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ABSTRACT. Various extensions of public announcement logic have been proposed with
quantification over announcements. The best-known extension is called arbitrary public
announcement logic, APAL. It contains a primitive language construct Oy intuitively
expressing that “after every public announcement of a formula, formula ¢ is true”. The
logic APAL is undecidable and it has an infinitary axiomatization. Now consider restricting
the APAL quantification to public announcements of Boolean formulas only, such that Qg
intuitively expresses that “after every public announcement of a Boolean formula, formula
o is true”. This logic can therefore be called Boolean arbitrary public announcement logic,
BAPAL. The logic BAPAL is the subject of this work. Unlike APAL it has a finitary
axiomatization. Also, BAPAL is not at least as expressive as APAL. A further claim that
BAPAL is decidable is deferred to a companion paper.

1. INTRODUCTION

Public announcement logic (PAL) [GG97, Pla89] extends epistemic logic with operators for
reasoning about the effects of specific public announcements. The formula [¢)]¢ means that
“p is true after the truthful announcement of 1”. This means that, when interpreted in a
Kripke model with designated state, after submodel restriction to the states where ¢ is true
(this includes the designated state, ‘truthful” here means true), v is true in that restriction.
Arbitrary public announcement logic (APAL) [BBvD108] augments this with operators for
quantifying over public announcements. The formula Oy means that “p is true after the
truthful announcement of any formula that does not contain O”.

Quantifying over the communication of information as in APAL has applications to
epistemic protocol synthesis, where we wish to achieve epistemic goals by communicating
information to agents, but where we do not know of a specific protocol that will achieve
the goal, and where we may not even know if such a protocol exists. In principle, synthesis
problems can be solved by specifying them as formulas in the logic, and applying model-
checking or satisfiability procedures. However in the case of APAL, while there is a PSPACE-
complete model-checking procedure [ABVDSIO], the satisfiability problem is undecidable in
the presence of multiple agents [FvDOS].

The quest for a decidable version of public announcement logic with quantification has
been going on for a while. Group announcement logic and coalition announcement logic,
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that are logics with quantifiers over public information change that are similar to APAL,
are also undecidable [AvDF16]. Whereas the ‘mental model’” arbitrary public announcement
logic of [CS15] is decidable. Yet other dynamic epistemic logics have more generalized
quantification, namely over non-public information change. Of those, arbitrary arrow update
logic [vDvdHK17] is undecidable, whereas refinement modal logic [BvDF14] and arbitrary
action model logic [Hall3] are decidable. The above-mentioned [CS15], wherein a decidable
arbitrary public announcement logic is presented, is an interesting case. Decidability is
achieved by restricting epistemic modalities, while retaining arbitrary announcements (of
formulas containing such modalities). These special modalities are not labelled with an
(abstract set of) agents, but with programs using propositional variables. This severely
constrains the relational (‘Kripke’) models (possibly) satisfying the formulas bound by the
epistemic modalities, which is how decidability can then be obtained for this logic. Instead,
in the logic that we will propose, we do not restrict the epistemic modalities, but restrict
the quantification over the announcements, the dynamic modalities.

We propose a multi-agent epistemic logic with public announcements and with quantifi-
cation over public announcements of Boolean formulas (so-called Boolean announcements).
We call this Boolean arbitrary public announcement logic (BAPAL). Tt is therefore a version
of APAL: as said, in APAL we allow quantification over any quantifier-free (O-free) formulas,
including formulas with announcement modalities and knowledge modalities. For this logic
we obtain the following results.

Unlike APAL, BAPAL has a (complete) finitary axiomatization.

For APAL only an infinitary axiomatization is known [BvD15], although it has not been
proved that a finitary axiomatization cannot exist [Kuil7]. A finitary axiomatization for a
logic much like APAL, called ‘APAL with memory’, was proposed in [BOSlS]. Its structures
are topological and its semantics allow to refer to states prior to an announcement (it
is history-based). As non-bisimilar states can become bisimilar after an announcement,
this semantics makes it possible to continue to distinguish such states; which is the basis
for the soundness of their complete axiomatization. Their O quantifies over epistemic
formulas, which in their setting is different from quantifying over formulas that may also
contain announcements (the O-free formulas mentioned above). The semantics are therefore
different from that of APAL and also different from those of BAPAL, with quantification
over Booleans. It is an open question if ‘APAL with memory’ and APAL have the same
validities.

