call relational evidence
logics (REL). Relational evidence logics aim to contribute to the existing work on evidence
logics in three main ways.

o Relax the assumption that all evidence is binary. Instead of assuming that all evidence
is binary, relational evidence logics deal with scenarios in which the evidence reported
to the agent is modeled by evidence relations. Evidence relations are relations over
the set of possible states that put an order over possible states. This ordering is
meant to represent the relative plausibility of states, or the degree to which they
fit a report given by some source. As discussed in Chapter II.1, a special type of
evidence relation (dichotomous weak orders) can be used to model binary evidence
in a relational way. Thus, in a way, evidence relations can be seen as a generalisation
of evidence sets.

o Model levels of evidence reliability. In general, not all evidence is equally reliable,
and a rational agent can (and should) calibrate her trust accordingly. To model
evidence reliability, we equipped our models with priority orders, i.e., orderings of
the family of evidence relations according to their relative reliability. Priority orders
were introduced in [7], and have already been used in other DEL logics (see, e.g. [8,
9]). Here, we use them to define hierarchies of evidence.



2 Contents

e Explore alternative evidence aggregation rules. Our evidence models come equipped
with an aggregator, which combines a family of evidence relations, with some priority
order defined on it, into a single relation representing the combined plausibility of
the possible states. The beliefs of the agent are then defined on the basis of this
combined plausibility order. Various classes of relational evidence models, equipped
with different evidence aggregators, are studied in some detail in different chapters
of this thesis. This gives an insight into the different beliefs an agent may form,
depending on the aggregator used.

This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 1.2 fixes some notational conventions that are
used throughout the thesis. Chapter II.1 reviews existing models for belief and evidence.
In this chapter, we pay special attention to the evidence models used in [1-5|, which we call
neighborhood evidence models. Chapter I1.1 introduces relational evidence models, the class
of models over which the various logics developed in this thesis are interpreted. We give
examples of relational evidence, introduce notions of evidence-based belief for the REL
setting and discuss ways to connect the neighborhood evidence logic (NEL) framework
and the REL framework developed in this thesis. In Chapter I1.2, we initiate our logical
study of belief and evidence in the REL framework. We zoom into a specific class of
REL models, the class of models in which all evidence is equally reliable and the evidence
is aggregated in an unanimous way, taking the intersection of all the existing evidence
relations. One main motivation for exploring this setting is the following; as we shall see,
NEL models can be related to REL models of this type in a natural way. This relationship
gives us one way to connect the REL framework back to the NEL framework which
inspired it, before embarking on a more general study of REL. The chapter presents a
number of dynamic logics for this class of models, which allow us to reason about relational
variants of evidential actions first introduced in [3]: evidence addition, evidence upgrade
and evidence updates. Chapter I1.3 focuses on a different class of models, the ones featuring
the lexicographic rule as the evidence aggregator. As discussed in Chapter I1.1, this rule has
appealing aggregative properties and uses the priority order in an intuitive way to revolve
conflicts among pieces of evidence. In this chapter, we focus on a specific evidential action
which we call prioritized evidence addition. Prioritized addition involves adding a piece of
evidence to the stock of evidence, and placing it on top of the priority order, as the most
reliable piece of evidence. This is reminiscent of the way information is treated in the AGM
framework, in which new evidence is assigned a high level of priority (for details about the
AGM framework to belief revision, see, e.g., [10]). Finally, in Chapter I1.4 we study what
we call General REL. This is the logic of the class of all REL models. In this chapter, we
do not fix an aggregator. Instead, we are interested in reasoning about the beliefs that an
agent would form, based on her evidence, irrespective of the aggregator used, as long as
this aggregator satisfies the basic properties built into its definition.
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Chapter 1

Notational conventions

This section provides some general definitions and notational conventions used throughout
this thesis.

1.1 Relations and functions

Definition 1 (Preorder). Let X be a set. A preorder on X is a binary relation R C X2
that is reflexive (for all z € X, Rzx) and transitive (for all z,y,z € X: Rzxy and Ryz
implies Rzz). For a preorder R on X, we define the following associated relation:

e R<={(z,y) € X?| Rry and ~Ryx}
e R~ ={(z,y) € X?| Rry and ~Ryx}
o ™ ={(z,y) € X? | =~Ray and ~Ryz}

The set of all preorders on X is denoted Pre(X) and the set of all non-empty families of
preorders on X is denoted

PRE(X):={% | % C Pre(X),% # 0}
<

Definition 2 (Operations on relations). Let R be a binary relation on X. The reflexive
transitive closure of R is denoted R*, and is defined as the smallest reflexive and transitive
relation on X which contains R. For an element x € X, R[z] := {y € X | Rxy} denotes
the set of R-successors of x in X. Let Ry and Ry be binary relations on X. We denote by
R1 o Ry the composition of Rq and Ry

RooRy:={(z,2) € X? |y e X:(z,y) € RiA(y,2) € Ry}

1.2 Sequences

The set of all countable sequences of elements of a set X is denoted S(X), and the set
of all finite sequences is denoted Syo(X). Elements of S(X) are denoted & = (zo,x1,...,)
or occasionally (x;)icq, where @ € wy (i.e., « is a countable ordinal). The concatenation
of two sequences 7 and x5 is denoted 2] @ z5. We generalize sequence concatenation to
several sequences (notation: @) in the standard way:

o P(Z1,72) =71 B To;

. @(fl, ce ,fn) = @(fl, R ,fnfl) @ T,
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The set of sequences obtained by permuting the elements of (z;)icq is denoted Per({x;)icq) =
{{Zs(i))ica | 0 is a permutation of a}. The length of a sequence § (the number of elements
it contains) is denoted len(3). The set of elements of a sequence § is denoted set(3) := {s |

s is an element of s}. For a sequence §, we denote by Nz = {i | 0 <1i <len(s)} the set of
non-negative integers up to len(s).



Chapter 2

Models for Belief and Evidence

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 2.1 reviews plausibility models, the most
widely used models for epistemic-doxastic logic, and gives the standard plausibility-based
notion of belief. Section 2.2 reviews neighborhood evidence models (NEL models, for
short). NEL models are epistemic-doxastic models that include an explicit representation
of the evidence underlying the agent’s beliefs. Notions of evidence-based belief for the
NEL setting, and other evidence-related notions are recalled in Sections 2.3-2.4. Section
2.5 reviews evidence dynamics for the NEL setting. Finally, Sections 2.6-2.7 review the
evidence logic developed in [5], whose syntax will be used in the REL logics developed in
this thesis.

2.1 Plausibility models

Doxastic logics are logics that allow one to reason about belief in some way. Many doxastic
logics are based on modal languages, in which modal operators are used to describe belief,
and which are typically interpreted over a certain type of Kripke model called plausibility
model. In this section, we briefly recall plausibility models and their representation of
belief. For more extensive readings on doxastic logic and plausibility models we refer to
[11] and further literature in there. Throughout this chapter, we fix a set P of propositional
variables.

Definition 3 (Plausibility Model). A (single-agent) plausibility model is a tuple M =
(S, <,V) where

e W is a non-empty set of states (or ‘possible worlds’);
e <CW?isa preorder;
o V:P— P(W) is a valuation function.
4

The idea behind plausibility models is the following. W is a set of possible worlds. In-
tuitively, these are all the ways a situation of interest could have been, from the agent’s
point of view. For example, when tossing a fair die, it is reasonable to consider six possible
states, one for each of the ways the die could land. The formulas p € P stand for basic
facts about the world, such as ‘the die landed 5’. The valuation function V tells us which
of these basic facts hold at which states. The relation =<, called a plausibility order, repre-
sents the relative plausibility that the agent assigns to different states. For every two states
w,v € W, w < v reads as: ‘the agent considers v at least as plausible as w’. The most
plausible states are the agent’s best candidates for the actual situation. Given a subset
U C W, we denote by Max<U the set of maximal <-states of U:

Maz<U:={weU| forallve Ulw =v=v<w)}
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The objects that are believed by the agent are usually called propositions. Formally, a
proposition P is just a set of possible worlds. We write BP to denote that the agent
believes P.

Grove’s notion of belief. The standard notion of belief in plausibility models, due to
Grove, is the following

BP holds (at any state) iff Max<W C P

That is, the agent believes P iff all the most plausible states are in P.

Example 1 (The biased die). A die is tossed. The agent is interested in the outcome of this
toss. The toss was hidden from the agent, so the agent considers possible all six outcomes.
This is represented by a set W consisting of six possible worlds, {w; | i =1,...,6}. The
world w; is the one where the die landed ¢, for ¢ = 1,...,6. We describe the basic facts
about this situation with set of atomic formulas P = {p; | i = 1,...,6}; p; stands for
‘the die landed ¢’. Although the agent has not seen the outcome of the toss, she has
spoken to the die-maker, who gave her the following information; “this die is biased. From
previous rolls of the die, I can tell you that the most likely outcome is 6, followed by 4,
followed by 2. The remaining outcomes are all less likely than an even numbered outcome,
but their relative likelihood is unknown”. Accepting this information as trust-worthy, the
agent’s initial hypothesis involves taking w4 to be the most plausible state, followed by wa,
followed by wg, followed by wi-ws (which are all incomparable in terms of plausibility).
The agent’s point of view can be represented by the following plausibility model is as
follows (reflexive and transitive edges are omitted):

D1
w1
p3 P2 yz: Pe
o @ @
w3 wa Wy We
D5
Ws

<

In plausibility models, the information held by the agent is not explicitly represented. It
is typically understood that the agent arrived at this plausibility order by merging all her
information, but what this information is remains unspecified. As a result, the model indi-
cates whether the agent believes that P, but doesn’t keep track of the evidence justifying
this belief.

2.2 Neighborhood evidence models

Neighborhood evidence logics employ a different type of doxastic model in which the ev-
idence underlying the agent’s beliefs is encoded explicitly. In particular, they replace
standard plausibility models with neighborhood models. In a neighborhood model, each
state is assigned a collection of subsets of the set of states. These collections of subsets are
viewed as the evidence that the agent has acquired.
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Definition 4 (Neighborhood evidence model). A neighborhood evidence model (NEL
model, for short) is a tuple M = (W, N, V') where

e W is a non-empty set of states;

o N: W — Z(L£(W)) is a neighborhood function (which is called an evidence function
in this context) subject to the following constraints: for each w € W, ) ¢ N(w) and
W e N(w);

o V:P— Z(W) is a valuation function.

When N is a constant function, we get a uniform evidence model which can be conveniently
written as M = (W, Ey, V), where Ey C (W) such that 0 ¢ Ey and W € Ej. The
elements e € Ey are called pieces of basic evidence. A uniform evidence model is called
feasible if Ey is finite. N

In what follows, we will focus on uniform NEL models. To ease our presentation, we will
drop the label ‘uniform’ and call uniform models simply NEL models. Whenever needed,
we will always refer to the more general models as non-uniform models. The intuitive
idea behind a NEL model is the following. As in plausibility models, the elements of W
represent ways a situation of interest could have been, from the agent’s point of view. The
agent is assumed to have some basic evidence about this situation, which she has gathered
from a variety of sources. These pieces of basic evidence are represented by the elements
of Ey. If we have e € Ejy, this means that the agent has accepted e as a piece of evidence,
which gives a justification for believing that the actual situation is described by one of the
states included in e.

The following basic assumptions are implicit in the definition of a NEL model:

1. Sources provide ‘binary’ evidence: each piece of evidence e € Ej is modeled as a set
of states e C W. The elements of e can be seen as the plausible states according to
e (all equally so), while the remaining ones are deemed non-plausible. There are no
‘degrees’ of evidential support.

2. Fvidence may be erroneous: a set recording a piece of evidence need not contain the
actual world. Moreover, the agent may not know which evidence set is reliable.

3. All evidence is equally reliable: evidence sets are treated on a par, i.e., there is no
ordering of evidence sets in terms of their weight or reliability.

4. FEvidence may be jointly inconsistent: that is, the intersection of all the gathered
evidence may be empty.

5. Although pieces of evidence may not be reliable or jointly inconsistent, they are all
the agent has for forming beliefs.

Feasibility introduces an additional assumption; feasible models represent the evidential
state of bounded agents; agents that can only collect, store and process finitely many pieces
of evidence at any given moment.

2.3 Notions of evidence-based belief

Different notions of evidence-based belief have been proposed for NEL models. We will
briefly review the notions presented by van Benthem and Pacuit [1, 3, 4, 12] and Baltag,
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Bezhanishvili, Ozgiin and Smets (BBOS) [5].

van Benthem-Pacuit’s notion. There are two equivalent ways to define this notion
of belief. The first approach is to introduce a plausibility order that is ‘appropriately
grounded’ on the available evidence, and to define belief via this ordering. The second way
is to define the agent’s beliefs directly in terms of the available evidence. We will follow
the first approach, introducing the notion of an evidential plausibility order, and referring
the reader to e.g. [1] for details about the direct definition.

Definition 5 (Evidential plausibility order). Given a NEL model M = (W, Ey, V) and a
state w € W, we write E¥ = {e € Ey | w € e} to denote the largest family of evidence
consistent with w. The evidential plausibility order over W is the preorder Cj; given by

w v iff Ve € BEg(w €e=wv €e) iff EY C EY
<

That is, w Cjps v holds iff every piece of evidence consistent with w is also consistent with
v. The van Benthem-Pacuit’s notion of evidence-based belief is the following

BP holds (at any state) iff Maxc,, W C P

As in plausibility models, the agent believes P iff P is true in all the most plausible states.
But here the plausibility order is induced by the agent’s evidence, rather than taken as
a primitive. This notion of belief works well when the evidential plausibility relation is
converse well-founded. However, like Grove’s notion, it yields inconsistent beliefs in models
in which there are no most plausible worlds.

BBOS’s notion. In [5], the authors propose an alternative notion of evidence-based belief,
which coincides with the one of van Benthem-Pacuit in feasible models, but it also ensures
consistency of belief in non-feasible ones. The following notions are used in their definition.

Definition 6 (Body of evidence). Given a NEL model M = (W, Ey, V'), a body of evidence
is a family F' C Ej such that every non-empty finite subfamily F’ C F is consistent, i.e.,
N F' # 0. A body of evidence F supports a proposition P iff (JF C P. We denote by
F the family of all bodies of evidence in M, and by Fi* the family of all finite bodies of
evidence. N

Definition 7 (Combined evidence). Given a NEL model M = (W, Ey, V), a piece of
combined evidence is any non-empty intersection of finitely many pieces of basic evidence.
We denote by

E={\F|FeFm

the family of all combined evidence. A (combined) evidence e € E supports a proposition
P C W iff e C P. (In this case, we also say that e is evidence for P). 4

Intuitively, basic pieces of evidence e € Ey are meant to represent information obtained
directly by the agent, through observation, by the testimony of others, etc. On the other
hand, a piece of combined evidence e € FE represents derived evidence, obtained by the
agent by collecting finite families of basic evidence and considering those states that are
consistent with all of them.

The notion of evidence-based belief proposed in [5] is the following:
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BP holds (at any state) iff VE' € Fi"3F’ ¢ Fin(F C F’ and mF’ CP)

That is, the agent believes P iff every finite body of evidence can be strengthened to a
finite body supporting P.

2.4 Notions of evidence availability

The structure in NEL models can be used to introduce evidence-related notions. Note
that the pieces of evidence in NEL models is not necessarily factive. A piece of evidence
e is said to be factive at a state w if w € e. That is, a piece of evidence is factive at
a state w if, from the local perspective of w, the piece gives reason to think that w is a
candidate for the actual state. In the framework of [1], an agent is said to have evidence
for a proposition P if there is a piece of evidence e that supports P, i.e., e C P. In [5],
notions based on factive evidence are are discussed. To define the various notions, we fix

a model M = (W, Ey, V).
Basic evidence. The notion of having basic evidence in [5, 12] is as follows:
the agent has basic evidence for P (at any state) iff Je € Ep(w € e C P)

Basic factive evidence. The following notion concerning factive evidence was introduced
in [5]:

the agent has basic, factive evidence for P at state w € W iff e € Ep(w € e C P)

Combined evidence. This notion extends the one of having basic evidence to combined
pieces of evidence:

the agent has combined evidence for P (at any state) iff Je € E(w € e C P)

Combined, factive evidence. Similarly, we have a generalisation of the notion of having
basic, factive evidence:

the agent has basic, factive evidence for P at state w € W iff 3e € E(w € e C P)

J41
w1y
p3 P2
w3 w2
2
e3 @ P
W4 .
Wy

FIGURE 2.1: A NEL model (left) and its associated plausibility order C
(right). e is basic evidence for ps V p1, €1 Nesy is combined evidence for py;
e is factive evidence for p; V p3 at ws
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Having presented static notions of belief and evidence possession in NEL models, we turn
next to evidence dynamics.

2.5 Evidence dynamics

In this section, we review some of the evidence dynamics for NEL models introduced in
[3]: updates, evidence addition and evidence upgrade. Throughout this section, we fix a
NEL model M = (W, Ey, V') and some proposition P C W, with P # ().

Updates (also known as public announcements) involve learning a new fact P with absolute
certainty. Upon learning P, the agent rules out all possible states that are incompatible
with it. The standard way of modeling this is via model restrictions. For NEL models, this
means keeping only the worlds in P and only the pieces of evidence that are P-consistent.

Definition 8 (Update). The model MY = (W' EP V'P) has (W' = P, E(!)P =
{eNP|ec Ey}and forallpe P, VP (p):=V(p)NP <

Next, we consider evidence addition +P, by which the agent accepts P as a new piece of
evidence, without assuming P to be infallible information.

Definition 9 (Evidence addition). The model M+F = (WHF EFP V+P) has (WP =
W, BT = EgU{P} and V¥ = V. <

This operation is weaker than than publicly announcing P, since the agent retains the
ability to consistently condition on not P. Moreover, after adding it as a piece of evidence,
the agent may not believe P.

Finally, we consider evidence upgrade f} P, which modifies each piece of existing evidence
by integrating P into it.

Definition 10 (Evidence upgrade). The model MM = (WP ,Egp,vﬂp ) has (WP =
w, Egp ={eUP|e€ E}U{P}and V¥ =V, <

This operation is stronger than simply adding P as evidence, since it also modifies each
evidence set to make it consistent with P and is moreover sufficient to induce belief in
P. But it is still weaker than update , since the agent retains the ability to consistently
condition on not P.

In the following sections, we review the NEL logic presented in [5], which is based on the
work of van Benthem, Pacuit and Fernandez-Duque in [1, 3, 12]. We will often refer back
to this logic in subsequent chapters, to contrast and relate it to the REL logics introduced
therein.

2.6 Syntax and semantics for NEL

We first introduce a formal language, which we call .Z. In [5], this language is called
Lo, -

Definition 11 (Language .Z). Let P be a countably infinite set of propositional variables.
The language % is defined by:

pu=p|opleAe|Oop | Op | Ve
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where p € P. We define L. :==p A —-p and T := —=L. The Boolean connectives V and — are
defined in terms of = and A in the standard manner. The duals of the modal operators
are defined in the following way: Qg := -y, ¢ = -0, 3 := V. q

The intended interpretation of the modalities is as follows. Oy reads as: ‘the agent has
basic, factive evidence for ¢’; Clp reads as: ‘the agent has combined, factive evidence for ¢’

This language is interpreted over NEL models as follows.

Definition 12 (Satisfaction). Let M = (W, Ey, V) be an NEL model and w € W. The
satisfaction relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas ¢ € .Z is defined as follows:

M,wEp iff w e V(p)

M,wkE ¢ iff Myw B~ @

M,wEeAYiff MywE ¢ and M,w =

M,w = Oyp iff there is e € Ey such that w € e C [¢]
M,w = O¢ iff there is e € E such that w € e C [¢]
M,wEVYe Mt W =[e]u

where [Jar : £ — 2V is a truth map given by: [p]y = {w € W | M,w = ¢}. Q

Evidence. As expected, the notions of factive evidence availability introduced in Section
2.2.4 are matched by the semantics of the modalities [y and [I. In particular, Uy corre-
sponds to the notion of ‘having basic, factive evidence for ¢’ and Uy corresponds to that
of ‘having combined, factive evidence for ¢’. Moreover, the notions related to non-factive
evidence are definable in the language. In particular, 30y corresponds to ‘having basic
evidence for ¢’, while 300y gives the notion of ‘having combined evidence for ¢’.

Belief. We recall the notion of evidence-based belief introduced in Section 2.2.3.
BP holds (at any state) iff VF € Fi"3F’ ¢ Fin(F C F' and ﬂF' cP)

As showed in [5], this notion of belief is definable in terms of V and O. Specifically, we
have to put
By =VY0Oy

We now review the sound, complete and decidable proof system presented in [5]. We will
refer back to this system in Chapter I1.2.

2.7 The proof system L,

Definition 13 (Ly). The proof system Lg includes the following aziom schemas for all
formulas ¢,y € .Z:

1. All tautologies of propositional logic
2. The S5 axioms for V:
Ky : V(o = ¢) = (Vo — VY)

Ty : Vo —
4Y : Vo — Woe
S5v : dp — V3p

3. The S4 axioms for [J:
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Ko : O(p = ¢) = (Op — Oy)
To : Qe —
40 : Op — O0p
4. Axiom 4 for Oy:
40, = Loy — Loloy
5. The following interaction axioms:

(a) Vo — Oop (Universality)
(b) (Oop AYY) <> Oo(p AVep) (Pullout)
(c) Doy — O

The system Lg includes the following inference rules for all formulas p, 9 € .£:

1. Modus ponens

2. Necessitation Rule for V: ha
N

3. Necessitation Rule for O L
U

o=

4. Monotonicity Rule for p: ——F——
o — Loy

<
We denote by Ag the logic generated by Lg. In [5], the authors prove the following result:

Theorem 1 (Theorem 6, [1|). Ay is sound, complete and has the finite model property
with respect to the class of NEL models.

In line with the work in [3], the authors of [5] also present several dynamic extensions of
Z, obtained by adding to £ dynamic modalities [l¢]y) for updates, [4+¢]i for evidence
addition and [} ¢]¢ for evidence upgrade. The truth conditions for dynamic formulas are
given in terms of the corresponding model change, as standard in dynamic epistemic logic:

o M,w = [l iff M,w = ¢ implies M'%, w = 4
o M,w k= [+¢]y iff M,w = Jp implies M ¢ w =
o M,w k= [} ¢l iff M, w = Jp implies M, w = 1)

The precondition M,w = ¢ in the clause for update encodes the fact that updates are
factive: the agent can only update with true sentences ¢. The precondition M, w = Jp
in the clauses for evidence addition and upgrade encodes the fact that, in order to qualify
as (new) evidence, ¢ has to be consistent, that is, [¢]ar # 0. For each of the dynamic
languages obtained by adding these modalities, the authors present sound and complete
proof systems, which are obtained by adding so-called reduction axioms to Ly . We refer
the reader to [5] for details on these systems.
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Chapter 1

Relational Evidence Models

This chapter introduces relational evidence models, the class of models over which the
various logics developed in this thesis are interpreted. The chapter is structured as follows.
Section 1.1 introduces the notion of relational evidence and provides some examples of
this type of evidence. Moreover, the formats that we use for modeling relational evidence
(evidence orders) and its reliability (priority orders) are discussed. Section 1.2 introduces
evidence aggregators, the rules used by the agent to combine relational evidence. Special
attention is paid to the lexicographic rule, given its appealing aggregative properties and
the role it plays in Chapter I1.3. After introducing these notions, we present and exemplify
relational evidence models in Section 1.3. Section 1.4 introduces notions of belief and
evidence-possession for REL models. Section 1.5 explores ways to connect NEL models
and REL models in a systematic way. Finally, Section 1.6 fixes the syntax and semantic
of a basic static language for REL, which will be used throughout the thesis.

1.1 Relational evidence

An evidence item can be understood as an observation or a statement, possibly tainted
with uncertainty, forwarded by some source, and describing what the current state of affairs
is. The term ‘source’ has a very general scope here, encompassing anything that is capable
of providing information to an agent; another agent, a sensor, memories, etc. The evidence
item indicates which states in a set W are good candidates for the actual state, and which
ones are not, according to the source. We call relational evidence any type of evidence
that induces an ordering of states in terms of their relative plausibility. An example of a
source that may generate relational evidence is an imprecise sensor. In general, real-world
sensors have very different degrees of accuracy. For instance, a sonar sensor for measuring
the distance to a wall, is relatively imprecise and can provide only a rough estimate of the
actual distance. This means that different possible distances to the wall are compatible
with the sonar reading, some of which may be taken to be more likely than others, given
the particulars of the sensor (its bias, accuracy, etc.). The following is an example of
relational evidence obtained from an imprecise sensor.

Example 2 (The thermometer). Consider an agent interested in estimating the temper-
ature in a room, which we assume to lie between 10°C and 11°C. To keep the example
simple, let’s suppose that the agent considers as possible only the values 10°C, 10.1°C,
and so on, up to 11°C. This is represented by a set W consisting of eleven possible worlds,
{w10, w101, - - -, Ww10.9, w11 }. The world w; is the one where the temperature is i°C. To mea-
sure the temperature, the agent uses a well-calibrated thermometer. That a thermometer
is well calibrated means here that its bias has been corrected for, so that the errors result-
ing from its use have a normal distribution, with zero mean and some unknown variance
that is characteristic of the instrument. Plainly put, this means that if the thermometer
reads 10.5°C, the agent takes 10.5°C to be the most likely value, 10.4°C and 10.6°C to
be equiprobable and less likely than 10.5°C, and so on. As the error variance is unknown,
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assigning exact numerical probabilities to each possible temperature value is tricky. In this
case, the agent has no need for exact probabilities; a plausibility ordering, asserting that
some temperature values are more likely than others, will do. Suppose the thermometer
does read 10.5°C. Given the particulars of the sensor indicated above, the measurement
can be identified with the plausibility ordering depicted below (reflexive and transitive
arrows are ommitted from the drawing):

w10
w10.1

wW10.4

@ wios

w10.6

w10.9

<

Throughout this chapter, we will further illustrate relational evidence discussing other po-
tential sources for this type of evidence. For now, let us fix the general format that we will
use to represent relational evidence.

Modeling relational evidence. An appropriate representation for relational evidence,
which we adopt, is given by the class of preorders. We call preorders representing relational
evidence, evidence orders. The reason for this specific representation choice is the generality
provided by this kind of relation. As is well-known, preorders can represent most types of
relational information, including comparisons with incomparable or tied alternatives.

a c
o
L
b d

FIGURE 1.1: A preorder over four alternatives, illustrating the variety of
pairwise comparisons that may be represented with preorders. c is strictly
preferred to a. Moreover, the order expresses indifference between a and b
(the two alternatives are tied), while ¢ and d are incomparable.

The reflexivity and transitivity conditions met by any preorder can be seen as encoding
basic rationality constraints on plausibility comparisons. Reflexivity simply requires that
alternatives are equally plausible to themselves, an arguably rational assumption. Transi-
tivity is also a very common assumption about rational preferences, which is standardly
accepted when these preferences represent plausibility or comparative probability. Indeed,
if a is less plausible than b, and b is less plausible that ¢, it seems natural to conclude
that a is less plausible than c¢. More generally, given the famous ‘money-pump argument’
originally developed by Davidson, McKinsey, and Suppes in [13], it is clear that intransitive
preferences can be problematic. Like Dutch book arguments regarding betting, in which
the rationality of an agent is questioned because the agent is susceptible to having a book
made against her (i.e., to accepting a series of bets which are such that she is bound to
lose more than she can gain), the money-pump argument shows how agents with intran-
sitive preferences are vulnerable to making a combination of choices that lead to a sure
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loss. To illustrate this, consider an agent with the intransitive preference order < over a
set of goods. Suppose that < contains the following strict cycle a < b < ¢ < a. Let us
assume that the agent starts out with good a. Since the agent prefers b to a, he would be
willing to pay some amount, let’s say 1€, to attain b. So the agent buys b and her holdings
are reduced by 1€. As the agent also prefers ¢ to b, he is again willing to forego some
money, let’s say 1€, to attain c. The agent gives up 1€ and purchases c. As the agent also
considers a to be strictly better than ¢, he is ready to relinquish ¢ and re-purchase a (let’s
say again for 1€). After doing so, the agent arrives precisely back at the point she started,
with a, only she now has lost 3€. Intransitive preferences (in particular, intransitive cyclic
preferences) are thus shown to reflect problematic opinions about alternatives.