BAPAL is not at least as expressive as APAL.

Also, BAPAL is more expressive than PAL, which can be shown just as for APAL. An open
question remains whether APAL is not at least as expressive as BAPAL.
We further claim that:

Unlike APAL, BAPAL is decidable.

As most such logics with quantification over information change are undecidable, this seems
remarkable. That result in not reported in this work but in a companion paper in progress.

There seems to be many applications, in particular in planning, wherein it makes sense
only to consider quantifications over Booleans.

Consider cards cryptography wherein two communicating agents (the principals) attempt
to learn the card deal without other players (eavesdroppers) learning the card deal, or even
something stronger, such as not learning the ownership of any single card other than their
own [FW96, vD03, CFvDFDST13]. When modelling initial uncertainty about a stack of
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cards being dealt over a finite set of players, single states in such models can be uniquely
identified with a card deal. Therefore, public announcements restricting such models
correspond to Booleans. For example, let there be three cards 0,1,2 and three players Alice,
Bob, and Eve, and suppose that Alice announces (truthfully) that she holds card 0. This
corresponds to the public announcement of (some elementary Boolean representation of)
two card deals, namely the one wherein, additionally, Bob holds 1 and Eve holds 2, and the
one wherein Bob holds 2 and Eve holds 1.

As another example, consider multi-agent planning for publicly observable sensing
actions under uncertainty [Lev96, vDHL11, BA11, CHL"16]: given multiple agents that are
uncertain about a number of system parameters (lights, switches, temperature settings) they
may be informed, or they may be informing each other, about their observations of the state
of the light. Or they may be planning to make such observations, and contingent on the
outcome of such observations take further action.

We close the introduction with an outline of the content of this work. In Section 2 we
define the logical language and semantics of BAPAL and in the subsequent Section 3 we
give various results for this semantics that will be used in later sections. Section 4 is on the
expressivity of BAPAL. Section 5 presents the complete axiomatization.

2. BOOLEAN ARBITRARY PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT LOGIC

Given are a countable (finite or countably infinite) set of agents A and a countably infinite
set of propositional variables P (a.k.a. atoms, or variables).

2.1. Syntax. We start with defining the logical language and some crucial syntactic notions.

Definition 2.1 (Language). The language of Boolean arbitrary public announcement logic
is defined as follows, where a € A and p € P.

Loapat(A, P) > @ u=p| 20| (0A@) | Kup | [l | Op

Other propositional connectives are defined by abbreviation. For K,p read ‘agent a
knows ¢’. For Oy, read ‘after any Boolean announcement, ¢ (is true)’. For [p]y), read
‘after public announcement of ¢, ¥’. The dual modalities are defined by abbreviation:
Kup = Ky, (p)Y := =lp]=, and Gy := ~O-¢. Unless ambiguity results we often
omit one or both of the parameters A and P in Lygpai(A, P), and write Lpgpai(P) or Lpgpal-
Unless ambiguity results we often omit parentheses occurring in formulas. Formulas are
denoted ¢, 1), possibly primed as in ¢, ", ..., ¢/, ...

We also distinguish the language L.; of epistemic logic (without the constructs [¢]e and
O¢) and the language L, of propositional logic (without additionally the construct K,¢),
also known as the Booleans. Booleans are denoted g, ¥, etc.

The set of propositional variables that occur in a given formula ¢ is denoted var(y)
(where one that does not occur in ¢ is called a fresh variable), its modal depth d(p) is the
maximum nesting of K, modalities, and its quantifier depth D(p) is the maximum nesting
of O modalities. These notions are inductively defined as follows.