Ordering evidence in terms of reliability. In neighborhood evidence logics, evidence
sets are treated on a par. In general, not all sources are equally trustworthy, so an agent
combining evidence may be justified in giving priority to some evidence items over others.
Thus, as suggested in [4], a next reasonable step in evidence logics would be to model levels
of reliability of evidence. One general format for this is given by the priority graphs of [7],
which have already been used extensively in dynamic epistemic logic (see, e.g., 8, 9]). In
this thesis, we will use the related, yet simpler format of a ‘priority order’, as used in [14,
15], to represent hierarchy among pieces of evidence. Our definition of a priority order is
as follows:

Definition 14 (Priority order). Let #Z be a family of evidence orders over W. A priority
order for X is a preorder < on #. For R,R' € #, R =< R’ reads as: “the evidence order
R’ has at least the same priority as evidence order R”. N

Notation 1. We use the following abbreviations for priority orders: R < R’ denotes strict
preference (R < R'iff R X R’ and R £ R), R ~ R’ denotes indifference (R ~ R’ iff R < R’
and R’ < R) and R <1 R’ denotes incomparability (R R' iff R # R' and R’ # R). N

Intuitively, priority orders tell us which pieces of evidence are more reliable according to
the agent. They give the agent a natural way to break stalemates when faced with incon-
sistent evidence. Please note that in this thesis, I write R < R’ to express that R’ has
at least the same priority as evidence order R, the opposite notation of that used in [2]
(where the higher priority elements are the one lower in the priority order). Accordingly, I
also draw pictures for priority orders by putting best evidence orders on top of the order,
rather than below. The reader is asked to keep that in mind if reading this chapter and
[7] in parallel.

Having discussed the notion of relational evidence, we next explore evidence aggregators.
These are the rules followed by the agent to combine her available evidence.

1.2 Evidence aggregators

We are interested in modeling a situation in which an agent integrates evidence obtained
from multiple sources to obtain and update a combined plausibility ordering, and to form
beliefs based on this ordering. When we consider relational evidence with varying levels of
priority, a natural way model the process of evidence combination is to define a function
that takes as input a family of evidence orders # together with a priority order < defined on
them, and combines them into a plausibility order. The agent’s beliefs can then be defined
in terms of this output. This is similar with what is done in preference aggregation theory,
which studies how the preferences of a group of agents can be combined in a rational way.
However, as noted in [2], in a setting such as ours we are working with a richer input that
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the one usually considered in preference aggregation theory. In the preference aggregation
context, the input to the aggregator typically consists of binary relations only, without
considerations of relative priority. In our setting, we let the relative reliability of evidence
play a role in aggregation. Accordingly, we define our aggregators as functions taking a
priority-ordered set of relations as input.

Definition 15 (Evidence aggregator). Let W be a set of alternatives. An evidence ag-
gregator for W is a function Ag : (PRE(W) x Pre(PRE(W))) — Pre(W) mapping a
preordered family P = (#Z, <), to a preorder Ag(P) on W. Z is seen here as a family
of evidence orders over W, < as a priority order for #, and Ag(P) as an evidence-based
plausibility order on W. N

We have built two properties into the definition of the aggregator. First, the aggregator
admits as input any strict poset P = (#, <) based on any non-empty family of preorders.
This condition is an analogue of the Unrestricted Domain axiom in preference aggregation
theory, and it is arguably also desirable in the epistemic setting. It amounts to the demand
that the agent should be capable of combining any family of ordered evidence. Secondly,
the aggregator should always output a preorder. This condition is sometimes called Collec-
tive Rationality, and in our epistemic setting it means that the aggregator should output a
relation qualifying as a plausibility order. As discussed above, reflexivity and transitivity
correspond to natural rationality constraints on orderings, and arguably an aggregation
system should be required to produce rational combined orderings.

At first glance, our definition of an aggregator may seem to impose mild constraints that
are met by most natural aggergation functions. However, as it is well-known, the output
of some common rules like the majority rule may not be transitive, and hence it doesn’t
count as an aggregator. A specific aggregator that does satisfy the constraints, and which
will play a key role in this thesis, is the lexicographic rule. This aggregator was extensively
studied in |7] and, as we will discuss below, it also satisfies several favorable aggregative
properties. The definition of the aggregator is the following;:

Definition 16. The (anti-)lexicographic rule is the aggregator lex given by
(w,v) € lex((#,=)) iff VR' € Z (Rwv vV 3R € Z(R' < R A R<wv))

<

Please note that in this thesis, given that my definition of priority order puts ‘more reliable’
relations further up in the order, to define a rule that gives precedence to ‘more reliable’
relations I present the anti-lexicographic rule. In the setting of 7], the priority orders put
‘better’ relations lower in the order, so they present the lexicographic rule instead to define
the same form of aggregation. To ease reading, I will hereafter leave the ‘anti’ implicit in
the expression ‘anti-lexicographic’, always meaning by ‘lexicographic rule’ the one defined
above. The reader is asked to keep this in mind if reading this chapter and [7] in parallel.

Intuitively, the lexicographic rule works as follows. Given a particular hierarchy =< over a
family of evidence Z, aggregation is done by giving priority to the evidence orders further
up the hierarchy in a compensating way: the agent follows what all evidence orders agree
on, if it can, or follows more influential pieces of evidence, in case of disagreement.

Observation. Note that whenever all evidence orders are taken to have the same priority,
i.e., whenever <= %2, or whenever all distinct evidence orders are taken to be incompara-
ble, i.e., == {(R, R) | R € #Z}, the lexicographic rule reduces to the intersection rule on the
input relations. That is, if <= %2 or <= {(R,R) | R € #Z}, then lex({(%Z, <)) =N Z%. <
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Before discussing the properties of the lexicographic rule, we consider an example of its
application.

Example 3 (The diagnosis). Consider an agent seeking medical advice on an ongoing
health issue. The agent has consulted two sources on this, a general practitioner and a
doctor specialising in this type of health issue. To keep thing simple, we assume that
there are four possible diseases that fit the agent’s symptoms. We represent these distinct
diseases by a set of states W = {dy,...,ds}. Comparing the diseases in terms of how well
they explain the observed symptoms, both the general practitioner and the specialist have
arrived at a ranking of the possible diseases. Let us denote by R, and R, the plausibility
orders representing the judgment of the general practitioner and the specialist, respectively,
and assume they are as follows:

Given that the doctors have unequal expertise on the type of condition affecting the agent,
it is reasonable for the agent to assign priority to the specialist’s judgment. Accordingly,
let < be the priority order over { Ry, Rs,triv} (where triv = W2 represents the trivial evi-
dence) defined by putting Ry < R, < triv (and closing under reflexivity and transitivity).
The trivial evidence can be seen as most reliable, as it just asserts full uncertainty (and
thus full indifference) over the alternatives. Then lex(({ Ry, Rs, triv}, <)) = Ry U(RsNRy)
looks as follows:

Where the doctors strictly disagree, priority is given to the specialist. For instance, al-
though the general practitioner put d4 below do, the specialist holds the opposite preference
concerning these two options, and the latter’s view is allowed to trump the former’s. How-
ever, when the specialist is indifferent between two options, the strict preferences of the
generalist doctor are adopted. Here, this is the case with respect to ds and do; the spe-
cialist’s preferences are ‘refined’ by those of the general practitioner, leading the agent to
strictly prefer dg over ds. N

While some common rules such as the majority rule don’t meet the constraints imposed
to count as an aggregator, there is still room for choice. So how should the agent pick a
suitable evidence aggregator? Perhaps the best known way to answer this question is to
use the axiomatic approach, i.e., identify a set of desirable properties for an aggregator and
then choose a rule that has these properties. This way to justify the choice of a particular
aggregator was initiated by Arrow [16] and is still probably the best-known approach
(for other ‘rationalization’ approaches, see e.g. [17], Chapter 8). We now review some
attractive properties for an aggregator, interpreted in epistemic terms. These properties
include some variants of Arrow’s conditions, as presented in [18, 19]. Moreover, in [7], all
these conditions are shown to be satisfied by the lexicographic rule. Fix a set of possible
worlds W.



22 Chapter 1. Relational Evidence Models

(I) Independent of irrelevant alternatives: the overall relative plausibility of any two
states depends only on their relative plausibility according to the available evidence
orders. That is,

For all W' C W, Ag(({Ri}ier, X)) lwr= Ag(({R;i Iw}tier, <))

(B) Based on evidence only: the combined plausibility order is a function of the ordered
set of evidence only. Formally, let W and W' be two sets of states and let {R;}ics
and {R.};cr be families of evidence orders over W and W' respectively. Let < and
=<’ be priority orders on {R;}icr and {R;}ics, respectively, with R; < R; iff R, <" R!.
If there is a bijection f : W — W' such that for all ¢ € I, Rywv iff R, f(w)f(v), then

(w,v) € Ag({Ri}ier, %)) iff (f(w), f(v)) € Ag(({Ri}ier, =)

(U) Unanimous with abstentions: if a nonempty subset of the evidence orders are unan-
imous (i.e., they have identical preferences) regarding w and v and the remaining
evidence orders are neutral (i.e., they take w and v to be equally preferable), then
the combined preferences coincide with those of the unanimous subset. That is, for
all x € {<, ~,>a}

if 3J #A0C1:Vj € J Rwv, and Vk € I\J, R™wv, then (w,v) € Ag({{R;}icr, X))

(T) Preserving transitivity: the output of the aggregator is guaranteed to be transitive
if the input relations are transitive. As noted in Section 1.1.2, this condition is built
into the definition of an aggregator.

(N) Non-dictatorial: the aggregator does not return a fixed one of its arguments without
regard to the others. Formally, If [W| > 1, then there is no ¢ € I such that

Ag({{R;}ier, X)) for all possible values of the R;, where j € I,j # i

It is also shown in [7] that the lexicographic rule preserves reflexivity, so it indeed counts
as an aggregator. The rule also satisfies other well-known properties which can be de-
rived from the ones above, such as positive responsiveness and the Pareto criterion (for
more details about these properties, we refer the reader to |7]). Finally, the authors in [7]
also prove a remarkable characterisation result: any aggregation procedure that satisfies the
IBUTN conditions can be construed as a lexicographic rule with respect to some way of
prioritizing the family of orders (Theorem 3.2 in [7]). Again, for more information about
the lexicographic rule and its axiomatic properties, we refer the reader to |7].

1.3 Relational evidence models

Having defined relational evidence and evidence aggregators, we are now ready to introduce
relational evidence models. Their definition is as follows:

Definition 17 (Relational evidence model). Let P be a set of propositional variables. A
relational evidence model (REL model, for short) is a tuple M = (W, (%, <), V, Ag) where

e W is a non-empty set of states;
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o (#,=) is a preordered set, where Z is a family of preorders on W with W2 € % and
=< is a priority order for Z. The elements of & are called basic evidence orders and
(#,=) is called an ordered family of evidence;

e V : P — 2W ig a valuation function;
o Ag: (PRE(W) x Pre(PRE(W))) — Pre(W) is an aggregator for W.

W?2 € Z is called the trivial evidence order. It represents the evidence stating that “the
actual state is in W”. This evidence represents full uncertainty and is taken to be always
available to the agent as a starting point. <

We now fix some notation used to refer to specific classes of REL models. This notation
will be uses throughout the thesis.

Notation 2. Let M = (W, (%, =<),V, Ag) be a REL model.
e M is said to be an f-model iff Ag = f.

e Let P be a set of properties for an aggregator. M is said to be a P-model iff Ag
satisfies all the properties in P.

e M is said to be unordered iff <= (), i.e., if no piece of evidence is given priority over
any other piece of evidence. Unordered evidence models represent scenarios in which
all evidence is equally reliable. That is, all evidence is treated on a par by the agent,
as done in neighborhood evidence models.

<

Evidential support and strength. Fix a REL model M = (W, (Z,=),V, Ag). We say
that a piece of evidence R € #Z supports a proposition P C W at w iff Rlw] C P. That is,
R supports P at w iff every state that is at least as likely as w, according to R, is a P-world.
Let R, R’ € Z be two pieces of evidence. We say that R is at least as strong as R iff R < R.

To illustrate the kind of scenario described by REL models, let us consider an example.

Example 4 (Agent localization). Consider an agent needing to determine its current
location in an environment, given some initial information about the environment. We
assume that the agent’s environment is represented by a 3 x 3 grid. Each cell of the
grid represents a possible current location for the agent. We represent this by a set W
of possible locations W = {wj; | 4,5 € {1,2,3}}. To estimate its location within the
environment, the agent senses the environment with three sensors (e.g., an accelerometer,
a gyroscope and a magnetometer) which we label s1, s9 and s3. Each sensor s; provides a
noisy reading r; about the agent’s location. As we did in Example 2, we assume that each
reading induces an ordering over the alternatives; in this case, an ordering over cells. IL.e.,
we have the following set of relational evidence # = {ry,ro, 73, triv}, where triv = W? is
the trivial evidence order. We assume that the sensors have different levels of accuracy and
as a result, the agent assigns different levels of reliability to the readings. In particular,
suppose that sensor s; is more reliable and as a result r; is given priority over the other
two sensor readings. The trivial evidence can be seen as most reliable, as it just asserts
full uncertainty (and thus full indifference) over the alternatives. We represent this by the
following priority order < over the available sensor readings in % (reflexive and transitive
arrows are omitted):
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Suppose the sensor readings are as follows (reflexive and transitive arrows are omitted):

w11 w12 w13 w11 w12 w13 w11 w12 w13
L L L L ] o L L
w21 @ @ w2 wu @ @ w23 w2 @ w22 @ @ w23
w2
L L [ ([ J o o [
w31 w32 w33 w31 w32 w33 w31 w32 w33
S1 52 S3

Let’s assume that the agent aggregates the ordered family of evidence (#, <) using the
lezicographic rule. Then the aggregated evidence looks like this:

w11 w12 w13

w21 @ wa3
w2

w31 w32 w33

The most likely location is therefore wio. 71 is neutral among wi1, wie and wiz, but the
other two readings indicate that wi; is actually more likely than the other two, so the
order provided by ro and r3 is adopted. On the other hand, the orderings of, e.g., woe and
w31 are inconsistent among readings, and the inconsistency is resolved in favor of 1. <«

1.4 Notions of belief and evidence

We now introduce the notions of belief and evidence for REL models that we will be
working with in subsequent chapters. In Section 4.4.1 of Chapter 11.4, we will consider
generalisations of these notions, together with the formulas encoding them in a basic lan-
guage for REL.

Evidence-based belief in REL models. The notion of belief we will work with is
based on the agent’s plausibility order, which in REL models corresponds to the output
of the aggregator. As we don’t require the plausibility order to be converse-well founded,
it may have no maximal elements, which means that Grove’s definition of belief may yield
inconsistent beliefs. For this reason, we adopt a usual generalization of Grove’s definition,
which defines beliefs in terms of truth in all ‘plausible enough’ worlds (see, e.g., [3, 20]).
Given a REL model M = (W, (%, =),V, Ag), we put

BP holds (at any state) iff Vw(Jv((w,v) € Ag({(#, <)) and Ag({Z, =))[v] C P))
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That is, the agent believes P if for every state w € P state, we can always find a more
plausible state v € P, all whose successors are also in P. When the plausibility relation
is indeed converse well-founded, this notion of belief coincides with Grove’s one, while en-
suring consistency of belief otherwise.

Evidence availability. As in the case of NEL models, different evidence-related notions
can be introduced for REL models. Several notions make sense in the relational setting.
We will focus on some natural ones, which, as we shall see in more detail in subsequent
chapters, generalise the notions of evidence availability for NEL models that we reviewed
in Section 2.2.4.

Basic factive evidence. We say that the agent has basic, factive evidence for P at w if
there is a piece of evidence R that supports P at w. That is:

the agent has basic evidence for P at w € W iff 3R € Z(R[w] C P)

Basic evidence. We also provide a non-factive version of the previous notion, which says
that the agent has basic evidence for P if there is a piece of evidence R that supports P
at some state. That is:

the agent has basic evidence for P (at any state) iff Jw(3IR € Z(R[w] C P))

Aggregated factive evidence. We propose a notion of aggregated evidence based on
the output of the aggregator:

the agent has aggregated, factive evidence for P at w € W iff Ag((Z, <X))[w] C P
Aggregated evidence. The non-factive version of the previous notion is as follows:

the agent has aggregated evidence for P (at any state) iff Jw(Ag((Z, <))[w] C P)

1.5 Connecting NEL and REL models

In this section, we explore the relationship between neighborhood evidence models and
relational evidence models. The models proposed here are not intended to replace neigh-
borhood evidence models, but rather to complement them. So, what exactly is the rela-
tionship between these two frameworks for modeling beliefs? Here we will discuss a way
to transform every NEL model into a REL model. To do that, we first relate binary
evidence, the type of evidence considered in NEL models, with relational evidence.

Binary and relational evidence. A piece of binary evidence can be seen as dividing
the set of alternatives into two subsets; the ‘fully plausible’ or ‘good’ ones and the ‘least
plausible’ or ‘bad’ ones. The simplest encoding of this evidence item is as a set, containing
the states that are considered fully plausible by the source. The idea is that, by default, if
the information encoded in evidence set e is taken for granted, a first guess for the actual
state should be an element of e. Another way to look at this kind of evidence is to view
each source as reporting dichotomous preferences over the set of worlds. Specifically, each
evidence set can be identified with a dichotomous weak order = over a set of alternatives
W, i.e., a total preorder with at most two indifference classes. Formally, define the set of
good alternatives associated with X as G(Z) :={w € W | v S w for all v € W}. Similarly,
let B(Z) ={we W |w 3 vforallv € W} be the set of bad alternatives based on =.
An order 3 is said to be dichotomous if and only if every alternative belongs to at least
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one of these two sets: that is, if and only if G(Z) U B(Z) = W. Each evidence set e C W
can be turned into a dichotomous weak order <., with G(Z.) = e and B(Z.) = W\ e, by
putting:

o w=viff we B(Ze) and w € G(Ze);
e wrviff (we B(Z.) and v e B(Ze)) or (we G(Ze) and v € G(Z.)).

That is, an alternative is good if it is weakly preferred to all other alternatives and it is
bad if every alternative is strictly preferred to it.

w1 =3 3 wy

FIGURE 1.2: A piece of binary evidence, represented as an evidence set e
(left) and as a dichotomous evidence order =<, (right).

Seen as a dichotomous order, binary evidence is a special case of relational evidence. We
fix this relationship in the following definition:

Definition 18 (Evidence order associated with an evidence set). Let W be a set. For
each e C W, we denote by R, the dichotomous weak order given by G(R.) = e and
B(R.) = W \ e. Equivalently, we define R, by

(w,v) ER.iffwee=veEeEe

<

Observation. We sometimes use the following facts, which follow immediately from the
definition of R,:

l.wees Rw|=e
2. wée= Rfw| =W
4

We discussed in Chapter II.1 how to induce an evidential plausibility order Cg, from a
given family of evidence sets Ejy. As we also saw, this order can be used to define the notion
of belief proposed in [1] in terms of truth in all C g, -maximal elements, as well as the notion
of belief introduced in [5] when we restrict our attention to feasible models (i.e., models
with finitely many pieces of evidence). Probably the first question that comes to mind when
we identify evidence sets with special evidence orders, is the following: given a family of
evidence sets Fy, unordered as they come in a NEL model, what is an aggregator on their
associated dichotomous orders {R. | e € Ep} that outputs Cg,? In other words, what is an
aggregator Ag such that Ag(({R. | e € Ey},=)) =Cg,, where <= {R. | e € Ey}? so that
the evidence is unordered? Given Definition 18, it is easy to see that such aggregator is the
lexicographic rule, which given that <= ({R. | e € Ey}?, corresponds to the intersection
of the R,.

Proposition 1. Let W be a set and let Ey C ZP(W) be a family of evidence sets. Then
Cro= Neep, Be = lex({({Re | € € Ep}, X)), where <= (.
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Proof. Let w,v € W. We have
(w,v) €CE, iff Ve € Ep(w € e = v € e) iff Ve € Ey((w,v) € Re)
O

The perspective switch from evidence sets to evidence orders brings with it some insights.
As the combination approach used on evidence sets to recover the plausibility order Cg,
turns out to be equivalent to doing lexicographic aggregation on the unordered set of the
associated dichotomous orders, we can get a bit of extra information about the way the
agent is handling evidence. As the lexicographic rule satisfies the IBUTN axioms (and
their implied axioms), the agent is can be seen ‘as if’ she was combining relational evidence
in a specific way; being unanimous with abstentions, non-dictatorial, etc.

As noted above, in unordered REL models, i.e., models of the form M = (W, (%, <), V, Ag)
with <= %2, the output of lexicographic rule always reduces to the intersection of the
evidence relations. So given that NEL models are unordered (i.e., the families of evidence
sets don’t come with any ordering over them), it is perhaps most natural to think of the
aggregator Ag such that Ag(({Re | e € Eo}, X)) =Cpg, as simply being the intersection
rule, i.e., the aggregator Agn that generally disregards the priority order < and simply
outputs the intersection of the available evidence () cp, Re. We fix the definition for this
basic aggregator for unordered evidence as follows:

Definition 19. The intersection rule is the aggregator Agn given by
(w,v) € Agn((#, ) iff (w,v) € (2%
<

Having fixed this connection evidence sets and evidence orders, and their associated ag-
gregation procedures, we can now consider a natural way transform every NEL into an
unordered, REL model in which each evidence order is dichotomous. To fix this connec-
tion, we define the following mapping between NEL and REL models.

Definition 20 (Relational model associated with a neighborhood model). Let Rel be a
map from neighborhood evidence models to REL-models given by

(W, Eo, V) v (Rel(W), (Rel(Ep), <), Rel(V), Agr)
where Rel(W) := W, Rel(V) :=V Rel(Ey) = {R. | e € Eg} and <= Rel(Ep)?. q

Observation. The choice of <= Rel(FEp)? makes the associated model Rel(M) be such
that all evidence is equally reliable, as was the case in the original model M. Given the fact
that the intersection rule effectively ignores the priority order, other choices of < would
give us a REL model that is equivalent to Rel(M), in the sense of including the same
evidence orders and leading to the same evidence-based plausibility order. But these other
choices of < make extra assumptions about the relative reliability of evidence that are alien
to original model M. <

Proposition 2. The map Rel is well defined.

Proof. We need to show that, for each neighborhood model M = (W, Ey, V'), the structure
Rel(M) = (Rel(W), (Rel(Ep), =), Rel(V), Agn) is indeed a relational model. Let e € Ej.
We need to show that R, is a preorder.
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o Reflexivity. Let w € W. Either w € e or w ¢ e, and either way we get w € e = w € e,
so R.ww.

o Transitivity. Let Rowv and Revu. If w & e we have w € e = u € e and thus R.wu.
Suppose now that w € e. Then as R.wv we have v € e, which given R.vu implies
u € e. Thus Rowu.

O

As we shall discuss in Chapter 1.2, the mapping Rel turns every feasible NEL model
into a feasible REL model in which the agent has evidence for, and believes, the same
propositions as in the original NEL model. This intuitive connection will be proved in
Chapter I1.2; after interpreting the language of NEL over REL models with the semantics
for the evidence and belief operators matching the definitions given for these notions in
Section 77, feasible NEL models and their images under Rel will be shown to be modally
equivalent (in the sense of having point-wise equivalent modal theories). This connection
between NEL models and unordered Agn-models motivates, in part, our interest in the
logic of Agn-models, which we study in detail in Chapter I1.2.

REL models as a generalisation of NEL models. Our previous remarks allow us to
see the setting of REL models as generalising that of NEL models in three main ways.
First, via the encoding of evidence sets as dichotomous orders, the type of binary evidence
considered in NEL models can be represented in REL models, while the latter models
also provide facilities for representing non-binary evidence. Second, given the presence of a
priority order < in REL models, evidence pieces of varying reliability can be represented;
putting <= %2 we obtain the class of evidence models with unordered or equally reliable
evidence as a special case. Finally, instead of fixing a specific procedure to aggregate
evidence and defining an associated notion of evidence-based belief via this procedure, as
done in [1, 5, 12|, we propose a notion of evidence-based belief for REL models that relies
on the output of an abstract aggregator Ag. This abstraction makes possible two related
but distinct investigations: (i) logics of evidence and belief based on a specific aggregator.
In this thesis, we do a first exploration in both directions; and (ii) logics of evidence and
belief based on a class of aggregators characterised by certain properties. Chapters I1.2
and II.3 follow the first path, presenting logics for reasoning about the evidence and beliefs
of an agent that relies specifically on the intersection (Chapter I1.3) and lexicographic rule
(Chapter 11.2). On the other hand, Chapter I1.4 presents a ‘minimal’ logic for reasoning
about the evidence and beliefs held by an agent irrespective of the aggregator applied, i.e.,
the evidence and beliefs obtained relying on any way of combining evidence that meets the
constraints built into the definition of an aggregator: Unrestricted Domain and Collective
Rationality.

1.6 Syntax and semantics for REL
To conclude this chapter, we recall the basic language .Z:
pu=p|=p|lene|Dop |y | Ve

where p € P. The intended interpretation of the modalities is as follows. gy reads as: ‘the
agent has basic, factive evidence for ¢’; Oy reads as: ‘the agent has aggregated evidence
for ¢’.
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We introduced and interpreted this language over NEL models in Chapter 1.2, Section
2.2.6. We will now interpret it over REL models. The language .Z is used as a basic static
language for evidence and belief throughout this thesis. The language .Z is interpreted
over REL models as follows.

Definition 21 (Satisfaction). Let M = (W, (%, <),V, Ag) be an REL model and w € W.
The satisfaction relation |= between pairs (M, w) and formulas ¢ € .Z is defined as follows:

M,wEp iff we V(p)

M,wkE ¢ iff M,w - @

M,wEeAYiff MywE ¢ and M,w =1

M,w = Oyp iff there is R € #Z such that, for all v € W, Rwv implies M, v = ¢
M,w EO¢ iff for all v € W, Ag({Z, <))wv implies M,v |= ¢

M,wEYy iffforallve W, MvEg

<
Definition 22 (Truth map). Let M = (W,(%Z,=),V, Ag) be a REL model. We define a
truth map [Jar : £ — 2V given by: [¢]ym = {w € W | M,w = ¢} q

Evidence. As expected, the notions of factive evidence availability introduced in Section
1.1.4 is matched by the semantics of [y and [J. In particular, Uy corresponds to the
notion of ‘having basic, factive evidence for ¢’ and [y corresponds to that of ‘having
aggregated, factive evidence for ¢’. Moreover, the notions related to non-factive evidence
are definable in the language. As in the NEL setting, gy corresponds to ‘having basic
evidence for ¢’, while 30y gives the notion of ‘having aggregated evidence for ¢’

Belief. We recall the notion of evidence-based belief introduced in Section 1.1.4 of this
Chapter.

By holds (at any state) iff Vw(Fv((w,v) € Ag({(Z, <)) and Ag({(Z, =))[v] C [¢]m))

That is, the agent believes ¢ if for every state w & [¢]ar state, we can always find a more
plausible state v € [¢]ar, all whose successors are also in [¢]as. When the output of the
aggregator is converse well-founded, this notion of belief coincides with Grove’s one, but
it ensures consistency of belief otherwise. It is easy to check that this notion of belief is
definable in terms of V and [. Specifically, we put

By =V0Uy

We now generalise the notions of plain evidence and belief by introducing conditional ver-
sions of our evidence and belief operators: B#v, [f1 and 0%,

Conditional basic evidence. We can also give a conditional version of basic evidence.
The intended interpretation of [Jf v is “the agent has basic, factive evidence for ¢ at w,
conditional on ¢ being true”. The definition of conditional basic evidence is as follows

Of¢ iff 3R € Z(Vo(Rwv = (v € [e]m = v € [¢]m)))
Conditional basic evidence is definable in the basic language by putting
Ofv == Oo(p — )

The notion of conditional evidence reduces to that of plain evidence by setting ¢ = T.
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Conditional aggregated evidence. We also define a notion for aggregated evidence
that mirrors the one given for basic evidence. The intended meaning of [1¥ is “the agent
has aggregated evidence for ¢ at w, conditional on ¢ being true”.

0%y iff Vo(Ag((#, 2))wo = (v € [¢]mr = v € [¢]a))

Conditional aggregated evidence is definable in the basic language by putting
0%y = 0(p — ¥)

Again, the unconditional version is given by ¢ = T.

Conditional belief. Conditional beliefs pre-encode the beliefs that we would have if we
learnt that certain propositions are true. The intended interpretation of B¥1 is “the agent
believes 1 conditional on ¢ being true”. In our setting, we define conditional belief as
follows

B4 iff Vw(w € [pla = Fv(Ag((#, 2))wv and v € [p]ar and Ag((#, 2))[v]N[e]ar S [¢1ar))

A simple inspection of the expression above should make it clear that this notion of belief
is definable in terms of V and 0. Specifically, we put

By = V(o — O(¢p = (O — 1))

As with the other conditional versions discussed above, this notion reduces to that of ab-
solute belief when ¢ = T.