. ((p)) = {p%wr(w) = var(Kap) = var(Op) = var(y), var(p Av) = var([gle) =
var(yp) U var(y);

* D(p) = 0, D(=p) = D(Kap) = D(¢), D(e Ap) = D([glh) = max{D(y), D(¢)},
D(Oy) = D(¢) + 1;
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e d(p) =0, d(—p) = d(By) = d(p), d(¢ A ¥) = max{d(y),d(¥)}, d([¢]v) = d(e) + d(¥),
d(Kap) =d(p) + 1.
Arbitrary announcement normal form is a syntactic restriction of Lp,,q that pairs all
public announcements with arbitrary Boolean announcement operators. It plays a role in
the decidability proof. We will show that any formula in Lygpe is equivalent to one in L gqns-

Definition 2.2 (Arbitrary announcement normal form). The language fragment L s is
defined by the following syntax, where a € A and p € P.

eu=p|-op| (@A) | Kup | [¢]Op

We now define necessity forms and possibility forms. Necessity forms are used in
derivation rules in the proof system.

Definition 2.3 (Necessity form). Consider a new symbol f. The necessity forms are defined
inductively as follows, where ¢ € Lygpe and a € A.

P(#) =11 (o = () | Katb(B) | [0]e(2)

By induction on the necessity form () the reader may easily verify that each 1 (8)
contains a unique occurrence of the symbol §. If ¥(4) is a necessity form and ¢ € Lygpai,
then () is 1(8)[¢/f] (the substitution of § in ¢ (#) by ¢), where we note that (¢) € Lpgpai-
A possibility form is the dual of a necessity form. They are therefore defined as:

Yt} == 11 (o A ofE)) | Kat{t} | (0)e{t)

Similarly to above, notation 1{¢} means that # is substituted by ¢ in ¥ {f}.
Given necessity form (), let {8} = t(¢(8)) be obtained by defining inductively:

t(H) = 1, te = ¥(1) = e AHPH), (K () = Kat(y(#)) and t([p]e (1)) = (p)t((1).
Note that ¥{#} is indeed a possibility form. We will later show that —)(—¢) is equivalent

to {p}.

2.2. Structures. We consider the following structures and structural notions in this work.

Definition 2.4 (Model). An (epistemic) model M = (S,~,V) consists of a non-empty
domain S (or D(M)) of states (or ‘worlds’), an accessibility function ~: A — P(S x S),
where each ~, is an equivalence relation, and a valuation V' : P — P(S), where each V(p)
represents the set of states where p is true. For s € S, a pair (M, s), for which we write M,
is a pointed (epistemic) model.

We will abuse the language and also call M, a model. We will occasionally use the
following disambiguating notation: if M is a model, S™ is its domain, ~M the accessibility
relation for an agent a, and VM its valuation.

Definition 2.5 (Bisimulation). Let M = (S,~,V) and M’ = (5',~', V') be epistemic
models. A non-empty relation R C S x S’ is a bisimulation if for every (s,s') € R, p € P,
and a € A the conditions atoms, forth and back hold.

e atoms: s € V(p) iff s € V/(p).
e forth: for every t ~, s there exists t' ~/, s’ such that (¢,t') € R.
e back: for every t' ~/ s there exists t ~, s such that (¢,¢') € R.
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If there exists a bisimulation & between M and M’ such that (s, s’) € R, then M and M,
are bisimilar, notation M,< M!, (or R : My M., to be explicit about the bisimulation).

Let Q C P. A relation R between M and M’ satisfying atoms for all p € @, and forth
and back, is a Q-bisimulation (a bisimulation restricted to Q). The notation for Q-restricted
bisimilarity is <.

The notion of n-bisimulation, for n € N, is given by defining relations 5 O --- D R"™.

Definition 2.6 (n-Bisimulation). Let M = (S,~,V) and M’ = (S’,~', V') be epistemic
models, and let n € N. A non-empty relation R° C S x S’ is a 0-bisimulation if atoms holds
for pair (s,s’) € M. Then, a non-empty relation R+ C S x 5" is a (n + 1)-bisimulation if
forall pe P and a € A:

e (n+ 1)-forth: for every t ~, s there exists ¢’ ~/, s’ such that (¢,t') € R"™;
e (n+ 1)-back: for every t' ~/ s’ there exists t ~, s such that (¢,t') € R"™.

Similarly to @-bisimulations we define Q-n-bisimulations, wherein atoms is only required for

p € Q C P; n-bisimilarity is denoted M,"M!,, and Q-n-bisimilarity is denoted M, 3<:>Z?M e

2.3. Semantics. We continue with the semantics of our logic.

Definition 2.7 (Semantics). The interpretation of formulas in Lypq on epistemic models
is defined by induction on formulas.
Assume an epistemic model M = (S,~,V), and s € S.

M; = p iff seV(p)

M =~ iff Mo

MsE= oAy iff Mg ¢ and M, =9

Ms = Ko iff forallteS:sn~,timplies M; = ¢
M E [l iff M | ¢ implies M | 4

M, =0¢  iff forall pg € Ly : My = [po]t

where [¢]rr := {s € S| Ms = ¢}; and where epistemic model M¥ = (S, ~', V') is such
that: S" = [¢]a, ~, = ~a N ([¢]ar % [¢]ar), and V'(p) := V(p) N [p]ar. For (M¥)¥ we
may write M¥¥. Formula ¢ is valid on model M, notation M |= ¢, if for all s € S, M, |= ¢.
Formula ¢ is valid, notation = ¢, if for all M, M = .

Given My and M, if for all ¢ € Lygpa, Ms = ¢ iff M), = ¢, we write M, = M.
Similarly, if this holds for all ¢ with d(y) < n, we write M, =" M!,, and if this holds for all
¢ with var(p) € Q C P, we write M, =¢ M,,.

Note that the languages of APAL and BAPAL are the same, but that their semantics
are different. The only difference is the interpretation of Oyw: in APAL, this quantifies over
the O-free fragment [BBvD™08], so that, given the eliminability of public announcements
from that fragment [Pla89], this amounts to quantifying over formulas of epistemic logic:

M, =0y iff forall o € L : My = [l (APAL semantics of Oyp)
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3. SEMANTIC RESULTS

We continue with basic semantic results for the logic. They will be used in various of the
later sections. Various well-known results for any dynamic epistemic logic with propositional
quantification generalize straightforwardly to BAPAL.

3.1. Bisimulation invariance. We start with the bisimulation invariance of BAPAL. This
is shown as for APAL.

Lemma 3.1. Let Mg, Ny be epistemic models. Then Ms< Ny implies Mg = Ny .

Proof. We prove that: for all ¢ € Lygpe, and for all My, Ng: if Mg Ny, then My = ¢ iff
Ny |= ¢; from which the required follows by restricting the scope of ¢ to the consequent of
the implication. The proof is by induction on the structure of ¢, where the O-depth D(¢p)
takes lexicographic precedence over formula structure (i.e., 11 is less complex than v, if
D(1p1) < D(vp9), or if D(1p1) = D(1)2) and 1 is a subformula of v¢2). The non-standard
inductive cases are [p]i and 0. In either case we only show one direction of the equivalence
in the conclusion; the other direction is similar.

Case [p]i. Let My Ny and M = [p]y. The latter is by definition equal to: M, = ¢
implies M¢ = 1. Let us now assume My = .

First, from M;< Ny and M = ¢, it follows by induction that Ny = ¢.

Second, this not only holds for s but for any ¢ in the domain of M and t' in the domain
of N: from M;<> Ny and M; = ¢, it follows by induction that Ny = .

This allows us to show that MY < N7, namely, given R : M, < Ny, by the relation
R : M < N7 such that for all ¢,¢: (¢t,¢') € R iff ((¢,¢') € R and M, = ¢). We now show
that the relation SR’ is a bisimulation. The clause atoms is obvious. For forth, assuming
some (s,8') € R, let s ~, t in M?. Let t' be such that (t,t') € R and s’ ~/, ¢’. From
(t,t') € B’ and M; = ¢, we get with induction that Ny = ¢. Therefore, (t,t') € R'. As
s~ t' persists in N, the state ¢’ satisfies the requirements for forth. The clause back is
shown similarly.