1.7 Chapter review

In this chapter, we have introduce relational evidence models, the class of models over
which the various logics developed in this thesis are interpreted. We have explored and
exemplified the notion of relational evidence, as well as the formats that we use for modeling
evidence (evidence orders) and its reliability (priority orders). We have also presented
evidence aggregators, the rules used by the agent to combine relational evidence. After
fixing the definition of a REL model, we have presented notions of belief and evidence-
possession for this type of model. We have also explored ways to connect NEL models
and REL models in a systematic way. Finally, we have fixed the syntax and semantic of
a basic static language for REL, which will be used throughout the thesis.
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Chapter 2

RELA: unanimous evidence merge

In this chapter, we initiate our logical study of belief and evidence in the REL setting.
We zoom into a specific class of REL models, the class of Agn-models, and study logics
for belief and evidence based on these models. Our motivation for exploring these logics
is twofold. First, as we anticipated in Chapter II.1, Section 1.1.5, feasible NEL models
can be turned into Agn-models model in which the agent has evidence for, and believes,
the same propositions as in the original NEL model. This relationship gives us one way
to connect the REL framework back to the NEL framework which inspired it, before em-
barking on a more general study of REL. Secondly, Agn-models come with an aggregator,
the intersection rule, which recovers an evidence-based plausibility order only on the basis
of the family of evidence; the priority order plays no role. This approach to aggregation
fits well with some natural scenarios; those in which all the evidence is equally reliable, and
those in which the agent has no information about the relative reliability of evidence. In
this type of scenario, we say that the agent has unordered evidence. Putting together these
two motivations, we can view the logics studied in this chapter as logics for reasoning about
the evidence and beliefs of an agent that combines unordered evidence, using a procedure
that agrees with, and generalises, the one proposed in [1, 2, 4, 5, 12] for the NEL setting.

2.1 Syntax and semantics

Here, we recall here the language %, which is built recursively as follows:

pu=p| @A O |Op | Ve

In this chapter we focus on Agn-models, i.e., REL models of the form

To simplify notation, hereafter we will refer to these models as N-models instead of Agn-
models. As the intersection rule is insensitive to the priority order, when we consider
N-models, it is convenient to treat the models as if they came with a family of evidence
orders Z only, instead of an ordered family (%, <). Accordingly, hereafter we will write
N-models as follows:

M = (W, %,V, Agr)

where & is a countable family of evidence orders over W. The semantics for formulas of
% can then be stated as follows.



32 Chapter 2. RELn: unanimous evidence merge

Definition 23 (Satisfaction). Let M = (W, %,V, Agn) be a N-model and w € W. The
satisfaction relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas ¢ € .Z is defined as follows:

M,wEDp iff we V(p)

MwE - iff Myw e

M,wEeANyiff M,wl=¢and M,w =1y

M,w = Ogp iff there is R € #Z such that, for all v € W, Rwv implies M, v = ¢
M,w = O¢ iff for all v € W, Agn(Z)wv implies M,v = ¢

M,wEYy iffforallve W, M,vE=¢p

<

Before discussing axiomatizations of the logic of the class of N-models, we establish a fact
anticipated in Chapter II.1, Section 1.1.5: the mapping Rel turns every feasible NEL
model into a feasible REL model in which the agent has evidence for, and believes, the
same propositions as in the original NEL model. More precisely, feasible NEL models and
their images under Rel are modally equivalent, in the sense of having point-wise equivalent
modal theories.

Proposition 3. Let M = (W, Ey, V) be a feasible neighborhood model (i.e., a model with
Ey finite). For any ¢ € £ and any state w € W

M,w = ¢ iff Rel(M),w |= ¢

Proof. By induction on the structure of ¢. The base case for ¢ = p (p € P) and the
inductive step for ¢ = —1p,0p =¥ A x and ¢ = Vi are shown by unfolding the definitions.
We show now the cases involving [y and [J modalities.

o ¢ = [py. Note that:

M,w = Oy iff there is an e € Ey such that w € e C [¢]
iff there is an R, € Rel(Ey) such that R.[w| = e and e C [¢] i

i.h.
iff there is an Re € Rel(Ep) such that Re[w] C [¥] ge(ar)
iff Rel(M),w = Ot

e o = [h). Note that:

M,w = Oy iff there is an e € E such that w € e C [¢]n

n
iff there are eq,...,e, € Ey such that ﬂ e, =e
i=1
and w € e C [¢] i
iff there are R.,, ..., R, € Rel(Ep) such that R, [w] = e;
and w € e C [¢]m

n

iff there are R.,,..., R, € Rel(Ep) such that (ﬂ Re,)w] C [¥]m
1=1

iff () 2)[w] € ([ Reo)lw] € [¢]mr

=1

ll?f (ﬂ Z)[w] C [¢]rer(ar)
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iff Rel(M),w = Oy

O

As the following proposition shows, this modal equivalence result does not extend to non-
feasible NEL models. This is because, in models with infinitely many pieces of evidence,
the notion of combined evidence presented in [5] differs from the one proposed for REL
models. To clarify this, consider a NEL model M = (W, Ey, V). In the setting of [5], the
agent has combined evidence for a proposition ¢ at w if there is a finite body of evidence
containing w and supporting ¢, i.e., if there is some finite F' C Ej such that w € (| F and
N F C [¢]am. Suppose M is a non-feasible models in which Ej is such that w € Ey and
N Eo C [¢]a, while no finite subfamily F' C Ejy is such that w € ((F and (F C [¢]um-
That is, the combination of all the evidence supports ¢ at w, but no combination of a
finite subfamily of Fy does. In a NEL model like this, the agent does not have combined
evidence for ¢. However, our proposed notion of aggregated evidence for REL models is
based on combining all the available evidence (as opposed to finite subsets of it), and as a
result in Rel(M) the agent does have aggregated evidence for .

Proposition 4. Non-feasible NEL models need not be modally equivalent to their images
under Rel. In particular:

1. The left-to-right direction of Proposition 3 holds for non-feasible evidence models.

2. The right-to-left direction of Proposition 3 fails for non-feasible evidence models. In
particular, there is an non-feasible neighborhood model M such that Rel(M ), w = Chp
but M, w = .

Proof.

1. This is clear from the fact that the proofs for this direction don’t depend on the
cardinality of Ej.

2. The following is a counterexample. Let M = (W, Ey, V), with W = N, Ey =
{N\{2n+1} | n € N} and V(p) = {2n | n € N}. Let w = 0. Note that for all e € E,
e Z [p]ar and thus M, w = Op. Moreover, we have:

( () Bwl= () (Reuw)
RERel(Ep) e€Ep

And as w € e for all e € Ey, by 7?7 we have R.[w] = e for each e € Ey, Hence
() (Re[w)) = () (e) =) Eo

ecEyp ecEy

Note that (VEo = [p]a, and thus, (Mgepery) B)w] = [plar. By induction hy-

pothesis, we have [p]a = [p] rei(ar) and hence (g ge(ry) B)w) = [Pl rer(ar), which
implies Rel(M),w = Op.

O

2.2 A proof system for RELA

In this section, we recall the proof system Lg. We first introduced this system in 2.2.7,
where it was presented as a system to axiomatize the logic of the class of NEL models. In



34 Chapter 2. RELn: unanimous evidence merge

the following sections of this chapter, we revisit this system and show that it also axioma-
tizes the logic of the class of N-models.

The system includes the following aziom schemas for all formulas ¢, € Z:
1. All tautologies of propositional logic
2. The S5 axioms for V
3. The S4 axioms for [J
4. Qo — OeOoy
5. The following interaction axioms:

(a) Vo — Loy (Universality)
(b) (Bop AVY) — Oo(p A V) (Pullout)
(c¢) Oop — Op

Moreover, the system of includes the following inference rules for all formulas ¢, € .Z:

—_

. Modus ponens

. Necessitation Rule for V: L
N

\V)

w

. Necessitation Rule for [: L
U

=P

4. Monotonicity Rule for Op: ———F——
Uop — Loy

2.3 Soundness of L

In this section we prove that the logic generated by Ly, which we denote by Ay, is sound
with respect to the class of N-models. Before that, we prove a more general result, which
will be used also in other soundness proofs throughout the thesis.

Proposition 5. The azioms listed under 1-4, 5(a), and 5(b) are valid in any REL model.
Moreover, the inference rules listed 1-4 preserve truth.

Proof. Let M = (W,(Z%,<),V, Ag) be an REL model and w a world in M.

1. S5 axioms for V:

Ky : V(e = ¢) = (Vo — V). Let M,w = V(¢ — 1) and suppose that M, w =
V. Take any v € W. As M,w [ Vy, we have M,v = . Thus given
M, w = Y(p — ), we have M, v = 1.

Ty : Yo — . Let M,w = Vy. Then every v € W is such that M,v = ¢. So in
particular M, w = .

4Y : Vo — We. Let M, w = V. Then every v € W is such that M, v |= ¢. Hence
every v € W is such that M, v |= Vo and thus M, w = VWe.

5y : Jp — VIp. Let M,w = Jp. Then there is a v € W such that M,v = .
Take any u € W. Then we have M, u = Jp, and thus M, w = V3p.

2. S4 axioms for [:
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Ko

To

45

(e = ¢) — (Op — Ov). Let M,w = UO(p — ¢) and suppose M, w = .
Then Ag((%, <)) € [¢ — lu and Ag((#,<))w] C [¢]ar Take any
v € Ag((#,<))[w]. Then M,v = v — ¢ and M,v = ¢, so M,v = 1.

: Op — ¢. Let M, w = Op. Then Ag((Z, <))[w] C [¢]am. Since codom(Ag) =
Pre(W), Ag({(#, <)) is reflexive and thus w € Ag((Z, <))[w]. Hence M, w |= .

Op — O0¢p. Let M,w = Op. Then Ag({Z,<))[w] C [¢]a. Take any
v e Ag({#,<))w], i.e., any v such that (w,v) € Ag({Z, <)). We need to show
that for all u € Ag((Z, <))[v], M,u | ¢. Take any u € Ag({(%,<))[v], i.e.,
(v,u) € Ag({(#,<)). Since codom(Ag) = Pre(W), Ag({#,<)) is transitive
and thus given (w,v), (v,u) € Ag({(#Z,=<)) we have (w,u) € Ag({#Z,=<)). Hence
M, u = .

3. Axiom 4 for Oy:

Let M,w = Ogp. Thus, there is an R € # such that R[w]| C [¢]am. We need to
show that there is a R’ € # such that R'[w] C [Oo¢]a. Take R = R'. Consider any
v € Rlw], i.e, Rwv. We need to show that R[v] C [¢]ar. Take any u such that Rou.
Since dom(Ag) = (PRE(W) x Pre(PRE(W))), R is transitive and thus from Rwv
and Rvu we get Rwu. Hence M, u = .

4. Interaction axioms:

(a)
(b)

Vo — Opp (Universality). Let M, w = V. Then W = [¢]ar. For any R € Z,
R[w] C W = [¢]m and hence M, w = Oyep.

(0o A VYY) <> Oo(e A VYY) (Pullout). (=). Suppose M, w = Ogp A Vip. Then
there is an R € Z such that R[w] C [¢]ar and []ar = W. Hence R[w] C
(Lelnr 0 [¥91n0), i, Rlw] € ([ AVolar) and thus M,w = Dol A V). (<)
Suppose M,w = Oo(p A V). Then there is an R € # such that R[w] C
o AVelar, e Rlw) € (Ielw 0 [¥0la). Either [Vl = W or []ar = 0.
But if [V¢]a = 0, we would have Rlw] C ([¢]ar N0 and thus R[w] = 0.
However, as dom(Ag) = (PRE(W) x Pre(PRE(W))), R is reflexive and thus
(w,w) € R[w]. Hence [V¢]ar # 0 and thus we must have [Vy]ar = W. So
Rlw] C ([elar N [VY]ar) = [e]ar, which together with [Vi]as = W implies
M, w = Ogp A V.

5. Inference rules:

(a)
(b)

()

Necessitation Rule for V: Let M = ¢. Then W = [¢]as and thus M |= V.
Necessitation Rule for O0: Let M = ¢. Then W = [p]a. Take any world
weW. As Ag({(Z, <))[w] C W, we have M, w |= Og and thus M |= .
Monotonicity Rule for Og: Let M = ¢. Then W = [p]a. Take any world
w € W and any R € #Z. As Rw| C W, we have M,w = Oyp and thus
M ): D()gO.

We now show the main soundness result for Ag.

Theorem 2. Ay is sound with respect to the class of N-models. That is, for all p € £
and any N-model M : ., ¢ implies M = .
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Proof. It suffices to show that each axiom is valid and that the inference rules preserve
truth. Given Proposition 5, we know that the axioms listed under 1-4, 5(a), and 5(b) are
valid in any REL model, and that the inference rules listed 1-4 preserve truth. Hence
as the class of N-models is contained in the class of REL models, these axioms are still
valid in the former class. Thus, it remains to be shown that the axiom 5(c), Doy — O,
is valid in all N-models. Let M = (W, %,V, Agn) be a N-model and let w a world in M.
Suppose that M,w = Opp. Then there is an R € #Z such that R[w] C [¢]ar. Note that
NZw] = Npexr(R'[w]) € Rlw]. Hence M,w = Oep. O

2.4 Completeness of L

This section proves strong completeness of Ay with respect to the class of N-models. The
completeness proof follows directly from the fact that the logic generated by Ag is complete
with respect to finite (and hence feasible) NEL models. This, together with the fact that
feasible NEL models are modally equivalent to their images under Rel, as established in
Proposition 3, gives us completeness.

As shown in [21, pp. 194-195], a logic is complete if every consistent set of formulas is
satisfiable on some model:

Proposition 6. A logic A is strongly complete with respect to a class of models C iff every
A-consistent set of formulas is satisfiable on some model M € C.

Theorem 3. Ay is strongly complete with respect to the class of N-models.

Proof. By Proposition 6, it suffices to show that every Lg-consistent set of formulas is
satisfiable on some N-model. Let I be an Lp-consistent set of formulas. As Ag is complete
and has the finite model property with respect to NEL models, there is a finite (and hence
feasible) neighborhood evidence model M and a state w in M such that M, w = ¢ for all
¢ € I'. By Proposition 3, we have Rel(M),w = ¢ for all ¢ € I'. Thus, I is satisfiable on
a MN-model. O

2.5 Evidence dynamics

Having established the soundness and completeness of the static logic Ay, we now turn
to evidence dynamics. In line with the work on NEL logics, we consider update, evi-
dence addition and evidence upgrade actions for N-models. Throughout this section, we
fix a N-model M = (W, 2,V, Agn), some proposition P C W and some evidence order
R € Pre(W).

Updates. ‘Hard information’ is naturally represented as a proposition. Thus, as done
in the NEL setting and more generally in dynamic epistemic logic, we will consider here
updates that involve learning a new fact P with absolute certainty. Upon learning P,
the agent rules out all possible states that are incompatible with it. Following standard
practice, we model this is via model restrictions. For REL models, this means keeping
only the worlds in [¢]as and restricting each evidence order accordingly.

Definition 24 (Update). The model M'* = (WP %P VP’ Agi) has W' == P, %#'7 =
{RNP%| R c %}, Agl’ .= Agn restricted to P, and for all p € P, V'P(p) =V (p)NP. <

Relational evidence addition. Unlike our notion of update, which is standardly defined
in terms of an incoming proposition P C W, our proposed notion of evidence addition for
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N-models involves accepting a new piece of relational evidence R from a trusted source.
That is, relational evidence addition consists of adding a new piece of relational evidence

R C Pre(W) to the family Z.

Definition 25 (Relational evidence addition). The model M ¥ = (WHE gg+R y+E AqgdTt
has WHE =W, #+F .= 2 U{R}, V*E =V and AgF® = Agn. q

As expected, after adding Rp as a piece of evidence, the agent may not believe P.

Observation. In the general REL setting, evidence addition can be seen as a complex
action involving two transformations on the initial model: (i) adding a piece of relational
evidence to #Z; and (ii) updating the priority order < to ‘place’ the new evidence item
where it fits, according to its reliability. We will discuss this more general notion in
subsequent chapters. As we indicated at the beginning of this chapter, we take N-models
to be appropriate to model situations involving unordered evidence, i.e., scenarios in which
all evidence is equally reliable, or in which the agent has no information about relative
reliability. Accordingly, the notion of relational addition for N-models corresponds to
adding a new piece of evidence that is on a par with the previous ones; either as equally
reliable, or as fully incomparable. N

Relational evidence upgrade. Finally, we consider an action of upgrade with a piece
of relational evidence R. This upgrade action is based on the notion of binary lexico-
graphic merge from Andréka et. al. [7]. The action is similar in spirit to the evidence
upgrade introduced in the NEL setting (and the general notion of lexicographic upgrade
in epistemic logic), as it modifies the existing evidence giving priority to the new evidence
relation. Moreover, an upgrade with Rp induces belief in P, and thus upgrade is stronger
than addition, as usual.

Definition 26 (Evidence upgrade). The model MTE = (WTE gt YR AghRy pag
WHE .— W, %" .= {[R<U(RNR') | R € %}, VB .=V and Ag[" = Agr. q

Intuitively, this operation modifies each existing piece of evidence R’ with R following the
rule: “keep whatever R and R’ agree on, and where they conflict, give priority to R

2.6 A PDL language for relational evidence

To encode the evidential actions described above, we will present dynamic extensions of
£, obtained by adding to . dynamic modalities for update, evidence addition and ev-
idence upgrade. The modalities for update will be standard, i.e., modalities of the form
[lo]ip. However, to encode syntactically the relational evidence featured in addition and
upgrade, we need to add formulas to the language standing for evidence orders. A natural
way to introduce order-defining expressions, in a modal setting such as ours, is to employ
suitable program expressions from Propositional Dynamic Logic (PDL). We will follow
this approach, augmenting . with dynamic modalities of the form [+7]¢ for addition and
[ 7]y for upgrade, where the symbol 7 occurring inside the modality is a PDL program
that stands for a piece of relational evidence.

As evidence orders are preorders, we will employ a set of program expressions whose terms
are guaranteed to always define preorders. An natural fragment of PDL meeting this
condition is the one provided by programs of the form 7*, which always define reflexive
transitive closure of some relation.
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Definition 27 (II). The set of program symbols II is defined recursively as follows:
mi= Al%¢p|nUn|mnm| 7"

where ¢ € Z. Here A denotes the universal program, while the rest of the programs have
their usual PDL meanings (for details about the PDL language, we refer the reader to [22]).
We denote by II, = {#* | 7 € II} the set of *-programs. We call II, the set of evidence
programs. q

II, will be our program set of choice; every program symbol inside a dynamic modality
will come from this set. To assign meaning to the programs in NEL models, we extend
the truth map [-]as as follows:

Definition 28 (Truth map). Let M = (W, (%, <),V, Ag) be an REL model. We define
an extended truth map []ar : L UTI — 2V U oW? given by:

[l ={weW|[Muwl ¢}
[Alm = w2

el ={(w,w) e W? |w e [o]"}
[runln = [7lar U7 |

[’ lar = [7lar o [7']ns

[7* ] aa = [

<

Before introducing dynamic languages, in the remainder of this section, we consider some
examples of types of relational evidence that can be defined with programs from IL,. After
that, we show some syntactic facts about II, that we will often draw upon in completeness
proofs for dynamic extensions of .Z.

Some examples of evidence programs. Here are some natural types of relational evi-
dence that can be defined with expressions from II,.

Dichotomous evidence orders. For a formula ¢, define 7, := (A;7¢) U (T—p; A; 7). m,
puts the ¢ worlds strictly above the —y worlds, and makes every world equally plausible
within each of these two regions. That is, 7, defines the type of dichotomous evidence
order that we considered in Chapter II.1.

FIGURE 2.1: The dichotomous order defined by 7.

Total evidence orders. Several programs can be used to define total orders. For example,
for formulas @1, ..., p,, we can define

T (@1, on) = (A;701) U (2=01; A; 7=001; 709)
U (72015 25 A; 72015 7025 T403)
u...
U (22153 770n; A5 72015 -5 720n 15 Tn)
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This type of program is described in [23]. 7!(¢1,...,%,) puts the ¢; worlds above ev-
erything else, the -1 A o worlds above the —¢; A = worlds, and so on, and the
=1 A g A+ A1 A, above the -1 A o A -+ - A —p, worlds. Such relations are
indeed connected well-preorders.

FIGURE 2.2: The total evidence order defined by 7*(¢1, ..., ¢n).

Ceteris paribus evidence orders. Relational comparisons are often incomplete, i.e., they
involve a ranking of states with incomparable elements. This is often the case, for instance,
when a source reports so-called ceteris paribus (CP) preferences. As an example, suppose
that a source provides the following piece of evidence: “other things being equal, ¢ is
more plausible than —¢7, and @9 is more plausible than —ys. However, the plausibility
of p3 depends on @1 and @o; if both or none of them are true, I consider 3 to be more
plausible than —3, but I deem —p3 more plausible than 3 otherwise”. Following the
standard jargon from the CP-nets literature, 1 and @9 are here conditionally preferentially
independent, while 3 is dependent on both ¢; and 2. We can succinctly represent this
ceteris paribus evidence statement with a CP-net (for details about CP-nets, we refer the

reader to [24]):
@R
Crmd @ @)

@ @ P2 = P2
S @ @ @
(1 Ap2) V(PTADD) 03 = F3

(P AV @A 02) 5 - 0 >

FIGURE 2.3: A CP-net for the statement (left) and its induced evidence
order (right).

P17~ o1

The evidence order induced by the statement from the source can be defined in our language
as follows:

(P15 A; 701) U (72023 A5 709)
U (2(((p1 Ap2) V (21 A pa)) A =p3); A3 2(((01 A p2) V (291 A p2)) A p3))
U (2(((01 A =02) V (201 A w2)) Ap3); A3 7(((1 A —p2) V(21 A pa)) A —p3))

Next, we will prove some syntactic facts about the programs II and II,. The main results
in a normal form lemma for the programs in II. This lemma shows that, for any evidence
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program 7 € II, we can find another program 7’ € II, which is a union of certain programs,
and which is equivalent to 7. Of special interest for us is the normal form established for

programs of the shape 7*. The fact that every evidence program 7* is equivalent to a

program with a specific syntactic shape will be put to use extensively in the completeness
proofs for dynamic extensions of .Z. Thus, the small detour that we take now to study
the program set II will pay off later on when we tackle the main goal of encoding evidence
dynamics.

Notation 3. For programs 71, ..., 7, € II we write |J;_, 7; to denote the program m; U
c Uy, q

We first introduce the notion of program equivalence that we will use:

Definition 29 (Program equivalence). Two programs 7, 7' € II are equivalent (notation
7 = 7') iff for every REL model M, [7]a = [#'] - 4

Next, we give the definition of a union form:

Definition 30 (Union form). A program 7 is in union form if it has the form:

Ui A 2¢0) L (70)

il

where @;,19;,0 € £ and I is a suitable finite index set. That is, a program is in union
form if it is a union of clauses, where a clause is a program of the form (7p; A;7¢) or a
test (76). <

We now define a normal form as follows:

Definition 31 (Normal form). A normal form for a program 7 € II is a program 7’ € II
such that:

1. 7' is in union form;
2. mand 7’ are equivalent.
<

The following well-known results about relational composition will be used in the normal
form lemma.

Proposition 7. Relational composition distributes over arbitrary unions. That is, for any
binary relation R and any indexed family of binary relations Q,

1. Ro(lJ; Qi) = U;(RU Qi)
2. (U; Qi) o R=;(QioR)
Proof. See, e.g., [22, p. §|. O
The following facts will also be used frequently.
Proposition 8. Let M be a REL model. Then:
1. (z,y) € [P0 A %]n iff © € [¢]m and x € [Y] -
-z, y) € [P0 Wl iff (z,9) € [P(@ A )]

2
3. (x,y) € [To1; A 7(1 A pa); As Tba]lag iff (2, y) € [7(1 A 301 A w2); As M) i
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Proof.

L (z,y) € [P0 A MM
iff (z,y) € [T]am o [A; 7]m
iff 3z : (x, 2) € [T¢]a and (2,y) € [A4; Y] m
iff 32 : 2 =z and z € ]y and (z,y) € [A; 7] M
iff 32 : 2 =z and z € [p]amr and (z,y) € [A]ar o [?¢]m
iff 3z : (x = z and z € [@]pr and Fu: ((z,u) € [A]ar and (u,y) € [?¢¥]m))
iff 3z: (x =z and z € [¢]y and Fu: (u € W and uw =y and y € [¢]nr))
if & € [l and y € [

2. (z,y) € [Pe: 7] m
iff (2, y) € [?¢]am o [P
iff 3z : (z,2) € [?¢]m and (z,y) € [?V]m
iff 3z:2x==zand z € [p]y and z =y and y € [¢]m
iff =y and z € [p AY]n
iff (z,y) € [7(e A¥)]m

3. (,y) € [To1s A 7(vh1 A 2); As Pho] i
iff (2,y) € [Te15 A3 2(¢1 A p2)lm o [A; 2]
iff 3z : (x,2) € [To1; A;2(Y1 A w2)] v and (z,y) € [A; 7]
iff 3z : 2 € [p1]m and z € [11 A po]ar and (z,y) € [A; 72]ar  (by Item 2 of this Prop.)
iff © € [oo1 A 31 Apa)]ar and y € [ i
iff (z,y) € [7(p1 A 31 Ap2)); A; Tpo] i and y € [¢ho] ar(by Item 2 of this Prop.)

O

In the step of the normal form lemma concerning *-programs, we will make use of the
following definitions and results.

Definition 32 (Walks and paths). Let R C W x W. An walk along R is a sequence of
(not necessarily distinct) vertices wq, wa, ..., wy, where w; € W for i = 1,2,...,k, such
that (v, viq1) € Rfori=1,2,...,k—1. A path is a walk in which all vertices are distinct
(except possibly the first and last). A wv-walk is a walk with first vertex w and last vertex
v. A wo-path is defined similarly. The length of a walk (path) is its number of edges. <

Proposition 9. Let RC W x W. Fvery wv-walk along R contains a wv-path along R.
Proof. This is a standard result. For a proof, see, e.g., |25, p. 19]. O

Proposition 10. Let M be a REL model. Every wv-path along U7, (?¢:; A; 20:i)m of
length ¢ > n contains a wv-path along [J:; (?¢i; A; 7i) v of length at most n.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on the length ¢ of a wv-path P = wujus . .. upv.

e Base step: ¢ = n + 1. For each edge (uj,ujt1) € [Ui;(?wi; A;7¢i)]ar, where
Jj €{l,...,n}, there is an ¢ € {1,...,n} such that M,u; |= ¢; and M, uj11 = 9.
There are only n indices, but P has n + 1 edges, so some index d € {1,...,n} has
to be used twice. That is, there are (uj,,uj,) € [(?@a; A; 7q)]amr and (ujy,uj,) €
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[(?@a; A; 7g)]ar- Then, (uj,,uj,) and (uj,, uj, ) are both in [(?¢q; A; 7g)]ar. With-
out loss of generality, suppose that j; < j3. Then as P is a path, all vertices (except
possibly the endpoints) are distinct, and thus wj, # u;,. Removing the segment
Wj Ujy 41 - - - Wj, yields a strictly shorter wv-path P’ contained in P. Hence, as the
length of P is n + 1, that of P’ is at most n.

e Inductive step: ¢ > n + 1. We suppose that the claim holds for paths of length
less than ¢. Let P be a wv-path of length £. There are only n indices, but P has
¢ > n+ 1 edges, so some index d € {1,...,n} has to be used twice. Hence, there
are (ujlvujz) S H(?SOd,;A;?wd)]]M and (ujfsvusz) S H(?¢d§A§?¢d)]]M- Then, (uj17uj4)
and (uj,, uj,) are both in [(7¢g; A; 71g)]a. Without loss of generality, suppose that
j1 < js. Then as P is a path, all vertices (except possibly the endpoints) are distinct,
and thus u;, # uj,. Removing the segment wj uj, 41 ...uj, yields a strictly shorter
wv-path P’ contained in P. By the induction hypothesis, P’ contains a wv-path P”
along [U;c;(7¢i; A; 7)) ar of length at most n. As P” is contained in P’ it is also
contained in P.

Proposition 11. Let M be an REL model. Then [nU?¢]3, = [7]3;-

Proof. (C) Let (z,y) € [7U?¢]};. Then x =y, or there is a finite zy-walk along [7U?¢] .
Thus, given Proposition 10, x = y, or there is a finite zy-path along [rU?¢] s of length
{, i.e., there are 21, 29,. .., 2¢, 2¢+1 such that z; = x and z,41 = y, all states are different,
except possibly the first and last, and for each k € {1,...,¢}, (2k, 2k41) € [7U?¢]nr-
Suppose © = y. Then as [r]}, is reflexively closed, we have (z,y) € [7]},. Suppose now
that  # y. Then the xy-path cannot be z[?¢]y. Moreover, since all the z; are different,
except possibly the first and last, the zy-path contains no reflexive edges, so we must have
(2K, 2k+1) € [m]ar for each k € {1,...,¢}. Thus the xy-path is a path along [7]ss and
thus (z,y) € [7]3;. (2) Let (z,y) € [7]3;. Then & = y, or there is a finite xy-walk along
[7U?@]ar. This zy-walk is also an xy-walk along [7U?¢]as and thus (z,y) € [7U7¢];,. O

After proving some auxiliary results, we consider next the normal form lemma.

Lemma 1 (Normal Form Lemma). Given any program w € Il we can find a normal form
7 for it.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of 7. Let M be any REL model.

e m:= A. Let 7’ be the union form «’ := (?T; A;?T) U (?L). We now show that 7’ is
equivalent to .

(z,y) € [7'Im

iff (z,y) € [?T;A;2T]ar or (z,y) € [?L]m

iff € [?T]ay and y € [?T]p, or z =y and y € [L] (by Prop. 8)
iffre WandyeW

iff (z,y) € [Alm
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e 7 :=7¢. Let 7’ be the union form 7’ := (?7L; A;7L) U (?y).

(2.9) € [

iff (z,y) € [?L; A; 7 L] or (z,y) € [Telm

iff € [L]ar and y € [L]ar, or (z,y) € [?¢]ar  (by Proposition 8)
iff (z,y) € [?elm

e 71 := mUme. By induction hypothesis, we can find normal forms for 71 and m. Let the
forms be m = ;e (Pis A; 7pi)U?0 and w5 = ;¢ (755 A; 79h;)UT0" respectively.
Let 7" be the union form 7" == (U0, 70k A3 79h) U (2760 V 6'). We will show that 7/
is a normal form for 7.

(z,y) € [7]m

iff (z,y) € [m Uma]p

iff (z,y) € [m1]ar U [m2]ar

iff (z,y) € [m1]ar or (z,y) € [m2]m
iff (z,y)

iff ()

Zz,

z,y) € [mi]a or (z,y) € [75]am  (by induction hypothesis)
z,y) € [J(Pps A; 20:)U20]ar or (z,y) € [\ (2053 A; 705)020 s
iel jet
iff (z,y) € (70 A; 20l or (x,y) € (7055 A; 25]ar or (2,9) € [20]m
i€l jeJ

or (z, y) € [70'm)
iff (z,y) € | [7rs As 2nlar or (,y) € [20]ar or (z,y) € [26']n)

keluJ

iff (z,9) € |J [70r; A; 20]as or (v =y and y € [0]ar) or (z =y and y € [6'])
kelUJ

iff (2,y) € |J [70r; A; 7¢kar or 2 =y and (y € [0]ar or y € [6']n)
keluJ

iff (z,9) € |J [7ers A;70ar oz =y and y € [0V 0']n
keluJ

iff (z,y) U 1205 A; 2] s or (z,y) € [2(0V 0]
kelUJ

(@) €l | (Por A 20)]ar or (z,y) € [2(0V 0)]m

keluJ

iff (z,y) €[ U (Por; A; 2) U (70 V 0')) |
kelUJ

e 71 = 71; . By induction hypothesis, we can find normal forms for 7wy and mo. Let the
forms be ) = U;c;?(is A; 7pi)U0 and 75 = ;¢ ;(7pj5 A; 7h;)UT0" respectively.
We will find a normal form for 7 in two steps. First, we transform 7 into a more con-
venient shape, essentially using (several times) the fact that composition distributes
over union (Proposition 7). The first step is as follows:

(x,y) € [7]m
iff (z,y) € [m1;me]m
iff (z,y) € [mi]lar o [m2]ar
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iff (z,y) € [71]aro [75]ar  (by induction hypothesis)
iff (z,9) € [ 4; 700020 ar o [(| 26055 A5 290) 020 s

iff (x, ) ZGU}%,A il U [[?HHMJGJ Q}‘?%,A  77)U70' T
if (2,y) € <n6?soi; Al o [[(U?soj;A;]iwpuw'ﬂM) O (12000 o [ %5 A 70) 070 D)
(by Prop.z E71) - -
iff (z,y) € ([[iGUI?sOi; A; Ml o ([[JLGJJ?%; A; 7510 U [20'Ta)) U ([20] a1 © [[(]Lg]?SOﬁ A; 745)U20 T ar)
iff (z,y) € ([[Ul?soi; A; il o [[UJ?%'% A;15lan) U ([[Uj?soz-; A; 1ilar 0 [76']ar)
U (H?HHMLEH(QJ?wj;A; ?%')L]J-:G/HM) (by Prop. 7) ZE
iff (z,y) € <(UI[[]?;; A7) 0 [[L)}?st; A; 151 U (Ufﬂ?soz-; A; i) © [26']a1)
U ([?70]ar f UJ[[?% A; wju?e’;];) :

iff (2,) € ((J([7i 45 70idar o [\ 705 45 705100)) U (U (7055 43 ilar © [76]ar))

iel jeJ iel
U (120000 © | J 17053 A 705) 020 | ar)
Jj€J
iff (2,y) € (J |J (170 A 20illar o [7055 As 24951a0)) U (2033 A 2] ar 0 [26'T 1))
iel jeJ iel
U ([70]ar © U [(?¢45 A; 74;) U6 ar) (by Prop. 7 repeatedly)
JjeJ
iff (z,y) € ((J U I70i5 45 703 2055 43 2050a0) U (U035 43 7055 70 Tar)
i€l jeJ el
U ([26]ar o [ J[(?53 A 295) 076" 1)
jeJ
iff (:L' y U U [[?sza A; ?¢17 790]7 A ?w]]]M U [[?Spu A; 7%, 79 ]]M
i€l jeJ

U U ([?76]ar © [(?j; A; 24p;)U?6'] ar) (by Prop. 7 and properties of arbitrary unions)
JjeJ

iff (x,y) U U[PSDMA is Ty A; 77/’]]]]\/[ U [?¢i; 4; 2433 70 lar)

i€l jedJ
U J(176]ar o (17053 A 25100 U [26'] 1))
jeJ
iff (z,y) € (J (U205 A; 2055 2055 A; 20510 U [ 26055 A; 2205526 1)
iel jeJ
U J (1200 o 1255 A; 205]a0) U ([26] a1 © [760']a1)) (by Prop. 7)
jeJ

iff (z,9) € ([ U205 A; 7033 2053 A; 200510 U [ 26035 A; 24033 76"

il jeJ
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U UJ((ﬂ?e; 2055 As 7i]ar) U ([265 76 ar))
€
iff (mi y) € [ U @05 A5 205 2055 A; 2051ar U [205 A 2005 76 [
U [[76; 7:; jz:;]?wj]]M) U [76; ?0’]]M
iff (z,y) € UI 2 Coi A 3000 A 93)); A5 70500 U T35 43 700 1 0
u e /\z;j;]z;]?@bj]]M) U?20A0)]a  (by Prop. 8)

We now construct a different enumeration of the formulas to simplify the double union
in the program above, converting it to a simpler form. First, we define the following
sets of formulas: 1 = {¢; | i € I}; po ={@i AW ANpj) |i€1,je T} g3 =
{ONpj |jedh; U ={Y;A0|iel}; Uy:={1p;|jeJ}. Let T =1 UpaUpsz and
A =¥ UW¥y. Now we define a new index set K := (I x {0})U(J x{0})U(I xJ). We
enumerate the formulas v € I' with indices from K as follows: 7(; o) = ; for each i €
I; v0) = 0 N pj for each j € J; 4 5) = i A (i A ;) for each i € 1,5 € J. We
enumerate the formulas 6 € A as follows: 60y = ¥ A0, for each i € I; §(j0) =
¢;, for each j € J; d(; 5y = ¢j for each @ € I,j € J. Substituting the indices in the
program above with the new enumeration, we can now write the program in union
form:

(,y) € |J ([0 A 3(wi A 0)); As 25Tar U [2035 A; 22 A 0
iel jeJ
U 20 A s As 73] ar) U [20 A 0]

iff (2,y) € (| [yes A5 0r]ar) U 20 A 0T
heK

iff (2,y) € [\ (s A5 Sxar U260 A 0]
keK

iff (2,9) € [\ (s A5 ) UO A 0]
keK

Hence, the program 7’ := [y g (V3 A; 0x) U O A 6 is a normal form for 7.

e 7 := 7]. By induction hypothesis, we can find a normal form for 7;. Let this normal
form be ) = J;c; (743 A; 790;)U?0. We recall here that So(I) denotes the set of all
finite sequences of elements from I. Let 7’ be the union form:

len(s

)
o= U (2en A N @, A@n))iAi%,)) UCT)
k=2

s€So(1)

We will show that 7’ is a normal form for 7. Observe that:

(z,y) € [ri]m
iff (2,y) € [m]nm
iff (z,y) € [[U((?%';A; i) U0
i€l

iff (z,5) € [\ (705 A; 23)[ar - (by Prop. 11)
el
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iff there is a finite zy-walk along [U(?cpi; A; )] ar of length £,or z =y

i€l
iff there is a finite zy-path along [[U(?%'; A; 7p)]ar of length ¢/ or z =y (by Prop. 9)
el
iff there is a finite xy-path along [[U(?(P“ A; ;)] ar of length at most |I],or x =y (by Prop. 10)
el
iff for some s € So([),there are 21, 22, . . ., Zien(s)> Zlen(s)+1 Such that z1 =z and zjen(s)41 = ¥
and for each k € {1,...,len(s)}, (2k, 2k+1) € [T@sp; A; 75, M, or o =1y
iff for some s € So(I), there are 21, 22, . . ., Zien(s)s Zlen(s)+1 Such that 21 = z and zjen(s)41 = ¥
and for each k € {1,...,len(s)}, 2 € [ws, ] and zx41 € [¢s, ] and y € [[wslen(s)]]M
or z =y (by Prop. 8)
len(s)
iff for some s € Sy(I),x € s, N /\ (Vs A ps ) and y € [, I, or z =y
k=2

len(s)

lff fOI’ some s € SO( ) (:U y) € [[? ()081 /\ /\ ¢Sk 1 /\ Sosk)))yA; ?wslen(s)):[lM
k=2

orx =1y (by Prop. 8)
len(s

U H? SOSl A /\ /l/}Sk‘ 1 A sosk)))vAa ?¢S|en(s))]]M7 orr =y

s€So(I)
len(s)
fayel U ?( Ps; A /\ (Vsi_y A Psi)))s 4 ?ws.en(s))]]M, orr =y
SES()(I)

len(s

f (wy) el [J 7((pnn /\ (Bors A 0si)))i A Wy )t o (@) € [T ]ar

s€So(I)
len(s)
(z,y) € U ( sy N /\ (Vs N Psi)))i As ?¢slen(s))) an i
SESU(I)

iff (z,y) € [7']m

Notation 4. The normal form for *-programs, i.e.,

len(s)

U (26 n A @, LA @) A Png,y)) U (2T)

SESO(I)

will appear often in the completeness proof for dynamic logics. As it is a rather long
program, we will generally use the following abbreviation to ease reading. Let I be an
index set. For a sequence s € So(I), let @ = (Ps;s -+, Psy) A0 P = (sy, oo P )-
We will use the following abbreviation:

len(s)

(@, ) = (s, A /\ (Vsy A ©51)))
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With this abbreviation, the union normal form for *-programs will usually be written as:

U (73(9071!)); A; ?ws.en<s))) u((?T)

s€So(I)

FIGURE 2.4: The relation defined by the program 7 = ((?p1; 4;7¢1) U
(725 A; 1b9))*. By the Normal Form Lemma, 7 is equivalent to the normal
form program (7¢1; A;71)1) U (P25 A; 71ho) U (?7(p1 A (1 A pa); A; Tibe) U
(?(p2 A 32 A pr); A; 791).

Notation 5 (Normal form programs). For a program m € II, we let nf(7) denote some
normal form for . <

2.7 REL}: dynamics of evidence addition

Having established how the normal form for an arbitrary evidence program 7* looks like,
we start now our study of evidence dynamics. In this section, we focus on the action of
evidence addition that we introduced in Section 2.2.5. As anticipated in 2.2.6, we encode
the dynamics of evidence addition by extending . with modal operators of the form [4]
that describe evidence-addition actions. The new formulas of the form [+7]¢ are used to
express the statement: “p is true after the evidence order defined by 7 is added as a piece
of evidence”.

2.7.1 Syntax and semantics of REL

Definition 33 (Language .Z ). Let P be a countably infinite set of propositional variables.
The language £ is defined by mutual recursion:

pi=p|plone|Oop|Op| Ve | [+l
mu=Al?p|7Um | w7 | 7"

where p € P. <
We recall here the model transformation induced by evidence addition.

Definition 34. Let M = (W, %,V, Agn) be a N-model and 7 € II,. The model M*™ =
(WHT #+™ VAT Agt™ has W™ = W, V1™ .= V, Agi™ = Agn and ZT™ = % U
{[7]a} q

We extend the satisfaction relation |= to cover formulas of the form [+7]¢ as follows:
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Definition 35 (Satisfaction for [+7]p). Let M = (W, Z,V, Agn) be a N-model, w € W
and 7 € II.. The satisfaction relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas [+7]p € £T
is defined as follows:

M,w = [+r)p iff M w = ¢

2.7.2 A proof system for REL: L}

This section introduces a proof system for RELZ. In the next section, the logic generated
by this proof system will be shown to be sound and complete with respect to N-models. The
soundness and completeness proofs work via a standard reductive analysis, appealing to
reduction axioms. Reduction axioms are valid formulas of #* that indicate how to trans-
late a formula with evidence addition modalities into a provably equivalent one without
them. Adding these reduction axioms to our base system Lg we obtain a system L. The
completeness of the logic generated by LT will then follow from the known completeness
of the logic generated by Ly. We refer to [26] for an extensive explanation of this technique.

As we anticipated in Section 2.2.6, normal forms play a key role in the reduction axioms
that we present. This lemma shows that for every evidence program 7 € Il,, we can find
a normal form nf(7), i.e., a program which is equivalent to = and has the specific form

nf(m) = | (?s(e,%); A; 2 ,) U (2T)

s€Su (1)

Here is how normal forms enter the picture. A reduction axiom works by describing the
effects of an action in terms of what is true before the execution of the action. In dynamic
epistemic logic, this is sometimes called ‘pre-encoding’ the effects of the action. In our
setting, the goal is to ‘pre-encode’ the effects of adding the relations defined by arbitrary
evidence programs 7w € II,. We don’t know how the evidence order defined by an arbitrary
program 7 looks like, and this makes the ‘pre-encoding’ unfeasible. However, we do know
that 7 is equivalent to a program in normal form, i.e., nf(7). Hence, if we pre-encode the
effects of adding nf(m), we will have pre-encoded those of 7 as well. This is exactly what
we will do; we use what we know about the syntactic structure of nf(w) to pre-encode
the effects of adding nf(7). And given its equivalence to 7, by doing so we effectively
pre-encode the effects of adding .

Definition 36 (L{}). Let x,x’ € Z* and let 7 € II, be an evidence program with normal
form

nf(m) = | (?s(,%); A; 4a,,,) U (PT)

s€So(I)

The proof system of L} includes all azioms schemas and inference rules of Ly. Moreover,
it includes the following reduction azxioms:

EAln @ [+rlp <> pforallp e P

EA2q : [+7]=x € —[+7]x

EA3n : [+7|x A X < [+7)x A [+7]X

EAdn : [+7]0ox + Do[+7)o V ([+7]x A Asesy(ny (3(0, %) = V(s — [7]X)))

EAS + [+7]0x ¢ ([+7]x A Asesy (300, 9) = O(s ) — [+71x)))
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EAG6n : [+7|Vx <> V][+7]x

2.7.3 Soundness and completeness of L}

We denote by A7, the logic generated by Lf. This section proves soundness and complete-
ness of A% with respect to the class of N-models. As indicated above, the proofs works via
a standard reductive analysis. The key part of the proofs is to show that the reduction
axioms are valid.

Theorem 4. A} is sound with respect to the class of N-models.

Proof. It suffices to show that the axioms EAln — EA6A are valid in all N-models. Let
M = (W,%,V, Agn) be a N-model, w a world in M, 7w € II, be a program with nf(m) :=
USGSO(I) (?5(907 d])a A; ?¢S|en(s)) U (?T)

1. The validity of EA1n~ follows from the fact that the evidence addition transformer
does not change the valuation function. The validity of the Boolean reduction axioms
EA2~ and EA3n can be proven by unfolding the definitions.

2. Axiom EA4n: We first prove the following:

Claim. [r]y[w] C [[+7]x]m Hf M, w = [+7]x A Asesyn(s(0, %) = V(s —
[+7]x))-

Proof. (=) Suppose [7]a[w] C [[+7]x]ar. As 7 is a s-program, [r]as is reflexive
and thus M, w = [4+7]x. It remains to be shown that

Muwk N\ (s(@,9) = V(b — [+7]x))

s€So(1)

Take any s € Sy(I) and suppose that M,w = s(¢,1). We need to show that

M,w | V(g — [+7]x). Take any v € W and suppose M,v |= ¥y, . If we

show that M, v = [+7]x, we are done. Given M,w |= s(e,4) and M,v = Vsiens)
by Proposition 8, we have (w,v) € [?s(¢,¥); A; 75, ]ar. Thus

(wv)e | J [?s(e,); A; M, o v

s€S0(I),)

Hence as

o = Inf®ar =1 U (2s(e, )3 A5 2005,,,,)) U (Tl

SES() )

- [[ U ?8 ‘P ¢ A ¢3|en(5))]]M U[[ THM
SGS()( )

= U [s(e.); A 7, D U T
SESO(I)

we have (w,v) € [r]ar. Hence, given [r]as[w] C [[+7]x]ar we have M, v = [+7]x,
as required.

(«=) Suppose that M, w = [+7]xX A Nseso(n) (80, %) = V(s = [F7]x)). We will
show that [7]as[w] C [[4+7]x]a- Take any v and suppose (w,v) € [7]p. We need
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to show that v € [[+7]x]ar. If v = w, given M, w |= [+7]x we are done. So suppose
v # w. Note that

(w,v) € [7]nm
ﬂ( v) € [nf(m)m
v el U 2(s(e,9); 4 2,) U CTIM

s€So(1)

(w,v) € [ U 75 (p,1); A; d)slen(s )ﬂM or (w,v) € [?T]nm
s€So(I)

(w,v) EHU (?s(,1); A4; wslen(s)ﬂMorw:v
s€So(I)

(w,v) €[ U 78 (p,); A; wslen(s))ﬂ (as w # v by assumption )
seSo(I)

iff (w,v) € U [?s(e,v); A; ?wslen(s)]]M

SESO(I)
iff for some s’ € So(I), (w,v) € [?5'(p,); 4; ?1/18/ ]]M

iff for some s’ € So(I),w € [s'(¢,9)]m and v € [Wsl " ,)]]M (by Proposition 8)

Since we have M, w = A cg, (1) (s(@, ¥) = V() = [+7]X)), we get in particular

Mo (. %) = Yt — [+rl)
Thus from w € [¢'(p,¥)]am we get M, w | V(i) " — [+7]x). And given v €
[y T we get M, v |= [+7]x, as required. O

| n(s")
Given the Claim, we have

M, w = [+n]Oox
iff M, w = Oox
iff there is an R € # U {[7]a} such that Rlw] C [x],;+ri)icn
iff there is an R € Z U {[r]a} such that R[w] C [[4+(m:)i<n)X] s
iff there is an R € & such that Rjw] C [[+7]x]
or [rlarle] € [+l
iff M, w = Oo[+7]x

or M,w = [+7]x A /\ (s(p, ) — V(wslen(s) — [+7]x)) ( by the Claim above))
s€So(I)

iff M,w = Oo[+nlx V ([H7lx A\ (50, %) = V(Wsy) = [H(Ti)i<n]X)))
s€So(1;)

3. Axiom EA5~: We first prove the following:

Claim. (Y(Z U {[r]a})lw] S [[+rlx]ar iff Myw = [+7]x A Asesyy (s(p, ) —
O(sieney = [+7]X))-
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Proof. (=) Suppose (Y(ZU{[7]a})[w] C [[+7]|x]ar- As V(ZU{[7]ar}) is reflexive,
we have M, w = [+7]x. It remains to be shown that

Muwk N\ (s(e,9) = D, = [+7]X))

s€So(1)

Take any s € Sy(I) and suppose that M,w E s(¢,1). We need to show that
M, w = O(¥s,,, = [+7]x). Take any v € ()(#)[w] and suppose M, v = ¢s,, - If
we show that M, v |= [4+7]x, we are done. Given M, w |= s(p, ) and M,v = Vsiensy
by Proposition 8, we have (w,v) € [?s(¢,¥); A; 75, ]ar. Thus

(ww)ye |J [2s(p,9); A 2, D

s€S0(I),)

Hence as

[rlar = Inf@Ivw =1 |J (7500 9)5 4 Wos)) U e

SES() )

- [[ U 78 ‘P ¢ A ¢S|en<5>)]]M U[[ THM
SGSQ( )

= | [s(e.); A 7, s U T
s€So(I)

we have (w,v) € [7]ar. Hence, given (\(Z U {[7]x})[w] C [7]ar[w] C [[+7]x]ar we
have M, v |= [+7]x, as required.

(<) Suppose that M, w = [+7]x A Asegyn(s(e,¥) = OWs,, ., — [+7]x)). We
will show that ((Z U {[7]a})[w] C [[+7]x]a- Take any v and suppose (w,v) €
N(ZU{[r]ar}). We need to show that v € [[+n]x]ar. If v =w, given M, w = [+7]x
we are done. So suppose v # w. Since (w,v) € ((Z U{[r]am}) = N(Z) N [7]a, we
have (w,v) € [r]a. Reasoning as we did in the proof of EA4n, we get

(w,v) € [r]ar iff for some s’ € Sy(I),w € [s'(p, V)]s and v € [ty [ums

Given that M, w = Aeg,r)(5(@: %) = 0¥, — [+7]x)), we have in particular

len(s")

Mw = s'(@, ) = Oy — [+7x)

len(s)

Thus from w € [s' (¢, ¢)]amr we get M, w = Oy
NZ and v € [1)y

Sy [+7]x). And given (w,v) €
e Iar, we get M, v = [+7]x, as required. O
Given the Claim, we have

M, w = [+7]0Ox
iff M w = Oy
it ()% U ATl Dl € lares
itt ()% U{[x]a})w] € [[+7]x]m

ifft M, w k= [+7]x A /\ (s(p, ) = O(¥spn,, = [+7]x))  ( by the Claim above))
sESo(Ii)
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4. Axiom EA6n:
M,w = [+7]Vx iff MT™ w = Vx iff [x]pee = Wi [[+7)x]ar = W iff M, w = V[+7]x

O
Theorem 5. A% is complete with respect to the class of N-models.

Proof. The proof is standard, following the approach presented, e.g., in [27], Chapter 7.
Here we indicate the key steps. The soundness of the reduction axioms implies that for any
formula ¢ € £, there exists a semantically equivalent formula v in the static language
. Moreover, the recursion axioms give us an inductive algorithm to reduce a formula in
the dynamic language £ to a formula in the static language .#. In other words, using
the recursion axioms, we can also show that any formula ¢ € % is provably equivalent
to a formula ¢ € Z (the details can be found in [27], Section 7.4). The completeness of
A# follows then from the completeness of Ay and the soundness of the recursion axioms
as follows. Let ¢ € ZT be such that VL# . Then, by the recursion axioms, there is a
Y € £ with |_L§ @ <. As Ag C A and ¢ € £ we have t/L, ¥. By the completeness of
Ao (Theorem 3), there is a N-model M such that [¢)]ar # W. Thus, by the validity of the
reduction axioms of L7, we conclude that [p]ar # W. O

2.8 RELTA: evidence upgrade

In this section, we study the upgrade action introduced in Section 2.2.5. As we did with
evidence addition, we encode the dynamics of evidence upgrade by extending . with modal
operators of the form [} 7] that describe evidence-upgrade actions. The new formulas of
the form [} 7] are used to express the statement: “ip is true after the existing evidence is
upgraded with the relation defined by 7.

2.8.1 Syntax and semantics of REL!

Definition 37 (Language ™). Let P be a countably infinite set of propositional variables.
The language .Z" is defined by mutual recursion:

pu=p|-p|leNe|Oop|Op | Ve | [ n*]p
Ti=A?p|mnUm |mm| "
where p € P. N
We recall here the model transformation induced by evidence upgrade.
Definition 38. Let M = (W, %,V, Agn) be a N-model and 7 € II,. The model MT™ =
(Wi gt vt Agh™ has Wi .= W, VI .=V, Agl™ := Agn and
#" = {[r]5 U (Ixlm N R) | R € Z}

<

The truth conditions of [{} 7|y are given by extending the satisfaction relation |= as follows:

Definition 39 (Satisfaction for [} 7]¢). Let M = (W, %Z,V, Agn) be a N-model, w € W
and 7 € II,. The satisfaction relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas [ 7] € 2T
is defined as follows:

M,w = [ff 7)o iff MM w =
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2.8.2 A proof system for REL": LTA

This section introduces the proof system Lg. In the next section, the logic generated by
this proof system will be shown to be sound and complete with respect to N-models. The
proofs works via a reductive analysis, like the one presented for A%,

Before presenting the proof system Lﬁw, we introduce some abbreviations that will be used
in the definition of the reduction axioms.

Notation 6. Let 7 be a normal form m:= g, p (?s(p,v); A; ?wslen(s)) U(?T). For each
J C I, we define the abbreviations:

J@)=Nein N\ e

jeJ jrend
J@p) = Nv;n N\ vy
jeJ jreng

Moreover, for a formula [} 7]x, we define the following abbreviations:

) =l A\ (@ ADo((\ Glsle, ¥) Ae,)) — [ 7lX))
JCI s€So(1):
s1€J

sucs(x) = N\ (s, %) =V ((Wsin A\ ' (080) = V(g = [\ =95)) = [ 7]x))

SIen(s’)

se€So(I) /€S0 (1) jed
g

As we now show, 7"'(x) is true at a state w in a N-model M = (W, Z,V, Agn) iff there is
a piece of evidence R € # such that (RN [7]ar)[w] C [[ft 7]x]as. That is, after restricting
R with the upgrading input [7]s, every successor of w satisfies [[f 7]x]ar. Moreover,
[ 7]x A ©<(x) is true at a state w in a model M = (W, 2,V, Agn) if [} 7]x is true at
w and [r]5;[w] € [[f 7]x]ar. That is, every state v that is strictly more plausible than
w according to [r]as satisfies [{ 7]x. These formulas will do most of the work in the the
reduction axioms of Lﬁ.

Lemma 2. Let M = (W, 2%,V, Agn) be a N-model, w a world in M, w € Il be a program
with nf(7) == Useso(l)(?s(go, ¥); A Mg,,)) U (TT). Then

1. M,w = 77 (x) iff there is an R € Z : (RN [w]a)[w] C [ 7]x]

2. Myw = [ wlx Am=00) iff w € [ wlx]a and [x] 5 [w] € [I 7x]as
Proof.
Item 1:

(=) Let M,w = 7"(x), i.e.,

Mow A\ (T@) ADo(( ) Gs(e:9)) A sy)) = [ 7x))
JCI seSo(I):
s1€J
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We need to show that there is an R € Z : (RN [n]ar)[w] C [[1 w]x]ar- Note first that we
have

Muwk \ (J@ A0\ Osle, ) Atbs)) = [ 7))

JCI seSo(I):
s1€J

Then, there is a J C I such that M,w = J(¢) and

MawEO((\/ Ose, %) Abs,)) — [ 7)X)

s€So(I):
s1€J

Hence, there is some R € # such that, for all v with Rwv

Mot (\) Glsle, ) Abe)) = [ 7lx (2.1)

s€So(I):
s1€J

Now take any u such that (w,u) € RN[x]ar. If we show that u € [[+ 7]x] s, we are done.
Note first that given M,w E 7"(x), we have M,w = [{} 7]x, so if w = u we are done.
Suppose w # u. As (w,u) € RN 7], we have (w,u) € [7]ar. Note that

(w,u) € [r]m
iff( )E [nf(m )]]
yel U 2(s(e, %) A Mosny) U T

SGSQ( )

(wu) €[ | (7s(p.); A e, Vs or (w,u) € [2T ]
SES()( )

(w,u) €] U (?s(p,1); 4; ¢5len(s))]]Morw—u
SGS()()

(w,u) €] U 78 (p,); A; ?wslen(s))]]M (since by assumption w # u)
SESo( )

iff (w,u) € | [75(0,9); 4 Wos It

s€So(I)
iff 3s* € So(1)((w,u) € [75™ (0, ); As 2 . Inr)
iff 3s* € So(I)(w € [s*(p,¥)]a and u € W5| (m]] m) (by Prop. 8)

Thus, we have M, w = s*(¢, 1) and hence M, u = 3(s*(p,7)). Recall that

len(s*)

s* (e, = Psr N\ /\ ¢sk A Sosk)))

Hence M,w = @5 and as M,w = J(p), we must have pg = ; for some j € J. This,

together with M, u |= s o gives us

M, u = \/ s(¢, 1l)))/\¢slen())
<y

which, given 2.1, implies M, u |= [} 7]x, as required.
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(<) Suppose that there is an R € Z : (RN [7]am)[w] C [[ff 7]x]a- First, note that
RN [r]ar is reflexive, and hence M, w = [} 7]x. Hence it remains to be shown that

Mowk \/ () ADo(( \ (Cls(e.9)) Ads)) = [ 7x))

JCI s€So(I):
s1€J

It is clear that there is some J C I such that M,w = J(y), so we must show for this J
that

Moaw Do\ Gs(e.9)) As)) = [ 7lx)

s€So(I):
s1€J

Consider R and take any v such that Rwv. We need to show that

Mok (\ Gslew) Ab,)) = [l

s€So(I):
s1€J

Suppose that
Mok \ G6s@%) A

s€So(I):
s1€J

Then there is some s € So(I) with s1 € J such that M,v |= I(s(e,¥)) A ¢s,,,,- Hence
there is some u such that M, u = s(¢, ). Recall that

len(s)

( = ¥Ps1 A /\ wsk 1 N (psk)))

Given s1 € J and M,w = J(p), we have M,w = ¢, and thus M,w = s(p, ). This,
together with M, v, implies (w,v) € [?s(ep,); A; 7, Im and hence (w,v) €
[nf(m)]ar, which means (w,v) € [n]p. As (w,v) € R and (w,v) € [r]a we have
(w,v) € RN [r]ap. Thus given (R N [7]ar)[w] C [It wlx]ar we have M,v = [f 7]x,
as required.