Third, having shown that MJ < N, and also using that M |= [¢]¢ and M, |= ¢ implies
M{ |= 9, we now use the induction hypothesis for ¢ on pair of models M¢, N, and thus
obtain that N |= ¢ as required.

Winding up, we now have shown that (M, | ¢ implies M{ |= ) is equivalent to

(Ny = ¢ implies N7 |= ), i.e., Ny |= [¢]th, as required.

Case O1. Let M, Ny and M, |= Otp. The latter is by definition equal to: for all ¢ € L,
M = [pol, ie., for all ¢y € Ly, M = o implies MZ° = 1. As D(pg) < D(D¢) and
D(¢) < D(0Ov), by twice using induction we obtain: for all pg € L,;, Ny = ¢o implies
N =4, ie., Ny = O, ]

The property shown in the case announcement of the above proof is often used in the
continuation and therefore highlighted in a corollary.

Corollary 3.2. Let ¢ € Lygpq such that My = . Then My Ny implies Mf@Nj.

The next lemma may look obvious but is actually rather special: it holds for BAPAL
but not, for example, for APAL, where the quantifiers are over formulas of arbitrarily large
modal depth. Lemma 3.3 plays a role in Section 4 on expressivity.
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Lemma 3.3. Let two models Mg, Ny be given. If My<=™ Ny, then Mg =" Ng.

Proof. We show the above by proving the following statement:

For all n € N, for all ¢ € Lygpq with d(¢) < n, for all models M, Ny: if
M;2"™ Ny, then M = ¢ iff Ny = .

We prove this by refining the complexity measure used in the previous proposition: we now,
additionally, give modal depth d(p) lexicographic precedence over quantifier depth D(y)
(i.e., ¥1 is less complex than v, if d(11) < d(v2), or if d(¢1) = d(v2) and D(¢1) < D(12),
or if d(¢1) = d(vp2) and D(v)1) = D(t2) and 11 is a subformula of 13). For clarity we give
the —essentially different— case K,p and also the —essentially the same— cases [p]y and
O. The latter two apply to any n € N and do not require the induction over n. We let
these cases therefore precede the case K.

Case [p]1. Given are M <" Ny and M = [p]i). We note that d([p]y) = max{d(y),d(¢)}
so that also d(p), d(¢)) < n. In this case of the proof we need to use induction on subformulas
of [p|. By definition, M |= ] iff (Ms = ¢ implies MY = ).

In order to prove that Ny = [p]¢, assume Ny = . By induction, from M;<" Ny
and Ny | ¢ follows My = ¢. From that and the given M = [p]y follows that M = .
Similar to the proof of this inductive case of Lemma 3.1, from M, <" Ny follows M{ <" NY.
From that and MY = ¢ follows N}/ |= ¢, as required.

Case Oy. Let My<" Ny and M, = O¢. As d(y) = d(Ov), we will now use that D(¢) <
D(O). This is therefore similar again to the same case in the previous Lemma 3.1. By
definition, M, |= O is equal to: for all ¢g € L, My = [po]¥, i.e., for all g € Ly, M, = o
implies M{° = 9. Tt is now crucial to note that, as ¢g is Boolean, not only D(¢) = 0 but
also d(pg) = 0. We therefore obtain by induction, as in the previous case [p]i of this proof:

for all ¢ € Ly, Ny = o implies N7° =9, i.e., Ny = Oy

Case K, 1. Given are M;<" Ny and M, |= K,¢. Let now ¢/ ~, s'. From M, TIN,,
t' ~q 8, and n — back follows that there is a t ~, s such that M; <" Nyp. From M = Ky
and s ~, t follows that M; = ¢. As d(¢) = d(Kup) — 1 < n, we can apply the induction
hypothesis for n and conclude that Ny = ¢. As t' was arbitrary, Ny = Kye. L]

The interest of the above proof is the precedence of modal depth over quantifier depth,
and of quantifier depth over subformula complexity. Essential in the proof is that in the
case O, for any [pgly witnessing that, not only D(pg) = 0 but also d(pg) = 0. Without
d(po) = 0 the inductive hypothesis would not have applied. In contrast, the APAL quantifier
is over formulas of arbitrary finite modal depth, also exceeding the modal depth of the initial
given formula, which rules out use of induction.

Both for APAL and BAPAL restricted bisimilarity does not imply restricted modal
equivalence:

MSQQM;/ does not imply M, =q M;,.

The failure of this property is indirectly used in Proposition 4.1 in the expressivity Section 4,
later, for @ = {p} (and for models with those same names).
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3.2. Arbitrary announcement normal form and necessity form. We continue with
results for the arbitrary announcement normal form and for the necessity form. The former
are important to show decidability of BAPAL, and the latter to show that the axiomatization
is complete.

Lemma 3.4. Every formula of Lyapa 18 semantically equivalent to a formula in arbitrary
announcement normal form.

Proof. We give the proof by defining a truth preserving transformation § from Lygpq to
L gans- This is defined with the following recursion:

d(p) = p 6(—p) = —=0(v)

S ANY) = 0(¥) ANO(Y) S(Kap) = Kuo(1)
5([lp) = (¢ —p) §(lel) = (e = —lply)
S([el( AY)) = o([ply A [ely) S([p]Katp) = (¢ = Kalplt)
S([elle' ) = ([e A [ele)

6(0¢) = [T]Os() o([ploy) = [0(v)]BT0(y)

We have to show that the translation is truth preserving and that the translation procedure
terminates.

The truth preservation is obvious for the clauses in rows 1 and 2 and for §([p]0y) =
[0(¢)]3d(1)). Concerning §(0Ov) = [T]O(1)) we note that Oy «» [T]0O is a valid equivalence.
The translation clauses in rows 3 to 5 employ the valid equivalences [¢]p < (¢ — p),
el © (¢ = ~lel0), [P A ) o (@b A [l), [plKa < (¢ — Kalelp), and
[Pl < [@ A lpl¢']. These are well-known from PAL [Pla89, vDvdHKO08] (and for
further reference we note that they are listed as axioms of BAPAL in Section 5).

We proceed by showing termination. For the clauses in rows 1, 2, and 6 we observe
that each occurrence of § on the right-hand side of an equation binds a formula that is
less complex than the formula bound by ¢ on the left-hand side of the equation (and in
d(p) = p, 6 has disappeared on the right-hand side). For the clauses in rows 3 to 5 we refer to
complexity measures in PAL [vDvdHKO08, BvD15]. Taking (e.g.) the measure [vDvdHKOS,
Def. 7.21], [vDvdHKO08, Lemma 7.22] shows that the complexity of the right-hand side of
each equivalence above is either equal to or lower than the complexity of the left-hand side
of the equivalence. Therefore, § will always return a formula in £ ;4. []

Lemma 3.5. Given are necessity form 1 (4), possibility form ¢¥{4}, and ¢ € Lyapar. Then
—p(ip) is equivalent to Y{—p}.

Proof. This is easily shown by induction on the structure of necessity forms and using that
=(x = ¥(9) i X A (), ~Kath(p) i Ka=tp(), and =[x]yh(e) i (x)=(p). O

In the following lemma we show that a necessity form of arbitrary shape (4) can be
transformed into a necessity form of unique shape ¥ — [¢)2]f. With respect to instantiations
() of such necessity forms this is a validity preserving transformation in both directions.
Note that it is not a truth preserving transformation. This result will be used in Section 5
to show that two versions of the axiomatization with different derivation rules are both
complete (the translation is not only validity preserving but also derivability preserving).

Lemma 3.6. Let ¥(4) be a necessity form and 0 € Lygpar. Then there are 1,12 € Ligpal
such that = (0) iff E 1 — [12]0.
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Proof. Consider the following recursively defined translation 7 (also employing subrecursion
and subsubrecursion).