Ttem 2:

(=) Let M,w = [t m]x A7<(x). Then w € [[+ 7]x]a, so it remains to be shown that
[7]5;[w] € [ 7]x]ar. We have M, w = 7<(x), i.e.,

Mk \ (@A N\ 6@) > V(o A Gew) >V, A e -

JCI s€So(I) s'€So(I) =Y

Then, there is a J C I such that M, w = J(¢) and

Muwk N (60.8) = V(oo N\ o) > YWy = =) = [ 7))
s€So(1) s ESO(I) jeJ
(2.2)
We need to show that [7]3,[w] C [[f 7]x]am. Take any v such that (w,v) € [n]5;, ie.,

(w,v) € [7]pm and (v,w) & [7]ar. We will show that v € [[ff 7]x]as. First, observe that

(w,v) € [n]m
iff (w,v) € [nf(m)]n

[t 7]x)))
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U)UEIIU ‘qubA ¢s|<)) (?T)]]M

SES()(I)
(w,v) € U (7s(, 1) A; Mgy ) ar or (w,v) € [7T]m

s€So(I)

(w,v) €[ U (7s(,2); A; @DSI())]]Morw—U
s€So(I)

(w,v) EHU (?s(,1); A; ¢S|())ﬂMorw—v
s€So(I)

iff (w,v) € U [7s(p,7); A; ?wslen(s)]]M or w=uv

seSo(I)
iff 3s* € SU( )((w ’U) € [[?S (90 ¢)a ; Q;Z)sl n(s)
iff 3s™ € So(I)(w € [s" (¢, ¥)]m and v € [P o )ﬂ M) or w=uv (by Prop. 8)

Iar) or w=w

Moreover, note that
(v, w) & [7]ar
iff( v) & [nf(m )]]
w) €1 U 2(s(0,9); 45 7)) U (P T)a

seSo(I )
ww) ¢ |J (?s(e.9): A7, )Iar and (w,v) & [7T]u
SES() )
W) €1 |J (75(0,9); 45 Wy, )ar and w # v
s€So(I)

iff (v,w) & [7(,%); A; e, Jar and w # v

s€So(I)

i Vs € So(T) (0, ) & [25(0,); Ai P, Jar) and w # 0

i Vs € So(T)(v & [0, ) ]ar or w & [ay o, Jar) and w £ v

iff Vs € So(I)(v € [s(, ¥)]amr implies w & [s,, ., Inr) and w # v

Hence we have 35 € So(I)(w € [s*(p,%)]m and v € [ o )]]M) and Vs € So(I)(v €
[s(e. )] a implies w & [, [ar). From 2.2, we have in particular

M,wlEs (QDT/J)—>V((¢SI(*)/\ /\ s'(p, ) = V(¢ o) _>/\_“PJ 7]x)
s'€So(I) jeJ

We have w € [s*(p, )], from which we get

Mow =Y (W, 0 A N\ o) =Yy = N\ —e) = [ alx)
s'€So(1 ) jeJ

Thus, in particular

Mol g0 h N\ E o) =0y = N\ -e)) = [ alx

s'€So(I) jeJ
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We already have v € [thsx . Jar, so if we show that

len(s*)

Mok N\ (o) 2V = N\-e) (2.3)

s'eSo(I ) JjeJ

we will get M,v = [t 7]x, as required. Take any s’ € Sy(I) and suppose that M, v =
s'(p,1). We need to show that M,v | V(¢ — Njes ;). Consider any u € W

and suppose M, u = 1y

len(s’)
je€J. As M,w = J(v), we have M, w = 1;. Consider the sequence s” := s’ @& (j). From

Vs € So(I)(v € [s(p,%)]ar implies w & [, ar) Wwe have: v € [s”(p,9)]ar implies w ¢
[t)5/ 4y 01 Note that

len(s”)
. Towards a contradiction, suppose that M, u = ¢;, for some

len(s"")
S”(§07¢ = Ps A /\ %" A (705%))) = 8/(¢7¢) A 3(1!}] A 905]')

Given M,u = ¢; and M,w = v;, we have M,v = 3(¢; A ¢s;), which together with
M,v = §(p,) gives us M,v = s"(p,1). This implies that w ¢ [[wslllen(s”)]]M’ ie.,
M,w W 1 (contradiction). Thus we have M,v = V(d)s o Njes—pj))- As s" was

arbitrarily picked we get 2.3, which together with M, v ): wsl o) implies M,v = [} 7]x.
Since v was picked arbitrarily, we get [7]3;[w] € [t 7]x]a, as required.

(<) Suppose that w € [[ff w]x]ar and [7]3;[w] C [ 7]x]ar. We need to show M, w = [
TIx AT<(x). M,w [= [{} 7]x is immediate, so it remains to be shown that M, w = 7<(x),
ie.,

Maw b\ (@A N 6ew) > (W N\ $lpw) 20y = N\ =) = 7))

JCI s€So(I) s'eSo(l ) jed

Clearly, there is a J C I such that M, w = J(1), so it remains to be shown that;

Muwk N (s0.9) = Y((Wauoh N\ @) 290y = N —e) = [ 7))

s€So(I) s ESQ(I) jeJ

Take any s € So(I) and suppose that M, w = s(¢p,1). We need to show that

Mow EY (Yo A N (S lw) 20y =\ =) = [ 7lx)

s'e€So(I) Jjed

Take any v € W and suppose that

Mo v, A N\ o) =Yy = N\ -e)

s'eSo(I) jeJ

We need to show that M,v = [{ «w]x. Note that, if v = w we are done, so suppose
that v # w. Since [7]5;[w] C [[ft 7|x]a, if we show that (w,v) € [x]5; we are done.
We show this next, i.e., (w,v) € [r]a and (v,w) & [n]a. Note that M,w = s(e, )
and M,v |= s, - Hence (w,v) € [?s(p,9); A; 745, Im and thus (w,v) € [nf(m)]ar,
which gives (w,v) € [n]a. Towards a contradiction, suppose that (v,w) € [x]ar. Then
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(v,w) € [nf(m)]a, ie.,

ww)el |J (s(e,9); 4;70,,,) UCT)u

s€So(I)

Since v # w by assumption, (v, w) & [?T]as, so we must have

(wow) e[ |J st 9); A s, = | [7s(e,9); A5 7, Iu

s€So(I) s€So(I)

By Lemma 1, this means that there is a finite vw-path along [|J;c;(?¢s; A; 7403)]ar. That is,
for some s” € So(I), v € [psr]ar and there are 21, 22, . . ., Zlen(s"), Zlen(s)+1 Such that 21 = v
and Zjen(s7y4+1 = w and for each k € {1,...,len(s")}, (zk,zk.H) € [Tpgr; A; ‘71/18//]]M Given
M,w = J(v), we must have @/)slfén(sn) =1, for some j € J. Let s* = (sf,.. slen(s,,) 1) As

we have

M,v = /\ s' (@, 1) = V(3 o —>/\ﬂcpj

s'e€So(I) jed

In particular, we also have

M,v = s* (@) = V(g . = [\ ~95)

jedJ

As M, v = " (p, 1), we also have M,v = s*(¢p, 1), which gives us

Myv Vb . > A\ ) (2.0
jeJ
Given that Vst o) %.” w1 e get
M Zlen s’ ': wslen(s*)

and thus from 2.4 we get

M zlen // /\ _‘(Pj
jedJ

But then (2jen(s7), w) & [[7805;’ o i A; ?¢S|’e’n(su)ﬂM (contradiction).

Having shown the lemmma above, we now present the proof system L;E.

Definition 40 (L!). Let x,x’ € 2" and let 7 € II, be an evidence program with normal
form

nf(m) = U (75(s, ) A; b)) U (7T)

s€So(I)

The proof system of Lﬁ includes all azxioms schemas and inference rules of Ly. Moreover,
it includes the following reduction axioms:

EUln : [f7jp< pforallpeP
EU2q : [ff 7]=x ¢ [ 7
EU3n : [ 7lx AX" < [ 7]x A [ 7]X/

EU4n : [ 7)0ox < [ wlx A7<(x) A7 (x)
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EUSA : [fr ]0x ¢ [ 7x A 700 A Ayeso() (805 %) = O(Ws,, — [ 7))
EU6A : [f 7]Vx < V[ 7]x

2.8.3 Soundness and completeness of LTA

We denote by A;E the logic generated by Lg. This section proves soundness and complete-
ness of Aﬁ} with respect to the class of N-models. The proof works via a standard reductive
analysis, like the one presented for Af.

Theorem 6. Aﬁ is sound with respect to the class of N-models.

Proof. Tt suffices to show that the axioms EUln — EU6~ are valid in all N-models. Let
M = (W, 2,V,Agn) be a N-model, w a world in M, 7 € II, be a program with nf(r) =
USESO(I) (75(907 w)a A7 ?wskn(s)) U (7T)

1. The validity of EUln follows from the fact that the evidence addition transformer

does not change the valuation function. The validity of the Boolean reduction axioms
EU2A and EU3n can be proven by unfolding the definitions.

2. Axiom EU4n:

M, w = [fr 7]Cox

iff M w = Ogx

iff there is an R € #7™ such that R[w] C [x] -

iff there is an R € Z such that ([x]5; U ([x]sm N R))[w] C [ 7]xIm

iff there is an R € # such that [7]3;[w] U ([7]ar N R)[w] € [ 7lx]as

iff [7]5[w] € [ 7lx]as and there is an R € Z such that ([7]a N R)[w] C [ 7]x]a

iff [7]5[w] € [ 7lx]as and there is an R € Z such that ([7]a N R)[w] C [ 7]x]
and w e [ wlxlr (2 w € ([l 0 B)w)

iff M,w k= alxArm<(x) A7 (x) (by Lemma 2)

3. Axiom EU5A: We first prove the following:

Claim. ([r]x NNZ)[w] € [ 7lx]a if M,w = [ 7]x A Aesyn (s(e, %) —
O(@sienisy = [ 7]X))-

Proof. The proof is identical to the one used for the Claim inside Proposition 19,
under item ‘Axiom EAbA’. O

Note next that

Nz = N (5 U (xl n R))

Rez

=[5V () (7l 0 R) = [l U ([xar N[ ) %)

ReZx
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Thus,
M, w = [ 7]Ox
iff M w = Oy
iff (2" [w] € [x]arin
iff (2™ [w] < [[fr 7)x]r
iff ([7D5; U ([x]ar N[ 22)) [w] < [ 7Ix]as
iff [7] 3, [w] U [[W]]Mﬂﬂ% ] € [t )x]ae
iff [x] 5 [w] C ([ 7)xDy and ([x]a 0 () 2)[w] € ([ 7)x]m
iff w € [ wlxar and [7]5;[w] C [ w)x]a and ([7]ar 0 )22)[w] € [[fr 7)xDas
(asw € ([7]m N R)[w])
MwEalx A< A N (s(e,9) = D(es,,., = [ 7)X))

s€So(1)

(by Lemma 2 and the Claim above)

4. Axiom EU6n:

M, w = [ft 7V iff MO, w = Vi [x] e = WIS [ wlx] e = W itf M, w = V[ 7]x

O
Theorem 7. ATA is complete with respect to the class of N-models.

Proof. Once we have established the validity of the reduction axioms, the proof is standard
and follows the same steps used to prove completeness of A" (see Theorem 5). O

2.9 REL.: evidence update

2.9.1 Syntax and semantics of REL},

In this section, we study the evidence update action introduced in Section 2.2.5. As
we did with the previous actions discussed in this Chapter, we encode the dynamics of
evidence update by extending £ with modal operators of the form [l¢] that describe
specific announcements. The new formulas of the form [l¢]i) are used to express the
statement: “1) is true after ¢ is publicly announced”.

2.9.2 Syntax and semantics of REL}

Definition 41 (Language .Z'). Let P be a countably infinite set of propositional variables.
The language £ is defined recursively by:

eu=p|-p|eAe|Dp|Op | V| [l
where p € P. N

We recall here the model transformation induced by public announcements.
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Definition 42. Let M = (W, %,V, Agn) be a N-model and ¢ € £'. The model M'¥ =
(W', 7' V', Ag%p) has W' := [¢] s, for each p € P, V¥ (p) == V(p)NW'?, Ag%‘p = Agn
and

R = {RN[p]% | R %}

q
The truth conditions of [l¢]y are given by extending the satisfaction relation = as follows:

Definition 43 (Satisfaction for [lp]y). Let M = (W, %, V, Agn) be a N-model and w € W.
The satisfaction relation = between pairs (M,w) and formulas [l¢]y) € £ is defined as
follows:

M,w = [\¢| iff M,w |= ¢ implies M*?,w = 4

2.9.3 A proof system for REL}: L}

Definition 44 (L-). The proof system L} includes all azioms schemas and inference rules
of Ly. Moreover, it includes the following reduction axioms for all formulas 6, y,x’ €

'gREL!m'

PAln : [lolp <> (¢ — p) forallp e P
PA2n : [lg]=t ¢ (o — —[lole)

PA3n : [l A & (Il A [l

PA4n : [lp]Tot < (v — Dol — [le]t))
PA5A 1 o]0 (¢ — O(p — [l¢]))

PAGA : [lp]Veh < (¢ — V]lpJy)

2.9.4 Soundness and completeness of L},

We denote by Al the logic generated by L}. This section proves soundness and complete-
ness of A!m with respect to the class of N-models. The proof works via a standard reductive
analysis, like the ones presented for A and Aﬁ}.

Theorem 8. A!m s sound with respect to the class of N-models.

Proof. 1t suffices to show that the axioms PAln — PA6~ are valid in all N-models. Let
M= (W, 2%,V, Agn) be a N-model and w a world in M.

1. The validity of PA1n follows from the fact that the public announcement transformer
does not change the valuation function. The validity of the Boolean reduction axioms
PA2n and PA3n can be proven by unfolding the definitions.

2. Axiom PA4n: (=). Suppose that M, w = [l¢]dorp. We need to show that M, w =
¢ — Oolp — ['¢]w). Suppose that M,w = ¢. Given M,w = [l¢]doy, we get
M* w = Oyyp. Hence there is an R € #'% such that R[w] C [/]ye. Note that
R = R' N [¢]3, for some R’ € #. We have to show that M,w = Oy(¢ — [l¢]),
so if we show that for all v such that R'wv, M,v = ¢ — [lp]y), we are done. So
take any v such that R'wv and suppose that M,v | ¢. Given M,w = ¢ we have
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(w,v) € [p]%,, so Rwv. Hence M'?,v |= v and thus M, v |= [lp]t, as required.

(«<). Suppose that M, w = ¢ — Og(¢ — [l¢]1). We need to show that M,w |=
[lp]Doe, ie., M,w = ¢ implies M'?,w = Oypvp. Suppose that M,w = ¢. Then
we have M, w = Og(¢ — [l¢]y). Thus there is an R € # such that Rlw] C [p —
['¢]e]ar. Consider R = RN ]2, € %#'°. If we show that R'[w] C [¢/]pe we are
done. Take any v such that R'wv. Then we have (w,v) € [¢]3, and thus M,v | ¢.
Hence, given R[w]| C [¢ — [l¢]v]ar we get M,v = [lp]h. And given M, v = ¢ this
gives us M'?, v |= 1), as required.

. Axiom PA5n:

(=). Suppose that M,w = [l¢]0y. We need to show that M, w = ¢ — O(p —
[lo]1). Suppose that M, w = ¢. Given M, w = [lp]¢, we get M*?, w = Chy. Hence
NARN 2B | R € #N[w] C [ That is, (M) N [eBw] € [l We
have to show that M,w = O(¢ — [l¢]p). Take any v such that ((|Z#)wv and sup-
pose that M,v = ¢. Given M,w = ¢ we have (w,v) € [¢]%;, so (NZ) N [¢]3,)wv.
Hence M'?, v |= 1 and thus M, v = [\, as required.

(«). Suppose that M, w = ¢ — O(p — [lp]p). We need to show that M, w |=
[lp]Oy, ie., M,w | ¢ implies M'Y,w = . Suppose that M,w = ¢. Then
we have M,w = O(p — [l¢J¢). Thus (NZ)[w] C [¢ — ['¢|¢]m. We have to
show that M, w | Oy, ie., (NZ) N [¢]3;)[w] € [¥]ape. Take any v such that
((NZ) N [¢)%;)wv. Then we have (w,v) € []%; and thus M,v = ¢. Moreover, we
have ((%)wv which together with ((Z)[w] C [¢ — ['¢]¢] s implies M, v |= [lp]y.
And given M, v |= ¢ this gives us M'%, v |= 1), as required.

. Axiom PAG6A:

(=). Suppose that M, w = [l¢]Vi). We need to show that M,w = ¢ — V[lp].
Suppose that M,w = ¢. Given M,w = [l¢]Vi), we get M'?,w = Vi. Hence
lelar = [¥]ae. That is, for all v € W', M, v |= 1 and thus M'?,w = V[lp]y, as
required.

(«<). Suppose that M,w | ¢ — V[lp]). We need to show that M,w | [lp]Ve,
ie., M,w = ¢ implies M'?,w |= V4. Suppose that M,w = ¢. Then we have
M,w = V[lp]y. Hence, for all v € W, M,v = [lo|y. e, forallv e W, M,v = ¢
implies M'%, v |= 1. This means that for all v € W', M'¢, v =4, i.e., M"Y, w |= V4,
which gives us M, w = [lp]Vi.

O

2.10 Chapter review

In this chapter, we have started our logical study of belief and evidence in the REL
setting. Focusing on the specific class of Agn-models, we have first shown a natural way
to turn feasible NEL models into Agn-models model in which the agent has evidence for,
and believes, the same propositions as in the original NEL model. In this way, we have
connected the REL framework back to the NEL framework which inspired it. After that,
we have studied dynamic logics for Agn-models. We have considered a number of variants
of the evidential actions introduced in [3], and presented sound and complete logics for
reasoning about the effects of these evidential actions.
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In this chapter, we continue our logical study of belief and evidence in the REL setting.
We now zoom into the class of lex-models, and study logics for belief and evidence based
on these models. lex-models are interesting from the REL perspective, since these models
use the priority structure of evidence models in a natural way to resolve conflicts between
pieces of evidence. This chapter is structured as follows. Section 3.1 reviews the syntax and
semantics of the basic static language of REL models, fixing the specific truth-conditions
for formulas in lex models. We then begin the study of the static logic of lex-models.
Section 3.2 presents a proof system for this logic. Section 3.3 proves soundness of the logic
generated by this system, and Section 3.4 provides a completeness proof. The approach to
the proof is similar to the one used by Fagin et. al. [28] to prove completeness for the logic
of distributed knowledge. Section 3.5 provides a first look at the dynamics of evidence
addition over lex models. In a setting with ordered evidence, as the one modeled by lex
models, evidence addition can be seen as a complex action involving two simultaneous
transformations on an initial lex model: (i) adding a piece of relational evidence to the
body of evidence #; and (ii) updating the priority order < to ‘place’ the new evidence item
where it fits, according to its reliability. Consequently, multiple types of evidence addition
can be considered. As a starting point, here we will study an action of prioritized addition.
This action involves adding a piece of evidence to the stock of evidence, and placing it on
top of the priority order, as the most reliable piece of evidence. This is reminiscent of the
way information is treated in the AGM framework, in which new evidence is assigned a
high level of priority. This type of action is also interesting because it relates lex-models
and N-models. In particular, prioritized addition in lex-models coincides with the action
of evidence upgrade uprm introduced for N-models in the previous chapter.

3.1 Syntax and semantics
Here, we recall here the language .Z, which is built recursively as follows:

pu=p|@|leAe| O |Op | Ve

In this chapter we focus on lex-models, i.e., REL models of the form
M = (W, (%#,=),V,lex)

The semantics for formulas of . in lex-models is as follows.
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Definition 45 (Satisfaction). Let M = (W, (%, =), V, lex) be a lex-model and w € W. The
satisfaction relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas ¢ € .Z is defined as follows:

M,wEDp iff we V(p)

MwE - iff Myw e

M,wEeANiff M,w=¢and M,w =1y

M,w = Ogp iff there is R € #Z such that, for all v € W, Rwv implies M, v = ¢
M,w = 0O¢ iff for all v € W, lex({(#, <))wv implies M, v = ¢

M,wEYy iffforallve W, M,vE=¢p

3.2 A proof system for REL,: L

This section introduces the proof system Ljex. In the coming sections, the logic generated
by Liex will be shown to be sound and complete with respect to the class of lex-models.

Definition 46 (Liey). The proof system of Lie, includes the following aziom schemas for
all formulas @, € Z:

1. All tautologies of propositional logic

2. The S5 axioms for V:

Ky : V(e =) = (Vo — Vi)

Ty : Vo —
4Y Yo — W
S5v : dp — Ve

3. The S4 axioms for [

Ko : O(e = ¢) = (Ly = 0Y)
To : Qp — ¢
40 : Op — O0p

4. The T, 4 and N axioms for Cly:

To, : Loy — ¢
4g, : Uop — Loldoyp
NDO : D()T

5. The following interaction axioms:

(a) Yo — o (Universality for [p)
(b) V¢ — O¢ (Universality for [J)
(¢) (Oop AVY) > To(p AV) (Pullout™)

The proof system Ly, includes the following inference rules for all formulas ¢, € Z:

1. Modus ponens

2. Necessitation Rule for V: L
N
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3. Necessitation Rule for O L
U

o=

4. Monotonicity Rule for [j: ————
Y * Dop — Oo¢

3.3 Soundness of L

In this section we prove that the logic generated by Ljey, which we denote by Ajey, is sound
with respect to the class of lex-models.

Theorem 9. Ay, is sound with respect to the class of lex models.

Proof. 1t suffices to show that each axiom is valid and that the inference rules preserve
truth. Note that in Theorem 12 of Chapter 11.4 we show that the V and Oy axioms, the
interaction axioms and the inference rules of Lj, are all valid in REL models. Hence, they
are still valid in any lex model. Thus, it remains to be shown that the S4 axioms for [J
axioms are valid. Let M = (W, (%, <), V,lex) be a lex model and w a world in M.

Ko : O(p = ¢) = (Op — OY). Let M, w = O(¢ — ) and suppose M, w |= Op. Then
lex((Z, <))[w] C [ — Y]m and lex((Z, <))[w] C [¢]a. Take any v € lex({(Z, <
M[w]. Then M,v = ¢ — ¢ and M,v |= ¢, so M, v = 1.

To : Op — ¢. Let M,w |= Op. Then lex((Z, <))[w] C [¢]am. Since codom(lex) =
Pre(W), lex((#Z,=)) is reflexive and thus w € lex((Z, =))[w]. Hence M,w = .

4 : Op — OOp. Let M,w = Op. Then lex((Z, <X))[w] C [¢]r. Take any v €
lex((Z, <)) [w]. Take any u € lex((#Z, <))[v]. Since codom(lex) = Pre(W), lex((#, <
)) is transitive, given (w,v), (v,u) € lex((%, <)) we have (w,u) € lex((%, <)). Hence
M,u = ¢. Thus, M,w E OOp.

O

3.4 Completeness of L

This section proves strong completeness of A with respect to the class of lex-models.
Before going into the details of the proof, we give an outline of the main steps in it.

1. Step 1: Completeness of Mex with respect to pre-models. First, we define a specific
type of canonical REL model for each Aje-consistent theory Tp, which we call a
pre-model for Ty. Then we prove completeness of A, via canonical pre-models.

2. Step 2: Unraveling. In the second step, we unravel the canonical pre-model for Tj
(see Chapter 4.5 in [21] for details about this technique). This involves creating all
possible histories in the pre-model rooted at 7. The histories are the paths of the
canonical pre-model that start at 7. These histories are related in such a way that
they form a tree.

3. Step 3: Completeness of Mex with respect to lex models. In the third step, we take
the tree we just constructed, and from we define a lex model for 7. Then we define
a variant of a bounded morphism between the canonical pre-model and the lex model
generated from the tree, which makes completeness with respect to those models
immediate.
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3.4.1 Step 1: Completeness with respect to pre-models

We start Step 1 with the construction of pre-models. We will build a canonical pre-model
for each A -consistent set of formulas Ty. Before defining the model, we fix some basic
definitions:

Definition 47. The theorems of the logic Aje, are just the formulas in this logic, i.e., ¢ is
a theorem of Ajex (notation: ki @) iff o € Ajey. <

Definition 48 (Deducibility). We write T b, ¢ iff there are formulas @1, ..., ¢y, where
@i € Tp for 0 <i < n such that F_ (p1 A...op) = 9. <

Definition 49 (Consistency). A formula ¢ is Ajex-consistent iff t/|_ —p. Otherwise it is
inconsistent. N

Definition 50 (Maximal consistency). A set of formulas Ty is mazimally consistent iff Tp
is Ajex-consistent and for all ¢ & Tp, Tp U {¢} is inconsistent. q

As the following lemma shows, any consistent set of formulas can be extended to a maxi-
mally consistent one:

Lemma 3 (Lindenbaum’s Lemma). FEvery consistent set of formulas of £ can be extended
to a maximally consistent one.

Proof. The proof is a special case of |21, p. 197]. The language £ is countable. Let
©0,¥1, .. be an enumeration of the formulas in the language. Let I' be a consistent set of
formulas. I'" is defined as the union of a chain of consistent sets:

FO =T
r I'pU{ent if this is consistent
1= _
" 'y U{—¢n,} otherwise
't = U,enTn
By construction, I' C I'". One can easily check that I' is maximally consistent. O
Maximally consistent sets have some handy properties:

Proposition 12. Let Ty be a mazimally consistent set. The following hold:

1. For any formula ¢: ¢ € Ty or —p € Ty.

2. ¢ €Ty iff To F., -
3. Ty 1is closed under modus ponens: ¢, — 1 € Ty implies ¢ € Tp.
4.~ €T iff o ¢ To.
5 Ny €Ty iff p € Ty and ¢ € Tp.
Proof. The proofs are all standard. See, e.g., |29, p. 53]. O

We are now ready to define the notion of a canonical pre-model that we will use in the
completeness proof of Step 1.

Definition 51 (Canonical pre-model for Tp). Let Ty be a Aje-consistent set of formulas.
A canonical pre-model for Tj is a structure M¢ = (W€, (%, <), V¢, Ag®) with:

e W¢:={T | T is a maximally consistent theory and R"TyT}.
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K¢ = {RY¥ | p € £ and (Ipy) € Ty} U{R'}.
e =<¢is a preorder on Z° with
R <¢R™T forall Re #\ {R™"}

and
R=<°R"forall Re #\ {R”,R™>"}

V¢ is a valuation function given by V¢(p) := ||p||.

Ag€ is an aggregator for W€ given by

RY if (#,=<) = (%°,=<°)

Ag°({Z%, X)) =
9°((#, 2)) {WCXWC otherwise

Where:
e RY is the relation on W€ given by: RYTS iff for all p € .Z: (Vo) € T = (V) € S.

for each p € £, RP0% is the relation on W€ given by: R¥T'S iff op € T = oy €
S.

R is the relation on W€ given by: ROTS iff forall p € Z: Op €T = p € S.

o [':W°x.Z — W¢€is a function given by cases:
(a) for every pair (T,¢) € W€ x £ such that (o) ¢ T, choose some theory
S € W€ such that ¢ ¢ S, and put F(T,p) = S;

(b) for every pair (T,p) € W€ x £ not satisfying the condition of case (a), put
F(T,p):=T.

R = (RPEU{(T,F(T,p)) | T € W¢and p € £})*

for each p € Z, |l¢lle ={T e W | p e T}

We first show that this canonical pre-model is indeed a REL model.
Proposition 13. M€ is a REL model.
Proof. In order to show that M€ is an REL model, we have to show that:
1. Z° is a family of evidence, i.e., every R € Z is a preorder.
2. Wex Weez%e.
3. RY is a preorder, and thus Ag° is well-defined.

The rest of the model meets the conditions of a REL model, so let’s turn to the three
points just indicated.

For item 1, let ¢ € Z be arbitrary. Let R € % be arbitrary. Then either R =
R or R = RY% for some ¢. As R’ is the reflexive transitive closure of the relation
REU{(T,F(T,p)) | T € W¢and ¢ € £}, it is a preorder, as required. Now consider
R = RY0% for some ¢. The reflexivity of R is immediate from the definition of RP9¥. For
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the transitivity, let T, S,U € M€ and suppose that R2¥T'S and RP°?SU. Either gy ¢ T
or oy € T. Note that, by definition of RM0%, if Cgp ¢ T, then RM9¢[T] = W and thus
RPo¢TU. Suppose now that (g € T. Then by definition of RP0?, given R70¥T'S we have
Oop € S, and thus as R709SU we get o € U, which implies RP¢?TU.

For item 2, observe that N, i.e., Oy T, is an axiom of our system. Thus it is a member of
any maximal consistent set, which implies that R70T = W¢ x We.

For item 3, take any R". For reflexivity, suppose that (Cip) € T for some T' € M¢. As T
is an axiom and 7" is maximal consistent, (Oy — ¢) € T. As (Oyp) € T and T is closed
under modus ponens, we have ¢ € T. Thus RPTT. For transitivity, let T,5,U € M¢
and suppose that RT'S and RYSU. Suppose (Cy) € T. As 4g is an axiom and T is
maximally consistent, (Op — OOg) € T. As (Op) € T and T is closed under modus
ponens, we have 00y € T. As RPT'S, we then have Oy € S. Hence, as RPSU, we have
@ € U. As ¢ was arbitrary, this holds for each ¢ and hence we have RFTU.

O

Having established that M is a REL model, we prove now the standard lemmas to show
that the canonical pre-model works as expected.

Lemma 4 (Existence Lemma for V). ||3o| # 0 iff ||| # 0.

Proof.
(=). Assume T € ||3p]|, i.e., (Fp) € T € W€. We first prove the following:

Claim. The set I' := {V¢) | (Vi) € T} U {¢} is consistent.

Proof. Suppose that I' is inconsistent, i.e., I' =, L. Then there are finitely many sentences
Vip1,...,V, € T such that b Vi1 A--- AV, — —p. By Necessitation for V we
have i, V(Y A --- AVip, — —¢) and from this, by Ky and modus ponens we get
Flio YY1 A~ AVDy,) — V. The system S5 has the theorem - (VWi A---AVV,) —
V(Y1 A - A V) (see, e.g., [29, p. 20]). Hence by propositional logic we have
(Wi A -+ AWb,) — V. Given 4y we have Pl V1 — Wb, .. by, VR, — YW,
which by propositional logic implies 1, (Vi1 A~ AVipy,) = Wb A -+ AWV, Thus we
have i, (Vi1 A--- AV,) — V-, Hence as T' is maximal consistent and closed under
modus ponens, we get (V-g) € T. But we also have (3p) € T, i.e., (-V—p) € T, and since
T is maximal consistent, this means that (V—¢) ¢ T'. Contradiction. O

Given the Claim, by Lindenbaum’s Lemma, there is some maximally consistent the-
ory S such that ' € S. As ¢ € T' we have ¢ € S. Moreover, as {V¢ | (V¢) €
TY C {Vx | (Vx) € S} we have R'T'S. As T € W€, we also have R"TyT. That is,
{VO | (V0) € To} C {V¢ | (Vip) € T}. Thus {V0 | (VO) € To} C {Vx | (Vx) € S} and thus
RTyS. Hence S € W€, which together with ¢ € S gives us S € |||

(<) Assume T € ||¢]|, i.e., ¢ € T. Given Ty we have |, V-¢ — —¢, and by contraposi-
tion we get b, — 2V, ie., b ¢ — Jp. Hence (¢ — Jp) € T and as T is closed
under modus ponens, given also ¢ € T we get (Jp) € T, i.e., T € || Tep||. O

Lemma 5 (Existence Lemma for O). T € ||Owp|| iff there is an S € ||| such that RETS.

Proof.
(=). Assume T € ||O¢]|, i.e., Op € T € W¢. We first prove the following:

Claim. Theset I' .= {¢ | (y) € T} U{VO | V0 € Ty} U {¢} is consistent.
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Proof. Suppose that I is inconsistent. Then there is a finite I'g C I" such that I'g - L. By
the theorems 1, O(¢i, A- - -Ay,) < (O A---AO;,) and F V(05,A---N;,) < (V0;, A
-+ AV0;,) we can assume that I'g = {0y, V0, =} for some (), V0 € T. That is, we have
Fi., 0Y AVO — —p. By Necessitation for 0 we obtain i, O(0¥ AV — —¢). From this,
by Ko we get k. O(0y AVE) — O—¢. By the theorem i, O(0y AVE) < (O0y ACVH),
from propositional logic we get - (O0¢Y AOVE) — O-¢. Given the axioms in our system
we have |, Oy — OO0y and -, V(V0) — O(VE). Using these, by propositional logic we
obtain k|, (Oy AVV0) — O—yp. Given our axioms, we also have k- V8 — VV6. Hence by
propositional logic we get | (Oy AVO) — O-p. As Oy,V8 € T and T is closed under
modus ponens, we get (O—-¢) € T. But we also have (Op) € T, ie., (-O-p) € T, and
since T' is maximal consistent, this means that (O-¢) ¢ T. Contradiction. O

Given the Claim, by Lindenbaum’s Lemma, there is some maximally consistent theory S
such that I' € S. As ¢ € " we have ¢ € S. Moreover, as {¢ | (Ov) € T} C S, we have
RETS. Additionally, we have {V0 | (v0) € Ty} € S and thus R"TpS. Hence S € W<,
which together with ¢ € S gives us S € [|¢||.

(<) Assume T € [|¢]|, i.e., p € T. Given T we have k|, O0-¢p — —¢, and by contrapo-
sition we get ki ——¢ — —0-g, ie., k. ¢ = Op. Hence, (¢ = Op) € T and as T is
closed under modus ponens, given also ¢ € T' we get (Op) € T, i.e., T € ||O¢]|. O

Lemma 6 (Existence Lemma for Oy). T € ||Oopl|| iff there is an R € %€ such that
RIT] C [lgl|-

Proof. (=). Assume T € ||[Oog|, i.e., (Hop) € T € W€. We first prove the following:
Claim. d0pp € Tp.

Proof. Suppose not. As Tj is maximal consistent, we have =3 gp € Tp, i.e., V-Ugp € Tp.
As T € W€, we have R'TyT. So given V- € Ty we have V-Ugp € T. By Ty we have
Flie, V0o — 0o, ie., (V2Oop — —Oop) € T. As T is closed under modus ponens,
given (V-0Ooy) € T we get (—Opy) € T'. But we also have (Opp) € T'€ W€ and thus T is
inconsistent. Contradiction. O

Hence R™0¥ € %°. We will show that RP[T] C |¢||. Let S € W¢ be arbitrary and
suppose that R70?TS. By definition of R70®, we have (o) € T implies (Cp) € S. As
(Lop) € T we get (Lop) € S. Given T, we have k-, Oop — ¢ and thus (Oop — ¢) € S.
Since S is closed under modus ponens we thus get ¢ € S, i.e., S € ||¢||. As S was picked
arbitrarily, we have RE%[T] C ||¢]|.

(<) Let T € W€ and suppose there is an R € Z° such that R[T] C ||¢|. By definition of
R¢, (i) R= R or (ii) R = R™ for some 6 € . such that (30o0) € T.

We first consider the case (i), i.e., R = R’. We need to show that T' € ||Jgep||. Suppose
not, i.e., oy &€ T. Recall that, given the definition of F' : W¢ x £ — W€, given that
(Oop) € T, we have F(T,p) = S for some theory S € W€ such that ¢ & S. Moreover, R’
is the reflexive transitive closure of the relation RZ U {(T, F(T,)) | T € W€ and ¢ € Z}.
Hence (T, F(T,¢)) = (T,S) €e {(T,F(T,¢)) | T € W and ¢ € £} and thus (T,S) € R'.
But then, as S € W¢and ¢ ¢ S, we have S ¢ ||¢||. This implies R'[T] € |||, contradicting
our assumption to the contrary.



70 Chapter 3. RELe,: lexicographic evidence merge

We now consider case (ii), i.e., R = R70? for some 6 € . such that (3000) € Tp. Either
Lpf € T or Lgf ¢ T. We consider both cases.

Case 1: Suppose that [gf € T € W€. We first prove the following;:
Claim. The set I" := {80} U {Vy | (V) € T} U {—¢p} is inconsistent.

Proof. Suppose that I'" is consistent. By Lindenbaum’s Lemma there is some maximal
consistent theory S such that I' C S. Moreover, as {Vi | (V¢) € To} C {Vy | (Vo) € T} C
S, we have RVTyS and thus S € W¢. As —p € I' we have = € S. Since S is consistent
we have 0 € S, ie., S & ||¢||. From [gf € T’ we have (of € S. By definition of R70¢ we
get RH9TS. But then, given S ¢ ||¢||, we have R7°[T] Z ||¢||. Contradiction. O

Given the Claim, there is a finite I'y C I' such that I'g =, L. By the theorem
V(i A Ahy) <> (Vi1 A -+ - AV,) we can assume that T'g = {o6, Vb, —¢} for some
Y € T. Since I'g kL we have b, (0o AVip A ~p) — L, so by propositional logic
(B AYVY) = (mp — L), e, b, (o AVY) = (m—g), e, b, (o AVY) — ¢. Given
the Pullout axiom, we have -, Oo(6 AVY) — (0of A Vep) and thus b, Oo(6 AVY) — .
By the Monotonicity Rule for Oy, we get -, OoOo(6 A Vo) — Cop. By 4p,, we have
i, Oo(0@ AVY) — Oo0p(0 A Vo) and thus Fi_ Og(6 A Vi) — Ogp. By the Pullout
axiom, we have ki (0of A V) — Oo(6 A V). Hence F_ (08 A V) — Oog. Therefore
(o0 AVY) — Oop) € T. As (Opf) € T and (V) € T, by closure under modus ponens,
we have Ogp € T. That is, T € [Ty

Case 2: Suppose that (g ¢ T. Note that [of ¢ T implies that RF9[T] = W¢, and since
we have R = R70% and R[T] C |¢||, all this gives us that W¢ C ||¢||., i.e. all theories in
the canonical model contain . We now prove the following:

Claim. The set I' := {V¢) | (V) € T'} U {—¢} is inconsistent.

Proof. Suppose that I' is consistent. By Lindenbaum’s Lemma there is some maximal
consistent theory S such that I' C S. Moreover, as {V¢ | (Vi) € To} C{Vy | (V) € T} C
S, we have R"TpS and thus S € W¢. As —¢ € T' we have ¢ € S and thus S € ||-¢].
Therefore W¢ ¢ ||¢|| (contradiction). O

Given the Claim, there is a finite I'y C I' such that I'y -, L. By the theorem
V(1 A Ahy) <> (Vo1 A -+ - AVYY,) we can assume that I'g = {Vi), ~p} for some ¢ € T
Since I'g F,, L we have F_ (V¢ A =¢) — L, so by propositional logic -, (Vi) —
(~p = 1), ie, k., (YY) = (—9), Le., b, (Vi) = . By propositional logic, given
Fi., (V) = ¢ we can strengthen the antecedent getting ki, (0o T AVy) — ¢. Given the
Pullout axiom®, we have b, Oo(T AVY) <> (OoT AV) and thus b, Oo(T AVY) — .
By the Monotonicity Rule for Oy, we get -, DoOo(T AVY) — Oop. By 40, we have b
Oo(T AVY) — OoOo(T AVeY) and thus i, Oo(T AVe) — Opp. By the Pullout axiom®,
we have i, (o T AVY) < Oo(T A V). Hence i, (HoT AVY) — Ogp. Therefore
(OpT AVY) — Oop) € T. As OpT is an axiom of our system, we have (0gT) € T
and (V¢) € T. Hence by closure under modus ponens, we have Opp € T. That is,
T [Oogll .

Lemma 7 (Truth Lemma). For every formula ¢ € £, we have: [¢] e = |||

Proof. The proof is by induction on the complexity of . The base case follows from the
definition of V€. For the inductive case, suppose that for all 7' € W€ and all formulas
of lower complexity than ¢, we have [1] e = ||¢||. The Boolean cases where ¢ = —1) and
@ = Y1 A o follow from the induction hypothesis together with the standard facts about
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maximal consistent theories included in Proposition 12. Only the modalities remain. Let
¢ = J¢ and consider any T' € M. We have T € ||| iff (Proposition 4) ||| # 0 iff
(induction hypothesis) [¢]are iff [FY]are = Wit T € [FY]are. Now let ¢ = ot and
consider any T' € M¢. We have T € ||[Oot| iff (Proposition 6) there is an R € #° such
that R[T] C ||¢|| iff (induction hypothesis) there is an R € Z¢ such that R[T| C [¢]ase iff
T € [Oo¢]are. Let ¢ = Op. We have T € ||Ov|| iff (Proposition 5) there is an S € |||
such that RET'S iff (induction hypothesis) there is an S € [¢]ase such that RETS iff there
is an S € [¢]are such that (T,5) € Ag¢((%°, =) it T € [O¢] pse. O

Lemma 8. Ay is strongly complete with respect to the class of pre-models (and hence it
is also complete with respect to REL models).

Proof. By Proposition 6, it suffices to show that every Aj-consistent set of formulas is
satisfiable on some lex model. Let I" be an Aje.-consistent set of formulas. By Lindenbaum’s
Lemma, there is a maximally consistent set Ty such that I' C T. Choose any canonical
pre-model M€ for Ty. By Lemma 16, M€ Ty = ¢ for all ¢ € T. O
3.4.2 Step 2: Unravelling the canonical pre-model

Next, we will unravel the canonical pre-model. We first fix some preliminary notions.

We first define a set of “evidential indices”

I'={0op | (30op) € To} U{O}U{(p,4) | p€ L, 5 €{l,r}},

where [ is a symbol for “left” copy and r is a symbol for “right” copy. We use ¢, € as meta-
variables ranging over evidential indices in I. To each € € I, we associate a corresponding
relation R€ on the canonical model W¢, as follows: R7°¥ and R" are as before (the relations
in the canonical pre-model), and R¥! = R .= {(T,8) | S = F(T,¢)}.

Definition 52 (Histories). Let M¢ = (W€, (%2¢, <),V Ag°) be a canonical pre-model
for Ty. The set of histories rooted at Ty is the following set of finite sequences:

W= {(Ty,e1,T1, €2, .. €0, Tn) | n > 0,¢; € I and Tj_ 1 RST; for all i < n}
The set W forms the set of worlds of the unravelled tree. <

Basically, histories record all finite sequences of worlds in M€ starting with Ty and passing
to Rf-successors at each step, where € € 1.

Definition 53 (/). We denote by 3 : W — W€ the map returning the last theory in each
history, i.e.
B(To,e1,T1 €2, ... €0, Ty) =Ty,

for all histories in W. <
We now define the relations that will feature in the unravelling of M€ around Ty.

Definition 54 (—€ relations). For a history w = (Ty, €1, 11, €2, ..., €n,Ty) € W, we denote
by
(wa €, T) = (T07 €1, T17 €2,...,€n, Tna €, T)

the history obtained by extending the history w with the sequence (¢, T') (where T' € W¢).
Using this notation, we define the following relations —¢ over W, labelled by indices in I

w—w iff w = (w,e T) for some T € W°
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We now define the unravelled tree for Tj.

Definition 55 (Unravelled tree). Let M¢ = (W€, (%¢, <¢), V¢, Ag°) be a canonical pre-
model for Ty. The unravelling of M¢ around Ty is the structure K = (W, {—¢| e € I}, V)
with

V(p) ={weW|pw)eVip)}

<
In the tree unravelling, one history has another history accessible if the second is one step

longer than the first. The valuation on histories is copied from that on their last nodes.
We now define paths on this tree of histories.

Definition 56 (R-path). Let w,w’ € W and let R C {—¢| € € I}. An R-path from w to
w’ is a finite sequence

p= (U)(),El,’u)l,EQ, .. .,en_l,wn)
where wg = w, w, = w', wy € W for k=1,2,...,n, ¢ €I for k=1,2,...,n—1 and
wg, =% wiyq for k=1,2,...,n— 1. For an R-path p = (wo, €1, w1, €2, ..., €n_1,wy,) from
w to w’, we denote by
"o "
(p,E,U] ) = (w07€17w1a62""7€n,wn7€7w )

the path obtained by extending the path p with (e,w”). If R is not specified, we speak
of a path. For any path p = (wo,€1,w1,€2,...,€,—1,w,) we define first(p) = wy and
last(p) = wp. q

The following is a standard results about (unravelled) trees, which we will refer to later
on.

Lemma 9 (Uniqueness of paths). Let K be the unravelling of M€ around Tpy. Let w,w' €
W and R C {—*¢| e € I'}. Then, there is at most one R-path p from w to w'.

3.4.3 Step 3: Completeness with respect to lex-models

Step 2 unravelled the canonical pre-model from step 1. Using the structure from the unrav-
elled tree, we now define a REL model M from it. We then show that this model is in fact
a lex-model. Finally, we define a variant of a bounded morphism defined for REL models,
which we call bounded aggregation-morphism. Bounded aggregation-morphisms work on
REL models in the same way as standard bounded-morphisms do on Kripke models: for
REL models, modal satisfaction is invariant under bounded aggregation-morphisms. We
then show that M¢ is a bounded-morphic image of M, which gives us completeness.

We first define the model M.

Definition 57 (M). Let K be the unravelling of M¢ around Tp. The structure M =
(W, (%,2),V, Ag) has
# = {R7? | (I00p) € To} U{Ry, R} U{W x W}

where:
RPov — (_ﬁo@)*

R = (=" u =¥ w e 21y
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R, = (=P u =" o e 23y
Moreover, the priority order < is the preorder on X with:
RXR], R, forall Re Z\ {R},R., W x W}

and ) .
R, R.<W x W
Finally, the aggregator Ag is given by:
A\ RD = (%D)* if <'@7 j> = <'%?7 £>
lex((%, <)) otherwise

<

Proposition 14. All the evidence relations in %\ {W X W} are reflexive, transitive and
anti-symmetric.

Proof. Reflexivity and transitivity follow immediately from the fact that cach R € % \
{W x W} is the reflexive transitive closure of some other relation, and W x W is reflexive
and transitive. Hence we just need to show the anti-symmetry of the relations. Let
Re% \ {W X W} and suppose Rwv and Rvw. First, we consider the case R = RY0% for
some ¢ such that 30y € Ty. le. R = (—>DO*")*. Given Rwv there is some n > 0 such
that:

w = wy =P wy; 0PSB g, =y

Similarly, given Rvw there is some m > 0 such that:
v = w6 —yHoe wll —Hoe . Doy wfn =w

By definition of =M%, we have wy = (w, Oy, T1) for some Ty € W€, wo = (w, Do, T1, Do, Tb)
for some T € W€, and proceeding in this way we get

wyp, =v = (w,0op, T1, Oop, Ta, . .., Oop, Tp,) where T; € W€ for i <n (3.1)

Similarly, we have w] = (v,0yp,T7) for some T] € W€, wh = (v, 0o, T1, Do, Ts) for
some T4 € W€, and proceeding in this way we get
wh, =w = (v, Jop, T1, Do, Ts, . . . ,Oow, T),) where T, € W€ for i <m (3.2)

n

Hence we must have n = m = 0. For otherwise, substituting v in 3.2 with the expression
in 3.1 we get

w = (w, o, Ty, Do, Ta, - . ., Do, Ty v, Do, T4, Do, T, . .., Oo, T1) for > 0 or m > 0
which is impossible. Therefore w = wg = w, = v, as required.

Now we consider the case R = R}, i.e. R = (=" UU{—=®Y|p € £})*. Given Rwv there
is some n > 0 such that:

w = wy =0 w; =2 .. =1, = v where i, € {YU{(p,]) | o € L}, fork=1,...,n—1
Similarly, given Rvw there is some m > 0 such that:

v =wh =0 w) =72 ... Im=t ! =y where ji € {O}U{(@,1) | p € LY, fork=1,...,m—1
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Reasoning as we did in the case of R = R7%®_ we conclude that m = n = 0 and hence
w = v. The case of R = R, is analogous to the one just discussed, and we are done.

O
Proposition 15. In M we have:
R/NR,=R"

Proof. O
(C) Let (w,v) € RyNR),. Then we have (w,v) € R}, i.e.,

(w,v) € (U J{=¥D] p e 2}
Hence, there is some n > 0 such that:
w=wy =0 w; =2 .. S, = v where iy € {O}U{(,1) | @ € LY, fork=1,...,n—1
Similarly, we have (w,v) € R, i.e.,

(w,v) € (=T U J{=¥"p e 2}
Hence, there is some m > 0 such that:
w = wh =0 w) =2 SIm=t ! = where ji, € {0} (g,7) | 0 € LY, fork=1,...,m—1

By definition of =%, we have wy = (w,ig,T1) for some Ty € W€, wo = (w,ig, T, i1, T»)
for some Ty, € W€, and proceeding in this way we get

Wp =V = (w,’io,Tl,’il,Tz,...,infl,Tn) (33)

where T; € W€ and i, € {0} U{(p,1) | ¢ € L}, for k =1,...,n — 1. Reasoning in a
similar way, we get

wh, =v = (w,jo, 11,751, T9, - -, jm—1,Ti) (3.4)

where T} € W€ and j, € {O}yU{(p,7) | p € L}, fork=1,...,m—1.

Given the expressions 3.8 and 3.4, we have w, = v = w,,. Hence n = m and for all k < n,
i = Jr. Hence we must have i, = 1 = ji for all k < n. This means that the path

w=wy =" w =2 - =""Tw, =v

can be rewritten as

w:w0—>Dw1—>D---—>Dwn:v

which is an {O}-path from w to v. Hence (w,v) € RH = (=)~
(D) Let (w,v) € RY = (=D)*. Then there is some n > 0 such that:
w=wy—="w - =P w, =0

The {O}-path described above is also an {O} U J{(p,l) | ¢ € ZL}-path and an {O} U
U{(p,7) | ¢ € ZL}-path. Hence we have (w,v) € R] and (w,v) € R;. Thus (w,v) €
R/NR!.
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Proposition 16. M is a lex model.

Proof. To establish that ]~\~4 is a lex model, we need to show that it meets the condition of
a REL model and that Ag = lex. That is, we have to show:

1. Zis a family of evidence, i.e., every R € X is a preorder.

2. W x W € %, i.e., the trivial evidence order is a piece of available evidence.

3. RY = Iex((@, <)) (which given the definition of Ag, gives Ag = lex as required)
Item 1 follows from 14, and Item 2 follows from the definition of M. Hence Item 3 remains

to be shown. Note first that by 15, we have R, N R/, = R".

(C) Suppose that (w,v) € lex((#, <). Note that lex is given here by
(w,v) € lex((#,=)) iff VR € Z (Rwv V 3R € Z(R'<XR A R uwv)) (3.5)

Suppose for reductio that (w,v) € RN R),. Then (w,v) € R} or (w,v) ¢ R... Without loss
of generality, suppose (w,v) € R;. Given 3.5, we have in particular:

(Riwv V 3R € Z(R)<R A R<wv)) (3.6)

Note that the definition of < is such that RE has no relation strictly above it other than
W xW. And W x W is symmetric and thus it is not the case that (W x W)<wwv. Hence the
right disjunct in 3.6 is false. Therefore we must have Rjwwv, contradicting our assumption
to the contrary.

Suppose that (w,v) € RjN R),. Then Rjwv and R,wv. Suppose first that w = v. As
lex((#, <)) is a preorder, we have (w,v) € lex((%, <)) and we are done. Suppose now that
w # v. By Proposition 14, R] and R) are antisymmetric. Thus from w # v, Rjwv and
Ry wv, we get (R;)“wv and (R;.)<wv. Hence, as we have

RXR), R forall Re #\ {R),R.}
from the definition of lex we get (w,v) € lex({(Z, <) as required. O

We now introduce the notion of a bounded aggregation-morphism. This is, as we will show,
a truth-preserving map between REL models, which works similarly to standard bounded
morphisms for Kripke models.

Definition 58 (Bounded aggregation-morphism). Let M = (W, (%, <),V, Ag) and M’ =
(W' (%', =), V' Ag') be two REL models. A mapping f : W — W’ is a bounded
aggregation-morphism if the following hold:

1. Valuation condition: for all w € W, w € V(p) iff f(w) € V'(p)
2. Forth conditions:

(a) for all R € Z, for all w € W, there exists some R € %’ such that R'[f(w)] C
{f(v) [ Rwo}
(b) for all w,v € W, if Ag((Z, X))wv then Ag'((Z',=<"))f(w)f(v)

3. Back conditions:

(a) for all " € #' and all w € W there exists some R € Z such that {f(v) |
Ruv} € Rf(w))
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(b) for all w € W, v € W', it Ag’((#',=<"))f(w)v’ then there exists some world
v € W such that Ag((Z, <))wv and f(v) =v'.

<

Proposition 17. Let M = W, (%,=),V,Ag) and M' = (W' (%', =<"),V' Ag') be two
REL models. Let f : W — W' be a surjective bounded aggregation-morphism. Then for
dlw e W and ¢ € £: M,w = ¢ iff M/, f(w) = ¢. That is: modal satisfaction is

mwvariant under surjective bounded aggregation-morphisms.

Proof. By induction on the structure of . The base case holds by the valuation condi-
tion. The boolean cases are shown by unfolding the definitions, so we consider the cases
involving modalities.

Suppose M,w = Ootp. Then for all R € # there is some v € W such that Rwv and
M, v = . Now we want to show: M, f(w) = Qo1p. That is, for all R’ € #’ there is some
v € W' such that R'f(w)v" and M’ v |=1. Let R’ € #Z' be arbitrary. By the back condi-
tion 3(a), there is some R € # such that {f(v) | Rwv} C R'[f(w)]. Hence given Rwv, we
have f(v) € R/[f(w)]. That is, R’ f(w)f(v). By induction hypothesis, given M,v | ¢ we
have M', f(v) E . As R’ was arbitrarily picked, this holds for all relations in %’. Hence
M, f(w) = Go.

Suppose now that M’, f(w) = Ootp. Then for all R € %’ there is some v' € W’ such that
R f(w)v" and M’ v = 1. Now we want to show: M,w = Qg1p. That is, for all R € #
there is some v € W such that Rwv and M,v = 9. Let R € # be arbitrary. By the
forth condition 2(a), there exists some R’ € #’ such that R'[f(w)] C {f(v) | Rwv}. We
have R'f(w)v" and M’ v |= 9 for some v' € W'. As f is surjective, we have v/ = f(u)
for some w € W. Hence given R'[f(w)] C {f(v) | Rwv} and f(u) € R'[f(w)], we get
f(u) € {f(v) | Rwv}. Hence Rwu. By induction hypothesis, given M’, f(u) = 1 we get
M,u = 9. As R was arbitrarily picked, this holds for all relations in #. Hence we have

M,w ):00¢.

Now suppose M,w = Ot. Then there is some v € W such that Ag()Z,=< (Jwv and
M,v |= 9. By the forth condition 2(b), we have Ag'()Z', <" () f(w)f(v). By induction

hypothesis, M, f(v) E ¢. Hence M’ f(w) | 1.

Lastly, suppose M, f(w) = Q1. Then there is some v € W’ such that A¢'()Z’, <" (Jwv
and M’ v" = 1. Hence by the back condition 3(b), there is some world v € W such
that Ag()Z, < (Jwv and f(v) = ¢v’. By induction hypothesis, we get M,v = . Hence
M,w = Q.

O

Proposition 18. The map 8: W — W€ is a surjective bounded aggregation-morphism.

Proof. We need to check that § satisfies the conditions of a surjective bounded aggregation-
morphism.

1. Surjectivity: Let T € W€ be arbitrary. We need to show that there is some h € W
such that 3(h) = T. Recall that we showed in 13.2. that W¢ x W¢ = R0 T € .
Hence R T TyT. Thus the history h = (Tp, o T, T) is an element of W with 3(h) =
T, as required.
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2. Valuation condition. This follows from the definition of V/, i.e.,

V(p) ={h e W |B(h) € V(p)}

3. Forth conditions:

(a)

We need to show that for all R € %, for all w € W, there exists some
R" € %° such that R"[B(w)] C {B(v) | Rwv}. Let R € # and w € W be
arbitrary. Suppose first that B = R™0¢ for some go with d0gp € Tp. Con-
sider R7¥ € %°. Take any T € RYS?[B(w)], i.e., R7%B(w)T. We will
show that T' € {5(v) | RDOS"wv} Note that, given RDWB( )T, the history
w' = (w,0op, T) is in W. This means that w —70¢ w’. Hence (—70%)*wuw/’,

i.e., R%%ww’. Given f(w') =T, we get T € {B(v) | R7¥wv}, as required.

Suppose now that R = R} = (=7 u{—=®V| p € £})*. Consider R’ =
(RPUU{RWI ) € %#¢. Take any T € R'[B(w)], i.e., R'B(w)T. We will show
that 7' € {8(v) | Rjwv}. Given R'B(w)T, for some n > 0, there is a path:

B(U)) = S()RGOSlRGZ, e RE"_ISn =T

where S; € W€, ¢, € {O}U{(p,1) | p € L}, for k < n. Hence there are histories
wy = (w, €9, 51), we = (w, €9, S1, €1,.52), up to w, = (w, €9, S1,€1,52,...,€n-1,T).
Hence, by definition of =% for each k < n, we have wy —% wy41. Hence there
is a path

w=wy = w —2,..., =" w,

And hence Rjww,. Given f(w,) =T, we get T' € {$(v) | Rjwv}, as required.

The case of R = R/ is analogous to the one above. Hence we have left the case
R =W x W. Consider R0 = W¢ x W¢ € %°. Take any T € R [B(w)],
i.e., R0 B(w)T. This just means that T € W¢. We will show that T' € {3(v) |
(w,v) € W x W} ={B(v) |ve W} As f is surjective, we know that there is
some u € W such that 8(u) = T, and we are done.

We need to show that for all w,v € W, if Ag((#,=))wv then Ag¢((%°,=<°
NB(w)B(v). Let w,v € W be arbitrary and suppose that Ag((%, <))wv. By
Proposition 16.3, given Ag((#, <))wv we have R7ww, i.e., (=")*wv. Hence,
for some n > 0, there is a path:

w=wy—="w =" =P w, =v

Hence there are histories wy = (w,0, S1), we = (w,0,51,0, S2), up to w, =
v=(w,0,5,095,...,00,5,). Hence by definition of w,, we have

B(w)RZS1RES,, ..., RVS,

And since R" is transitive, we get R~B(w)S,, i.e., R¥B(w)3(v), as required.

4. Back conditions:

(a)

We need to show that for all R” € %Z¢ and all w € W there exists some R € Z
such that {8(v) | Rwv} € R"[B(w)]. Let R” € #° and w € W be arbitrary. We
reason by cases. First, suppose that R’ = R70¢. Consider R70¥ € %. We will
show that {(v) | R7%wuv} C R7o?[B(w)]. Take any B(u) € {B(v) | R™%wv}.
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We have RP%wu, i.e., (—50%)*wu. Hence for some n > 0, there is a path:
w = wy =P wy; v PP, =y

where w; € W, for k < n. Hence there are histories w; = (w, Oy, S1),
w2 = (w7 DO@? Sla DO()O? S2)7 up to wp, =u = (’U), ‘:‘0@7 Slv D(]QO, 527 ceey DO()D) STL)
Hence, by definition of w,,, we have

Bw)R7 S R™, ... R B(u)

And since R™° is transitive, we get R703(w)B(u), as required.

Suppose now that R” = R’ € W€ Consider R] € Z#. We will show that
{B(v) | Rjwv} C R'[B(w)]. Take any B(u) € {B(v) | Rjwv}. We have Rjwu,
ie., (=P UU{=¥D| p e Z})*wu. Hence for some n > 0, there is a path:

w=wy = w =, ..., 2" 1w, =u

where w; € W, e, € {0} UU{(p,1) | ¢ € £} for k < n. By definition of —,
w1 = (w, €, S1) for some S € W, wy = (w, €9, S1, €10, S2) for some So € W€,
up to wy, = u = (w, €, S1, €1, 52, ..., €n—1,S,) where S; € W€ for i < n. Hence,
by definition of w,, we have a path

B(w) RO RSy, ..., R 3(u)

Since R’ = (RPUJ{R®¥V})*, the path above is a path from §(w) to §(u) along
R’ i.e., we have R'B(w)B(u), as required.

(b) We need to show that for all w € W, T € W¢, if Ag°((%°,<°))B(w)T then
there exists some history v € W such that Ag((%Z,<))wv and B(v) = T. Let
w € W and T € W€ be arbitrary, and suppose that Ag¢((%¢,<°))B(w)T, i.e.,
RPB(w)T. Then the history w’ = (w, 0, T) is in W and S(w') = T, as required.

O
Theorem 10. A, is complete with respect to the class of lex models.

Proof. Let I' be a Aj-consistent set of formulas. By Lindenbaum’s Lemma, I" can be
extended to a maximal consistent set 7p. Choose any canonical pre-model M€ for Tj.
By Lemma 14, M€ Ty = ¢ for all ¢ € Tp. Let K be the unraveling of M¢ around Ty
and let M be the lex model generated from K. Note that the history (Tp) € W. Let
B : W — W€ be the map defined above. By Proposition 18, 8 is a surjective bounded
aggregation-morphism. By Proposition 17, we have M€ Ty = ¢ iff M, B (Tb) = 1. Hence,
in particular, M, 5(Tp) = ¢ for all ¢ € Tp. O

3.5 REL, : prioritized evidence addition

lex®

This Section provides a first look at the dynamics of evidence addition over lex models.
Here we will study an action of prioritized addition. For generality, we describe this action
over REL models.

Prioritized addition. LetM = (W, (%, =<),V, Ag) be a REL model and R € Pre(W) a

piece of relational evidence. The prioritized addition of R consists of adding R to the set
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of available evidence Z#, giving the highest priority to the new evidence. To clarify this
action, let us first fix the model transformation describing prioritized addition.

Definition 59 (Prioritized addition). The model MUYPE = (WUPE (gguplt upky j/upk A guplt)
has WUPE .= W, PR .= 2 U {R}, VWP .=V Ag'PR .= Ag and

<WPR—< U{(R',R) | R € #}
<

Observation. The letters up are meant to help remind the reader that the relation R is
placed ‘up’ and above every other evidence relation. N

Addition actions with ordered evidence. On lexicographic models, there are other
possible choices of evidence addition besides prioritize addition. For instance, one could
add R by simply adding it to the stock of evidence, without essentially changing the priority
relation at all (i.e. changing the priority order only by adding the loop for R, to make it
reflexive on this extended domain). In other words, the new evidence is not comparable
with the old one. This form of addition resembles a bit more the way addition works
on MN-models models, and might be called non-prioritized addition. It is interesting to
highlight the relationship between prioritized addition in lex-models and evidence upgrade
in N-models. In particular, prioritized addition in lex-models coincides with the action of
evidence upgrade f} 7 introduced for N-models in the previous chapter.

3.5.1 Syntax and semantics of REL

lex

In this section we introduce the logic RELlJ;X of prioritized addition. The language of

REL; is obtained from . by adding modal operators of the form [+"Px] that describe
prioritized evidence-addition actions. If [+“P7| is such a modality, then new formulas of
the form [+"Pm]p are used to express the statement that ¢ is true after the prioritized
addition of the evidence order defined by 7. Here, as we did with REL}, the programs 7
occurring inside the dynamic modalities are expressions from the program set IL,.

Definition 60 (Language .} ). Let P be a countably infinite set of propositional variables.
The language £ is given by:

lex
pu=pl-p|lene| Doy |Op | [+"®rle
where 7 € IL,.. <

The truth clause for the dynamic modalities is given by extending the satisfaction relation
= for ZrEL as follows:

Definition 61 (Satisfaction for [+"P7]p). Let M = (W, (%, <),V, Ag) be an REL model,
w € W and 7 € II,. The satisfaction relation = between pairs (M,w) and formulas
[+1Plp € Z7 is defined as follows:

M, w = [+Pr]p iff MUl 4 = o

+
lex*

We are now ready to introduce the proof system for REL
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L+

lex

3.5.2 A proof system for REL;

Iex

Before presenting the proof system RELI o We introduce some abbreviations that will be
used in the definition of the reduction axioms. The reader may recall that these abbrevia-
tions were also used in the reduction axioms for evidence upgrade in N-models.

Notation 7. Let 7 be a normal form 7 := [, g, p (?s(,v); A; ?17[}5Ien(s)) U(?T). For each
J C I, we define the abbreviations:

=Nein N\ —oy

jeJ JIENT
jeJ JIENNT

Moreover, for a formula [up7]y, we define the following abbreviations:

(x) = \/ (J(@) Asuc=(x))

JCI

suc*(x) == N\ (5(0.9) 2 ¥ (a1 N\ S09) 2 YWy = N\ —e) = [+P71x))

s€So(I) s'eSo( ) JjeJ
<

During our discussion of evidence upgrade in N-models, we showed in Lemma 2 from
Chapter II.2 that [upm]x A m<(x) is true at a state w in a N-model M if [up7]x is true at
w and [r]§,[w] C [[upm]x]ar. That is, every state v that is strictly more plausible than w
according to [r]as satisfies [upr]x. It is easy to see that, since the formula 7<(x) contains
no occurrences of [J (only V), the result transfers to lex models, as the semantics of V is
the same throughout REL models. Hence we have:

Lemma 10. Let M = (W, (%, =),V,lex), w a world in M, © € I, be a program with
nf(r) := UseSO(I)(?S(SOa ) A ?¢5Ien(s)) U(?T). Then

M, w = [+"P7]x A 7= (x) iff w € [[+*P7x]x]ar and [7]5;[w] € [[+*P7]x]ar
Proof. Follows from Lemma 2. O

We now introduce another lemma which will be useful in the proof of the reduction axioms.

Lemma 11. Let M = (W, (Z,=X),V,lex), w a world in M, = € I, be a program with
nf(ﬂ-) = USGSO(I) (?8((P7 ¢)7 A’ ?wsbn(s)) U (?T) Then

(lex((#, 2)) O [w]ar)[w] € [[+"P7]x]ae
iff
Mow Hrlx A\ (s(e.9) = D@, = [+P7X)

s€So(I)

Proof. (=) Suppose (lex({Z,=<)) N [7]am)[w] € [[+"P7]x]ar. As lex((Z,=)) N [7]ar is
reflexive, we have M, w |= [+"P7]x. It remains to be shown that

Mk A (6(08) > O, — +2110)

SES()(I)
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Take any s € So(I) and suppose that M, w = s(¢, ). We need to show that M, w =
OWsieny = [+"Pm]x). Take any v € lex((#, <))[w] and suppose M,v | ¢, . If we
show that M,v = [+"P7]x, we are done. Given M,w = s(¢,v) and M,v = ¢, by

Proposition 8, we have (w,v) € [?s(¢,); A; s, |ar. Thus

(wv v) € U [[?5(907 w), A; ?¢s|en(s)]]M

SESO(Ik)

Hence as

[rlor = Inf@Inwr =1 |J (2500, 9)5 4 2, U CTIr

SES()( )

=1 U (7s(p,9): 4 s ) I U P TIm
8650( )

= | [?s(e.9); A7, I U2 T
s€So(I)

we have (w,v) € [r]am. Hence we have v € (lex((#Z,=)) N [7]ar)[w]. Thus, given
(lex({(Z, =) N [w]ar)[w] C [[+“P7]x]ar we have M, v = [+"Px]x, as required.

(<) Suppose that M,w = [+*P7]x A Asegon(s(p: %) = DO(Wsy, — [+P7x)). We
will show that (lex((Z,=)) N [7]am)[w] € [[+"P7]x]ar. Take any v and suppose (w,v) €
lex((#, <))N[w]a- We need to show that v € [[+"P7r]x]a. Ifv = w, given M, w = [+"P7]x
we are done. So suppose v # w. Since (w,v) € (lex((Z, <))N[7]ar), we have (w,v) € [7]ar.
Reasoning as we did in the proof of EA4n (see Theorem 19), we get

(w,v) € [r]ar iff for some s" € Sp(I),w € [s'(p,¥)|pm and v € [y |
Given that M, w = Ay (s(e, %) = O(¥s,,, = [+"P7]x)), we have in particular
M, w = s'(¢,9) = Oy

Thus from w € [s'(¢, )]s we get M, w = DWJSL s [+“P7]x). And given that (w,v) €
lex((#, <)) and v € [[wsll (J)}]M, we get M, v |= [+"Px]y, as required. O

len(s”)

= [+*7]x)

len(s)

We now show one more lemma, before presenting the proof system thx. With these lemmas
in place, the proofs of the validity of the reduction axioms in this system will be almost
immediate.

Lemma 12. Let M = (W, (%, =<),V,lex), w a world in M, = € IL, be a program and ¢ a
formula. Then

(lex((22, <)) N [x]anr)[w] € [lar and [x]5[w] € [elm
iff
lex((#2P7, =) [w] € [elm

Proof. (=) Suppose that

(lex((22, X)) N [7]an)[w] € [e]ar and [7]5;[w] € []ar
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Towards a contradiction, suppose that there is a v € lex((Z"P™, <"P™))[w] such that v ¢
[elazr. Then
v ¢ (lex((#, =) N [7]an)[w] and v & [, [w]

Given v & [r]3;[w] we have —[x] pywv or [7]prvw. But note that v € lex({(Z“PT, <"P7))[w]
and [r]as has no other relation strictly above it in the priority order <"P", and thus
by definition of lex we must have [r]ywv, Hence we have [n]pvw. Moreover, given
v & (lex((Z, <)) N [7]ar)[w], we must have v & lex({Z, <))[w] or =[r]arwv. We know that
7] arwv cannot be, so we have v & lex((#, <))[w]. This means that

IR € Z(—~Rwv and VR' € Z(R 4 R or ~R'<wv)
Given v € lex({(#"P™, <"P™))[w]| we have
VQ € Z"P" (Quv or 3Q" € Z"PT(Q <"P™ Q" and Q" wv))
Note that R € #"P™. Hence in particular we have
Rwv or 3Q" € Z#"P™ (R <"P" Q" and Q'<ww)
As " Rwv, we must have
3Q" € #"PT(R <"P™ Q" and Q'<wv)

From the statements above, we know that Q' ¢ %, and hence @' = [n]p;. But then we
have [7]3,wv, contradicting our assumption to the contrary.

(<) Suppose that
lex((Z2P7, =“P™))[w] C [e]m

We then have
(VQ € Z"P" (Quv or Q" € Z"°™(Q <"P" Q" and Q"~wv))) = v € [¢]um
Towards a contradiction, suppose that
(lex(¢22, <)) N [w]ar) [w] Z [l or [w]57[w] € [e]ar

Suppose first that
(lex((Z, 2)) N [7]a0)[w] Z [elm

Then there is some v € (lex((Z, <)) N [7]ar)[w] such that v & [¢]ar. Then lex((Z, <))wv
and [r]pwv From lex((Z, <))wv we have

VR € Z(Rwv or 3R’ € Z(R <"P" R and R'<wv))
Since Z'P" = Z U {[r]am}, together with [7] wv, this gives us
VQ € Z"P" (Quv or 3Q" € Z"PT(Q <"P™ Q" and Q" “wv))
Hence lex({(#2"P™, <"P™))wv and thus v € [¢]ar (contradiction). Suppose now that
[15] Z [l

Then there is some v such that [7]3,wv and v & [¢]a. But, as [x] is the top element of
<UPTgiven lex({(Z"P™, <"P™))[w] C [¢]am and [x]5,wv we have v € [p]a (contradiction).
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O

Having established these lemmas, we now present the proof system LI'ZX. In the next sec-
tion, the logic generated by this proof system will be shown to be sound and complete with
respect to lex models.

Definition 62 (L
form

). Let x,x' € £~

lex and let m € II, be an evidence program with normal

lex

nf(m) == | (2s(e, ) A 70, ) U (2T)

s€So(I)

The proof system thx includes all axioms schemas and inference rules of Ly. Moreover, it
includes the following reduction azxioms:

upEAL : [+"Pr]p <> pforall p e P
upEA2 : [+"P7r]—y < —[+7]x
upEA3 : [+"P7]x A X <> [+P7]x A [+7]X
GPEAL : [+9P7]Clo < Co[+9Pmlo v (4] A Ay ) (5002 8) — Vit — [+2P710))
upEAS ¢ [+*Pw|0x > [upm]x A 7=(X) A Aseso(r) (50, %) = O,y — [+P7]x))
upEAG : [+"P7]Vx < V[+"P7]x
N
3.5.3 Soundness and completeness of L,
n

Let be the logic generated by LIJgX. This section proves soundness and completeness of AJ,
with respect to the class of lex-models. As in previous chapters, the proof works via a
standard reductive analysis. The idea of the proof is to show the reduction axioms are
valid. Their validity is sufficient for turning every formula of our dynamic language éfl;
into one of our static language .Z.

Proposition 19. The axioms up EAI1-up EA6 are valid in all lex-models.

Proof. Let M = (W,(%,=),V,lex), w a world in M, 7 € II, be a program with nf(7) :=
Useso(f)(75(<P, p); A; ?¢s|en(s)) u(?T).

1. The validity of upEA1 follows from the fact that the prioritized evidence addition
transformer does not change the valuation function. The validity of the Boolean
reduction axioms upEA2 and upEA3 can be proven by unfolding the definitions.

2. Axiom upEA4: Note that this same axiom was called EA4p in the system L} for N-
models (Chapter I1.2, Definition 36). The effects on evidence possession (as expressed
by Op-formulas) of evidence addition in M-models are the same as the effects of
prioritized evidence addition in lex models; in both cases, the piece of evidence [7]as
is added to the initial body of evidence %. Thus, it is easy to see that the proof
of the validity of EA4n in N-models can be straightforwardly adapted to show the
validity of upEA4 in lex models.
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3. Axiom upEA5:

M,w = [+"P7]0x
iff M w = Oy
iff lex(22P7, 2"PT)[w] C [ py+vem
iff lex(2"PT, <UP™)[w] C [[+"P7]x]ar
iff (lex((%2, <)) N [7]ar)[w] C [[+*P7]x]ar and [7]3;[w] C [[+*P7]x]ar (by Lemma 12)
iff M,w = [+Palx Ar<00 A N (s(e %) = O, = [+°71X))

s€So(I)
(by Lemmas 10, 11)

4. Axiom EA6n:
M,w = [+Pr]Vy iff M w = Yy iff [x] e = WHTT

iff [[+"Pr)x]am = W iff M, w = V[+"P7]x

Theorem 11. AngX is complete with respect to the class of lex models.

Proof. Once we have established the validity of the reduction axioms, the proof is standard
and follows the same steps used to prove completeness of An (see Theorem 5). O

3.6 Chapter review

In this chapter, we have studied a logic for belief and evidence based over lex-models. First,
we explored the static logic of lex-models, presenting a sound and complete proof system
for this logic. In Section 3.5 we gave a first look at the dynamics of evidence addition
over lex models. In a setting with ordered evidence, several forms of evidence addition are
natural. We focused on one of those, which we called prioritized addition, and presented a
matching dynamic logic.
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Chapter 4

(General Relational Evidence Logic

This chapter introduces General Relational Evidence Logic, REL for short. REL is a logic
of belief based on aggregated evidence, in which the aggregated evidence is the output of
an aggregator characterised by certain intuitive properties. This aggregator is not fixed.
Instead, we are interested in reasoning about the beliefs that an agent would form, based
on her evidence, irrespective of the aggregator used, as long as this aggregator satisfies the
basic properties built into its definition. The chapter is organized as follows. Section 4.4.1
recalls the basic syntax and semantics of static REL. This static logic allows us to reason
about the beliefs and evidence of an agent at a specific point in time. After discussing
the static logic, we take a first look at dynamics over REL models with an abstract
aggregator. In particular, we will focus on the action of prioritized addition introduced
in the previous chapter. As a first step towards pre-encoding the effects of prioritized
addition, we present a language with conditional aggregated evidence modalities. These
modalities allow us to reason about the propositions that the agent’s aggregated evidence
would support, if the agent performed the prioritized addition of some piece of evidence.
Section 4.2.2 presents a proof system for this conditional language, which is then shown
to be sound and complete for the class of REL models in Sections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4. After
that, we present a full dynamic language with dynamic modalities pre-encoding the effects
of prioritized addition on basic and aggregated evidence, and belief. We also present a
proof system for this dynamic language based on reduction axioms, which are then used
to show that the dynamic logic of prioritized addition is sound and complete with respect
to REL models.

4.1 Syntax and semantics
Here, we recall here the static language of REL, ., which is built recursively as follows:
pu=plopleAe|op|Op | Ve
In this chapter we focus on general REL models,i.e., models of the form
M = (W,(%Z,2),V, Ag)

where Ag is some aggregator for W. We recall the semantics for formulas of .Z | which
are as follows.
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Definition 63 (Satisfaction). Let M = (W, (%, =),V, Ag) be a REL model and w € W.
The satisfaction relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas ¢ € £ is defined as follows:

M,wEDp iff we V(p)

MwE - iff Myw e

M,wEeANyiff M,w=¢and M,w =1y

M,w = Oyp iff there is R € #Z such that, for all v € W, Rwv implies M, v = ¢
M,w EOp iff for all v € W, Ag({(#, <))wv implies M,v = ¢

M,wEYy iffforallve W, M,v =@

4.2 REL": dynamics of prioritized addition

This Section provides a first look at the dynamics of evidence addition over REL models
with an abstract aggregator. As a starting point in the logical analysis of addition in REL
models, here we focus on the action of prioritized addition introduced for lex-models in
Section 3.3.5. As a reminder, let us fix here the model transformation describing priori-
tized addition.

Prioritized addition. LetM = (W, (%, =<),V, Ag) be a REL model and R € Pre(W) a
piece of relational evidence. The prioritized addition of R consists of adding R to the set
of available evidence giving the highest priority to the new evidence.

Definition 64 (Prioritized addition). The model MUPE = (WUPE (gpuplt <upR) j/upR A gupR)
has WUPE .= W, Pl .= 2 U {R}, VPR .=V, Ag'PF .= Ag and

<R~ < U{(R,R) | R € %}
<

In the remaining part of the chapter, we will consider an iterated version of prioritized
addition, defined with a (possibly empty) sequence of evidence orders R = (Ry,..., Ry) as
input.

Definition 65 (Iterated prioritized addition). Let M = (W, (%Z,=),V, Ag) be a REL
model and R = (Ry,...,R,) be a sequence of evidence orders (i.e., R; € Pre(W) for
i € {1,...n}).The model M"PR = <W”pé, (%“pé, j“pé),V“pé,Ag”pR> has WUl = W,
PR = 77 {R;|i€{1,...n}}, yurl v, Ag“pﬁ = Ag and

<wR_<U{(R,Ry) | R €%}
U{(R,Rg) | RG%U{Rl}}
U...
U{(R,R,) | Re ZU{R; | je{l,....,n—1}}}

<

That is, first Ry is added as the highest priority evidence, then R is added as the highest
priority evidence, on top of every other evidence (including R;), and so on, up to R,.
Naturally, when the sequence R has one element, we are back to the basic notion of
prioritized addition.
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4.2.1 Syntax and semantics of conditional REL

To pre-encode part of the dynamics of iterated prioritized addition, we will modify our
basic language .% with conditional aggregated evidence modalities of the form 07, where
7 is a finite, possibly empty sequence of evidence programs 7y, ..., m, (i.e., m; € IL,, for
i € {1,...n}). The intended interpretation of [J7¢p is “the agent would have aggregated
evidence for ¢, if she performed the iterated prioritized addition of the evidence orders
defined by 7. The language with conditional addition modalities, denoted ZREL, is as
follows:

Definition 66 (Language ZRrEL). Let P be a set of propositional variables. The language
ZREL is defined by mutual recursion:

pi=p|-eleNe| Do |O% | Ve
mu=A|?p|nUn || w”

where p € P, A is the symbol for the universal program and @ = (71, ..., m,) is a (possibly
empty) finite sequence of programs, with m; € Il for i € {1,...n}. The dual of the modal
operator for conditional aggregated evidence is defined in the usual way: 7 == —=0%—. <

Through the conditional formulas (0%, the language Zrgr, pre-encodes the changes in
aggregated evidence due to iterated prioritized addition. Our main goal, however, is to
pre-encode the induced changes also at the level of belief and basic evidence. To do this,
in subsequent sections we present a dynamic language extending Zggy with dynamic
modalities of the form [+"P7|¢ with the intended meaning: “p is true after the iterated
prioritized addition of the evidence sequence defined by 7. But first, we will axiomatize
the logic for the language without dynamic modalities. Once this is in place, a sound
and complete system for the logic with dynamic modalities will be obtained by adding
reduction axioms to the system presented for the language without them.

Notation 8. We often abuse the notation for the truth map [-Jas and write [7]asr to
denote ([m1]ar, - .-, [mn]ar), where @ = (71, ... 7). q

The truth clause for the new conditional modalities is as follows:

Definition 67. Let M = (W, (%, =),V, Ag) be an REL model and w € W. The satisfac-
tion relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas 0% € ZREy is defined as follows:

M, w = D7 iff Ag((22°Plv, <Pl (] C o]

where 2Pl and <ul@ly gre the family of evidence and the priority order given by the
iterated prioritized addition of [7]as (as indicated in Definition 65 above). q

That is, 0% is true at a state w if the agent would have aggregated evidence for ¢, assum-
ing that the current ordered body of evidence is transformed by the iterated prioritized
addition of [#]a;. Note that, as we allow 7 to be empty, 07 reduces the standard Oy from
% when 7 is the empty sequence.

4.2.2 The proof system Lgrgr,

This section introduces the proof system for the language with conditional modalities [I7.
In the next section, the logic generated by this proof system will be shown to be sound
and complete with respect to REL models. The completeness proof works via a canonical
model construction.
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Definition 68 (Lrgr). The proof system of Lrgr, includes the following aziom schemas
for all formulas ¢, 9 € ZrEL and program sequences T € Sy(Il,) (we remind the reader
that So(II,) is the set of all finite sequences of elements of II,):

1. All tautologies of propositional logic

2. The S5 axioms for V:

Ky : V(e =) = (Vo — Vi)

Ty : Vo — ¢
4V : Vo — Woe
5y 1 Jp — V3p

3. The S4 axioms for [I7:
KE : O%(p = ¢) = (O%p — O7y)
TE : Dﬁgp —p
475 : Dﬁgp — DﬁDﬁgo

4. The T, 4 and N axioms for [g:

To, @ Doy — ¢
4g, : Uop — Loldoyp
N, @ OoT

5. The following interaction axioms:

(a) Vo — o (Universality for [p)
(b) V¢ — 07 (Universality for (I7)
(¢) (Oop AVY) + Oo(p AVY) (Pullout™)

The proof system of REL includes the following inference rules for all formulas ¢, €
ZrEr and program sequences 7 € Sy(IL,):

1. Modus ponens

2. Necessitation Rule for V: L
A%

)

3. Necessitation Rule for (I7:

Dﬁgo

4. Monotonicity Rule for Up: ———F——
onotonicity Rule for Uy Tow = Do

4.2.3 Soundness of LgrgL

We denote by AggL the logic generated by Lrgr,. In this section we prove the soundness
of AggL with respect to the class of REL models.

Theorem 12. Agg| is sound with respect to the class of REL models.

Proof. Let M = (W,(%,=),V, Ag) be an REL model and w a world in M.
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1. S5 axioms for V:

Ky : V(¢ = ) = (Vo — Vo). Let M,w | V(¢ — 1) and suppose that M, w =
V. Take any v € W. As M,w E V¢, we have M,v = ¢. Thus given
M, w = Y(p — ), we have M, v = 1.

Ty : Vo — . Let M,w = Vy. Then every v € W is such that M,v = ¢. So in
particular M, w = ¢.

4Y : Vo — Wep. Let M,w |= V. Then every v € W is such that M, v |= ¢. Hence
every v € W is such that M,v = V¢ and thus M, w = We.

S5y 1 Jo — V3p. Let M,w = Jp. Then there is a v € W such that M,v | .
Take any u € W. Then we have M, u | Jp, and thus M, w = V3.

2. S4 axioms for [I7:

KE : O%(p — ¥) — (OFp — O%). Let M,w |= O%(¢ — v) and suppose M, w |=
O%. Then Ag(<%UP[[7ﬂ]M7 jup[[ﬁ]]M»[w] C [¢ — ¢]a and Ag(<%“P[[7ﬂ]M, <up[]a
W[w] C [¢]ar. Take any v € Ag((# PlFlar <uplFlar))[w]. Then M,v = ¢ — 4
and M,v = ¢, so M,v = .

TE : OFp — ¢. Let M,w | O%p. Then Ag((%"Plila <upllan))w] C @]
Since codom(Ag) = Pre(W), Ag((#“Pl7lm  <uplla)) is reflexive and thus w €
Ag((22 Pl <upl7lac)) 1], Hence M, w = o.

4% OFp — OFO7 . Let M,w = O%p. Then Ag(( PlFlv  <uplla))[w] C [o]ar-
Take any v € Ag((# Pl7lm <uplar))[w]. Take any u € Ag((2"PlFlm <uplFlm
M[v]. Since codom(Ag) = Pre(W), Ag((2 PIFlm  <upl7la)) is transitive, given
(w,v), (v,u) € Ag((#"PlFIm <upl7lar)) we have (w,u) € Ag((Z Pl <uplla
)). Hence M,u |= ¢. Thus, M,w = OO .

3. Axiom T, 4 and N for Up:

To, : Oop — ¢. Let M, w = Ogp. Thus, thereis an R € #Z such that Rlw] C [¢]ar.
Since dom(Ag) = (PRE(W) x Pre(PRE(W))), R is reflexive and thus Rww.
Hence M, w = .

40, : oy — Oodop. Let M,w = Oop. Thus, there is an R € # such that
R[w] C [¢]am. We need to show that there is an R € % such that R'[w] C
[Cow]ar. Take R = R'. Consider any v € R[w], i.e, Rwv. We need to show
that R[v] C [¢]ar. Take any u such that Rvu. Since dom(Ag) = (PRE(W) X
Pre(PRE(W))), R is transitive and thus from Rwv and Rvu we get Rwu.
Hence M, u = ¢.

Ng, : OoT. Take any R € Z. Then R[w] C W = [T]ar and hence M, w =0y T.
4. Interaction axioms:

(a) Vo — Oog (Universality for Og). Let M,w = V. Then W = [¢]ar. For any
R e %, Rlw| CW =[] and hence M, w = Opep.

(b) Vo — OF¢ (Universality for 0%p). Let M,w = V. Then W = [¢]n. As
Ag (el <uelTlar))[w] €W = [p]ar we have M, w = OF .

(¢) (Oop AVY) + Oo(p A V) (Pullout™). (=). Suppose M,w E Oyp A Vip.
Then there is an R € # such that R[w] C [¢]m and [¢]ar = W. Hence

Rlw] € ([elarN[VY]m), Le., Rlw] € ([ AVY]ar) and thus M, w [= Do(@ AVe)).
(«<). Suppose M, w = Oy(p AVip). Then there is an R € Z such that R[w] C
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o AVelar, e Rlw] € (Iel 0 [¥0la). Either [Vlar = W or [v]ar = 0.
But if [V¢]a = 0, we would have Rlw] C ([¢]ar N and thus R[w] = 0.
However, as dom(Ag) = (PRE(W) x Pre(PRE(W))), R is reflexive and thus
(w,w) € R[w]. Hence [V¢]ar # 0 and thus we must have [Vy]ar = W. So
Riw] C ([elar N [VY]ar) = [elar, which together with [Vi]as = W implies
M, w = Oygp A V.

5. Inference rules:

(a) Necessitation Rule for V: Let M = ¢. Then W = [¢] s and thus M = V.

(b) Necessitation Rule for O7: Let M |= ¢. Then W = [¢]a. Take any world
weW. As Ag((#, <))[w] € W, we have M, w = 0% and thus M = 0% .

(¢) Monotonicity Rule for Og: Let M = ¢. Then W = [p]a. Take any world
w € W and any R € #Z. As Rw] C W, we have M,w = Oyp and thus
M ): D()gO.

4.2.4 Completeness of Lgrgy,

This section proves the strong completeness of Agrgy, with respect to the class of REL
models. The proof is based on the the completeness-via-canonicity approach. In particular,
we construct of a canonical REL model for each Lggy,-consistent theory Tj.

Definition 69 (Canonical model for Tj). A canonical model for Tj is a structure M€ =
(We, (%°, =), Ve, Ag®) with:

e W¢:={T | T is a maximally consistent theory and R"TyT'}
o #°:={R% | ¢ € LrEL and (Fgy) € Tp}

e <€ is a priority order on %¢ with R’ < R70T for all R € %°\ {R™ T}

V¢ is a valuation function given by V¢(p) == ||p||

Ag€ is an aggregator for W€ with

R® if (%, =) = (guPlFlare <euplFlase)
Wex W¢e  otherwise

Ag((#,=)) = {

where:

e RYis the relation on W€ given by: RYT'S iff for all o € ZrEr: (V) € T = (Vo) € S.

for each ¢ € ZrEL, B¢ is the relation on W¢ given by: RY¥TS iff Ogp € T =
Lo € S.

for each p € LREL, |l¢|| ={T € W°|pecT}

for each 7 € Sp(IL,), R is the relation on W¢ given by: R™TS iff for all ¢ € LrEL:
OfpeT=¢pcSs.

We first show that this canonical model is indeed a REL model.
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Proposition 20. M€ is a REL model.

Proof. In order to show that M is an REL model, we have to show that:
1. Z%°€ is a family of evidence, i.e., every R € Z is a preorder.
2. RPoT = We x W€, i.e., the trivial evidence order is an element of %¢, as required.
3. RT is a preorder for each 7, and thus Ag® is well-defined.

The rest of the model meets the conditions of a REL model, so let’s turn to the three
points just indicated.

For item 1, let ¢ € .Z be arbitrary. Let R € % be arbitrary. Then R = R™0% for some
¢. The reflexivity of R is immediate from the definition of R7¥. For the transitivity, let
T,S,U € M¢ and suppose that R7?TS and R~¥SU. Either Ogp & T or gy € T. Note
that, by definition of R70%, if Oy ¢ T, then RE¥[T] = W¢ and thus R°?TU. Suppose
now that (g € T. Then by definition of R70®, given R7¥TS we have Cyp € S, and
thus as RP0?SU we get oy € U, which implies RP°TU .

For item 2, observe that N, i.e., (g T, is an axiom of our system. Thus it is a member of
any maximal consistent set, which implies that R70T = W€ x We.

For item 3, take any R”. For reflexivity, suppose that (O%¢) € T for some T € M¢. As Té
is an axiom and 7T is maximal consistent, (0Tp — ¢) € T. As (O07¢) € T and T is closed
under modus ponens, we have ¢ € T. Thus R*TT. For transitivity, let T,S,U € M¢
and suppose that R™T'S and RTSU. Suppose (O%p) € T. As 475 is an axiom and T is
maximally consistent, (07 — OF0%p) € T. As (O7p) € T and T is closed under modus
ponens, we have O070%p € T. As R*TS, we then have O0%¢p € S. Hence, as RTSU, we
have ¢ € U. As ¢ was arbitrary, this holds for each ¢ and hence we have RTTU.

O

Having established that M€ is a REL model, we prove now the standard lemmas to show
that the canonical model works as expected.

Lemma 13 (Existence Lemma for V). || 3p|| # 0 iff ||| # 0.

Proof.
(=). Assume T € ||3p]|, i.e., (Fp) € T € W€. We first prove the following:

Claim. The set I" := {V¢) | (Vo)) € T} U {¢} is consistent.

Proof. Suppose that I' is inconsistent, i.e., I' F ;. L. Then there are finitely many
sentences Vi1, ..., V), € T such that b .. Vi1 A--- AV, — —¢p. By Necessitation for
V we have g V(Y A - AVip, — =) and from this, by Ky and modus ponens we get
Flagn V(Y1 A -+ - AVYy,) — V. The system S5 has the theorem by (VWi A2 A
Wabp) — V(Y1 A -+ AVy,) (see, e.g., |29, p. 20]). Hence by propositional logic we have
Flagn (YWOIA: AW, ) — V. Given 4y we have o Vi — Wbt .. Flgp Y0 —
VV1)p,, which by propositional logic implies b (Vi1 A - AVy,) = YV A -+ - AV,
Thus we have b g (Vi1 A+ AVY,) = V—p. Hence as T' is maximal consistent and closed
under modus ponens, we get (V—¢) € T. But we also have (3p) € T, i.e., (-V-p) € T,
and since T' is maximal consistent, this means that (V—¢) ¢ T. Contradiction. O
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Given the Claim, by Lindenbaum’s Lemma, there is some maximally consistent the-
ory S such that ' € S. As ¢ € T' we have ¢ € S. Moreover, as {Vi | (Y¢) €
T} C {¥x | (Vx) € S} we have R'T'S. As T € W¢, we also have R"T,T. That is,
{VO | (V0) € To} C {V¢ | (Vop) € T}. Thus {VO | (VO) € To} C {Vx | (Vx) € S} and thus
R"TyS. Hence S € W¢, which together with ¢ € S gives us S € ||¢||.

(<) Assume T' € [|¢||, i.e., ¢ € T. Given Ty we have k. V=¢p — =, and by contrapo-
sition we get Fppp —@ — Vg, de., Frgg, ¢ = Jp. Hence (¢ — Jp) € T and as T is
closed under modus ponens, given also ¢ € T' we get (Jp) € T, i.e., T € ||| O]

Lemma 14 (Existence Lemma for [07). Let @ = (my,...,m,) be arbitrary. T € |07l iff
there is an S € ||| such that RTTS.

Proof.
(=). Assume T € || 07|, i.e., OTp € T € W¢. We first prove the following:

Claim. The set T':= {¢ | (O%) € T}U{VH | V0 € Ty} U {¢} is consistent.

Proof. Suppose that I' is inconsistent. Then there is a finite I'y C I such that I'g ..
L. By the theorems Figp, OF(i A--- Aty) < (OFy, Ao AD%Y;) and Figg,
V(@i A= NBj) < (Y, A - AVB;,) we can assume that T'g = {07, V0, ~p} for some
O7,V6 € T. That is, we have L reL 07 AVH — —. By Necessitation for 07 we obtain
Flper 07 (0% AVO — —p). From this, by Koz we get g, OF (0% A VE) — O
By the theorem k... O (0% AVO) « (OFO7) A O7VH), from propositional logic we
get Flppr (0707 A O7VA) — OF . Given the axioms in our system we have FlagL
07 — 0707 and Flpg V(VE) — [7(VA). Using these, by propositional logic we obtain
Flpg (070 AWVE) — O7=p. Given our axioms, we also have b . V0 — ¥v0. Hence by
propositional logic we get g (07 AVE) — OF—p. As O74p, V0 € T and T is closed
under modus ponens, we get ((07—p) € T. But we also have (07p) € T, i.e., (-0%—yp) € T,
and since T is maximal consistent, this means that (07—y) ¢ T. Contradiction. O

Given the Claim, by Lindenbaum’s Lemma, there is some maximally consistent theory S
such that ' € S. As ¢ € T we have ¢ € S. Moreover, as {¢ | (O7y) € T} C S, we have
RTTS. Additionally, we have {V0 | (v0) € Ty} C S and thus R"TpS. Hence S € W¢,
which together with ¢ € S gives us S € ||¢]|.

(<) Assume T € ||¢|, ie., ¢ € T. Given Tz we have bz, O~ — —¢p, and by
contraposition we get Fp "¢ — 07—, ie., Flagn © — OTp. Hence, (p — OT¢) €
T and as T is closed under modus ponens, given also ¢ € T we get (07¢) € T, i.e.,
T € [|07¢l. O

Lemma 15 (Existence Lemma for [y). T' € ||Doypl|| iff there is an R € %Z° such that
R[T] C [|¢l-

Proof. (=). Assume T € ||Ooel], i.e., (Oop) € T € W We first prove the following:
Claim. d0gp € Tp.

Proof. Suppose not. As Tj is maximal consistent, we have =3y € Ty, i.e., V-gp € Tp.
As T € W¢, we have R"TyT. So given V-yp € Ty we have V=Cyp € T. By Ty we have
Flagn V0o — —Oog, ie., (V-0Oop — —Oop) € T. As T is closed under modus ponens,
given (V-0Opg) € T we get (mOoy) € T. But we also have (Opp) € T' € W€ and thus T is
inconsistent. Contradiction. O
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Hence R70¢ € %°. We will show that RP°[T] C ||¢||. Let S € W¢ be arbitrary and
suppose that R70?TS. By definition of R70% we have (Coy) € T implies (Cgp) € S.
As (Oop) € T we get (Oop) € S. Given Th, we have Fi .. Oop — ¢ and thus
(Oop — ¢) € S. Since S is closed under modus ponens we thus get ¢ € S, i.e., S € ||¢]|.
As S was picked arbitrarily, we have R70?[T] C [|¢||.

(<) Let T' € W€ and suppose there is an R € Z° such that R[T]| C ||¢|. By definition of
R®, R = R for some 0 € Zrgr such that (30¢0) € Ty. Either gh € T or o ¢ T.
We consider both cases.

Case 1: Suppose that [pgf € T € W€. We first prove the following;:
Claim. The set I" := {00} U {Vy | (V) € T} U {—¢p} is inconsistent.

Proof. Suppose that I' is consistent. By Lindenbaum’s Lemma there is some maximal
consistent theory S such that T' C S. Moreover, as {V¢ | (Vi) € To} C{Vy | (Vo) € T} C
S, we have RVTyS and thus S € W¢. As —p € I' we have = € S. Since S is consistent
we have p € S, i.e., S & ||¢||. From (of € T we have (g € S. By definition of RM0%, we
get RH9TS. But then, given S ¢ ||¢||, we have R7°[T] Z ||¢||. Contradiction. O

Given the Claim, there is a finite I'g C I' such that I'y F ... L. By the theorem
Flpen YW1 A - Ay) < (V1 A -+ AVi)y,) we can assume that T'g = {{of, Vi), ~p}
for some ¢ € T. Since 'y Figg, L we have b .. (o6 A VY A ~p) — L, so by
propositional logic by (o0 AVY) = (mp — L), ie, Frgp. (000 AVY) = (m),
ie, Figg, (000 AVY) — . Given the Pullout axiom, we have k... Oo(0 A VY) —
(B8 A V) and thus Fi g Oo(6 A VYY) — . By the Monotonicity Rule for Oy, we get
|—|_REL D()D()(Q/\le) — Uop. By 4n,, we have |—|_REL |:|0(9/\V¢) — DODO(G/\W;) and thus
Flren Ho(0AYY) — Opg. By the Pullout axiom, we have b .. (Cof AVY) — Co(0AVY).
Hence F g, (0o AVY) — Ogg. Therefore ((Cof A V) — o) € T. As (of) € T and
(Vi) € T, by closure under modus ponens, we have Oy € T. That is, T € ||[Toe|.

Case 2: Suppose that (g ¢ T. Note that [gf ¢ T implies that RF%[T] = W¢, and since
we have R = R™0% and R[T] C ||¢||, all this gives us that W¢ C ||¢||., i.e. all theories in
the canonical model contain . We now prove the following:

Claim. The set I := {V¢) | (Vi) € T'} U {—¢} is inconsistent.

Proof. Suppose that I' is consistent. By Lindenbaum’s Lemma there is some maximal
consistent theory S such that I' C S. Moreover, as {V¢ | (Vi) € To} C{Vy | (Vo) € T} C
S, we have R"TpS and thus S € W¢. As —¢ € T' we have ¢ € S and thus S € |||
Therefore W¢ ¢ ||¢|| (contradiction). O

Given the Claim, there is a finite I'y C I' such that I'g F ., L. By the theorem
V(1 A+ Aby) <> (Y1 A -+ AVby,) we can assume that I'g = {Vi), —¢} for some ¢p € T.
Since I'g Fgpp., L we have F . (Vi) A —p) — L, so by propositional logic b (Vi) —
(mo = 1), e, Flge, (V) = (mg), e, Figg (V) = ¢. By propositional logic, given
Flren (Y9) = ¢ we can strengthen the antecedent getting b .. (o T AVY) — ¢. Given
the Pullout axiom®, we have ko Oo(T AVY) <> (0o T A V) and thus by gp, Oo(T A
V1)) — ¢. By the Monotonicity Rule for Oy, we get b Colo(T AVY) — Ooe. By 4n,,
we have g Oo(T AVY) — Oo0o(T AVY) and thus gy, Oo(T AVY) — Oop. By the
Pullout axiom®, we have .. (OoT AVY) <> Oo(T AVY). Hence by (CoT AVY) —
Oow. Therefore (o T AVY) — Oop) € T. As o T is an axiom of our system, we have



94 Chapter 4. General Relational Evidence Logic

(00T) € T and (Vi) € T. Hence by closure under modus ponens, we have (g € T'. That
is, T € Dol .

Lemma 16 (Truth Lemma). For every formula ¢ € LrEL, we have: [¢]are = ||¢||.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the complexity of . The base case follows from the
definition of V¢. For the inductive case, suppose that for all " € W€ and all formulas
¥ of lower complexity than ¢, we have [¢]ae = ||¢]|. The Boolean cases where ¢ =
=y and ¢ = 1 A 1o follow from the induction hypothesis together with the standard
facts about maximal consistent theories included in Proposition 12. Only the modalities
remain. Let ¢ = 3¢ and consider any T € M¢ We have T' € ||F¢| iff (Proposition
13) |l¢|l # 0 iff (induction hypothesis) [¢]are iff [FY]pre = W iff T € [F)]are. Now
let ¢ = 0oy and consider any 7' € M¢. We have T' € ||Uoe|| iff (Proposition 15) there
is an R € #° such that R[T]| C |[¢| iff (induction hypothesis) there is an R € #° such
that R[T] C []are iff T € [Oop]ase. Finally, let 7 be arbitrary and let ¢ = Ty, We
have T € |07 iff (Proposition 14) there is an S € |[b|| such that RTT'S iff (induction
hypothesis) there is an S € [¢]ase such that RTTS iff there is an S € [4]ase such that
(T, S) € Age((ggewrlilue  <eupllaie)) iff T € [OT4p] pre. O

Lemma 17. Aggyg is strongly complete with respect to the class of REL models.

Proof. By Proposition 6, it suffices to show that every Argr-consistent set of formulas
is satisfiable on some REL model. Let I be an Argr-consistent set of formulas. By
Lindenbaum’s Lemma, there is a maximally consistent set Ty such that I' C Ty. Choose
any canonical model M€ for Ty. By Lemma 16, M€, Ty = ¢ for all ¢ € T. O

Now that we have shown soundness and completeness for the system Lrgy,, we study next
the dynamic logic of iterated prioritized evidence addition, REL™.

4.2.5 Syntax and semantics of REL™

As anticipated in Section 4.2.1, we will encode the dynamics of prioritized evidence addition
by extending Zgrgr, with modal operators of the form [+"P7]. The new formulas of the
form [+"P7|p are used to express the statement: “¢ is true after the iterated evidence
addition of the evidence sequence defined by 7.

Definition 70 (Language ,i”f{EL). Let P be a countably infinite set of propositional vari-
ables. The language gliEL is defined by mutual recursion:
pu=p|-@leNe|Oop|O% [V | [+*Tp

mi=Al?p|mUm | mm| 7"

where, as in the case of ZREgL, 7 is a (possibly empty) finite sequence of evidence programs.
<

The truth clause for the dynamic modalities is given by extending the satisfaction relation
= for ZrEL as follows:

Definition 71 (Satisfaction for [+"P7]y). Let M = (W, (%, <),V, Ag) be an REL model,
w € W and 7 € Sp(Il,). The satisfaction relation = between pairs (M, w) and formulas
[-+9P7]p € Lpy, is defined as follows:

M, w = [+ 7] iff MUPIEI 4 =
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4.2.6 A proof system for REL": L{iny

This section introduces the proof system LEEL. In the next section, the logic generated by
this proof system will be shown to be sound and complete with respect to REL models.
The soundness and completeness proofs work via a standard reductive analysis, appealing
to reduction axioms.

Definition 72 (Proof system of REL™T). Let x,X € Lagy, and let @ = (my,...,m,) €
So(I1,) be a sequence of evidence programs with each =;, for ¢« € {1,...,n}, has a normal
form

nf(m) = | (s(0, %) 4; s, U (2T)

s€So(1;)

The proof system of LEEL includes all axzioms schemas and inference rules of Lrgr,. More-
over, it includes the following reduction azxioms:

PEA1 : [+"P7]p <> pforallpe P

PEA2 : [+"P7]—x <> —[+7x

PEA3 : [+"PT]x A X < [+"PT]x A [+7]X

PEA4 : [+*P7]Tox > Do[+*P 7)oV ([+F7IXNAV icn (Aseso (1) (5(0: ¥) = V(W5 — [+P7]X))))
PEA5 : [+YP7])0Py «» O7F®Py, for pe So(Il,)

PEAG6 : [+"P7]Vx > V[+"P7]x

We remind the reader that 7@ @ g denotes the concatenation of the sequences @ and p. <

4.2.7 Soundness and completeness of L

Let AEEL denote the logic generated by LEEL. This section proves soundness and com-
pleteness of the logic AJ{{EL. As indicated above, the proofs works via a standard reductive
analysis. The key part of the proofs is to show that the reduction axioms are valid.

Proposition 21. The axioms PEA1-PEAG are valid.

Proof. Let M = (W, (%, =<),V, Ag) be an REL model, w a world in M and 7@ = (71, ...,m,)
be a sequence of evidence programs with nf(m;) := UseSO(Ii)(?S(‘P’ ¥); A M) U (TT)
for each 7 € {1,...,n}.

1. The validity of PEA1 follows from the fact that the evidence addition transformer
does not change the valuation function. The validity of the Boolean reduction axioms
PEA2 and PEA3 can be proven by unfolding the definitions.

2. Axiom PEA4: We first prove the following:
Claim. There is an k € {1,...,n} such that [mi]ar[w] C [[+"P7]|x]asr iff M,w
[_‘_upﬁ]x /\ \/Z<TL(A8€SQ(I,L)(S(¢’ 11b) — v(wslen(s) — [+”P7}’]X))).

Proof. (=) Suppose thereis an k € {1,...,n} such that [m;]a[w] C [[+"P7]x]ar. As
7 is an evidence program, [m;]as is reflexive and thus M, w = [+"P7]x. It remains
to be shown that

Mk \ (N (560,8) = ¥ty = [FPFN)) (4.1)

<n SES()(IZ')
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To show (4.1), it suffices to find one ¢ € {1,...,n} such that

Muwk N\ (5(0,8) = V(¥ = +P7)0)

SGSo( )

Consider i = k, take any s € So(I;) and suppose that M,w = s(¢,1). We need
to show that M,w = V(¢ — [+"P7]x). Take any v € W and suppose M, v |=
Vsiensy- 1 we show that M, v |= [+"P7]x, we are done. Given M,w |= s(p, %) and
M,v E Vsien(sy» PY Proposition 8, we have (w,v) € [?s(p, P); A; ?wslen(s)]]M. Thus

(wo)e |J [25(0.9): A5 20 L

s€So(Ix)

Hence as

[kl ar = [nf (i)
=1 U ?S (@, 9); A; ¢8|en<s)) (T

SGS()(Ik)
=1 U (se,); 4700, ) I U2 T
s€So(Iy)
= | [?s(e,%); A 2, Ir U2 T
SESO(Ik)

we have (w,v) € [mi]ar. Hence, given [mi]as[w] € [[+"P7]x]ar we have M, v =
[+"P7]x, as required.

(<) Suppose that M, w = [“'uPﬁ]X/\VKn(/\seSo(Ii)(3(90’ p) — \v/(djslen(s) = [+P7]x)))-
Then there is some k € {1,...,n} such that

M, w = /\ s(p, ) — v(wslen(s) [+"*7]x))) (4.2)

SESo(Ik)

We will show that [7x]ar[w] C [[+"P7]x]asr. Take any v and suppose (w,v) € [mr]ar-
We need to show that v € [[+"P7|x]ar. If v = w, given M, w = [+"P7]y we are done.
So suppose v # w. Note that

(’LU,U) S [[ﬂ'k]]]\/[
JE U s(p, )i A; djSlen( )) UM

SGS()(Ik)

(w,v) €[ U (?s(p,1); A; wslen(s))]]M or (w,v) € [?T]m
s€So(Ix)

(w,v) €[ U (?s(,v); A; ?d)slen(s))]]M orw=uv
SESU(Ik)

(w,v) €[ U (?s(,v); A; lbslen(S))]]M (as w # v by assumption )
SES()(Ik)

ift (w,0) € | [75(0,9); A; 205, It
s€So (1)
iff for some s’ € So(I1), (w,v) € [?5'(p); A; 70y M

len(s’)
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iff for some s’ € So(Iy),w € [s'(¢)]ar and v € [[wsllen(s’)]]M (by Prop. 8)

Given (4.2), we have in particular

Mw = s'(p) = V(g = [+"P7]x)

len(s)

Thus from w € [s'(¢)]|m we get M,w = V(g

len(s)
% Jar we get M, v = [+"P7]x, as required. O

— [+"P7]x). And given v €

Sl/en(s’)
Given the Claim, we have

M, w = [+"P7]0ox
iff MUPHT w = Oox
iff there is an R € ZU{[m]la |i=1,...,n} such that R[w] C [x]+=
iff there isan R € ZU{[m]am | i=1,...,n} such that R[w]| C [[+"P7]x]
iff there is an R € & such that R[w] C [[+"P7]x]m

or there is an i € {1,...,n} such that [m;]a[w] C [[+"°7]|x]m
iff M, w = Oo[+"P7]x

or Mow = [97 A V(A (5(0.8) = Yt = [H7710)

i<n s€So(l;)
( by the Claim above)

iff M,w = o[+ 7x v (HPFI A N A\ (s(e.9) = V(W) = [FP71X))))
i<n seSo(1;)

3. Axiom EA5: M, w |= [+"PR]0Px iff MUPT w = OFy iff (WUrlFla (gpuplalar  <upl]am
), Vel Aguelelary o = 0Py iff
<[/VUP[[7_T']1MEB[[f_f]]IVI7 <%uP[ﬁHAI@[ﬂhI’ jup[[ﬁﬂM@[[ﬁ]]M% VUP[[ﬁ]]MEB[[ﬁ]]M’Agup[[ﬁ]]M@[[ﬁﬂM>’ w ): X
iff M, w = O79Py

4. Axiom EA6: M,w = [+YP7]Vx iff M7 w = Y iff [X] yy+wr = WHIPT iff [[+9PR]x]ar =
W ift M, w | V[+"P7]x.

O
Theorem 13. AJI}EL is complete with respect to the class of REL models.

Proof. Once we have established the validity of the reduction axioms, the proof is standard
and follows the same steps used to prove completeness of An (see Theorem 5). O

4.3 Chapter review

In this chapter, we studied General Relational Evidence Logic. This is a logic of belief
based on aggregated evidence, in which the aggregator is not fixed. Hence, this logic gives
a means to reason about the beliefs that an agent would form, based on her evidence,
wrrespective of the aggregator used, as long as this aggregator satisfies the basic properties
built into its definition. We then considered the dynamics of prioritized addition over
general models. We presented a proof system with conditional modalities that pre-encode
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the effects of prioritized addition on REL models, and provided a matching proof system.
After that, we presented a full dynamic language with dynamic modalities, as well as a
proof system for this dynamic language, and showed that this system is sound and complete
with respect to REL models.
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Conclusion

In this thesis, we have studied a family of dynamic relational evidence logics, i.e., logics for
reasoning about the relational evidence and evidence-based beliefs of agents in a dynamic
environment. Our goal was to contribute to existing work on evidence logics [1-5] in three
main ways.

o Relaz the assumption that all evidence is binary. Instead of assuming that all evidence
is binary, we modeled evidence with evidence relations, ordering states in terms
of plausibility. As discussed in Chapter II.1, a special type of evidence relation
(dichotomous weak orders) can be used to model binary evidence in a relational way.
Thus, in a way, evidence relations can be seen as a generalisation of evidence sets.

o Model levels of evidence reliability. We equipped our models with priority orders, i.e.,
orderings of the family of evidence relations according to their relative reliability to
model the relative reliability of pieces of evidence. This enabled the study of evidence
aggregation based on reliability-sensitive rules, such as the lexicographic rule.

e FEaxplore alternative evidence aggregation rules. We studied logics involving unanimous
evidence aggregation of equally reliable evidence (RELQ), as well as logics based on
reliability-sensitive rules (RELj), such as the lexicographic rule. Moreover, we
explored the general logic of the class of REL models.

Clearly, many open problems remain. Here are a few more specific avenues for future
research:

e Additional aggregators: We studied two natural aggregators. As we know from the
social choice literature, many other aggregators have nice properties. An interesting
extension to this work could involve developing logics based on other well-known
aggregators.

e Additional evidential actions: As we saw, in a setting with ordered evidence, evidence
actions are complex transformations, both of the stock of evidence and the priority
order. For the lexicographic case, we studied a form of prioritized addition. It could
be interesting to consider more general forms of addition, or actions that transform
the priority order (re-evaluation of reliability) without affecting the stock of evidence.

e Probabilistic evidence: We moved from the binary evidence case to the relational
evidence case. Another important form of evidence is probabilistic evidence, i.e., ev-
idence that comes in the form of a probability distribution over the set of states. The
aggregation of probabilistic information is studied in the area of probabilistic opinion
pooling [30] and pure inductive logic |31]. The logical study of these aggregation
settings is also an interesting open avenue of research.
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