(%) = T[Tl

(e — 1) = o= [Tt

(o = 1 — ¥a(4)) = T(e At = a(f))

(o = Kap(t)) = 7(Kap — ()

7(p — [¥]h) = ¢ Yt

T(p = [n](2 = ¥3(8)) = 7(@A[]ve — [P]vs(l))

(o — [1]Kath2(H)) = T(Kau(p Ath1) — [h1]ia(t))

(o — [1][e]bs(H)) = 7(o = [11 A [1]a]s(l))
T(Ka(4)) = 7(¥(#))

([¢lf) = T—=lolt

T([0] Kato()) = T(Kap — [p]¥(t))

7([] (1 — ¥a(t)) = 7([p Wl — [pla(8))

([l (1] () = ([ Alpli]va(l))

‘We can now observe that:

o The translation T terminates.
Here we use again that formulas of shape [¢][¢)]n are at least as complex as [p A [p]]n.
We should also observe that in any clause of shape 7(x — y) = 7(2 = w), y is at least
as complex as w, and that in any claus of shape 7([z]u) = 7(z — w), [z]u is at least as
complex as w. The complexity the antecedent z of the implication does not matter.

o 7(¢(0)) is a neccessity form of shape 11 — [12]0, as required.
There are four clauses in which 7 does not appear on the right-hand side, and in all those
cases the right-hand side has the required shape.

o For all 0 € Lygpar, = (0) iff = 7(1¥(0)), as required.
This holds because all clauses are validity preserving in both directions. Apart from
propositional tautologies this can be justified by one or more of the following observations:

In epistemic logic, = K, implies |= v, and |= v implies = K. The validity of these
in BAPAL is also obvious. This is used in the, maybe surprising, case 7(K ¥ (f)).

The PAL validities listed in the above Lemma 3.4, there justifying truth preservation,
are also frequently used here; in addition (as this might otherwise be oblique) we use
the validity [¢](v» — 1) < ([¢]vr — [p|n). This is used in various cases including
([l — Ga(2)). A

In epistemic logic, ): w — Ka¢ iff E Ko — w Let us prove this. We note that
Ee— K 1mphes = Kacp - K oK1, which, as K oK is equivalent in eplstemlc logic
to K, implies = Kago — K. From that and | K,¢ — 1 we obtain }: Kap — 9. For
the other direction, ’: Koo — 1 implies EK o Koo — Kq1, which as K, Kacp is equivalent
in epistemic logic to Ko, implies = Ko — Kqt. From that and = ¢ — K, we obtain
E ¢ — Kg1. This is used in various cases including 7(¢ — Ky (1)). []
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3.3. BAPAL validities involving the quantifier. Some BAPAL validities are as follows.
They play no auxiliary role as tools in later sections, but they serve to compare BAPAL to
other logics with quantification over information change, where such properties sometimes
hold and sometimes not.

Proposition 3.7.

EOp = ¢ (T)

= Op — 00¢ (4)

= 00p — OOy (MK)
E OOp — 00 (CR)

Proof.
e Let My be arbitrary. Assume My = Op. Then M = [T]e. As = [T]e + ¢, therefore

M, E .

e The dual validity GOCp — O follows from the observation that for all ¢g, 99 € Ly,
(o) (tho) ¢ is equivalent to (o A o).

e The validity of MK is shown as in APAL. Assume that M = OOp. Given the set var(y)
of propositional variables occurring in ¢, let d5(¢) be the characteristic function for the

valuation of var(y) in state s. We then have My = [05(¢)]<Cp, and M=) = Cp. In

the model Mfs(@) the valuation of the propositional variables in var(y) is constant in
the domain (for each such p € var(y), either V(p) = D(M%)) or V(p) = ). We now
use that for on models where the valuation of variables is constant, every formula that
is true in a state of the model is also valid on the model. For APAL this result is found
in [BBvD108, Lemma 3.2] (see also [vDvdHI12, Lemma 1]). The inductive proof of this
result depends on the validity of OT <+ T and O <> 1. These are also valid for BAPAL.
From this it is easy to show that on such models, = ¢ — O [BBvDT08, Lemma 3.3].
Then, with duality and with the validity Op — ¢ shown in the first item, we obtain
that Gy < ¢ and Op < ¢ are both valid on such models, and therefore also G — Oep.
From that and 12" = < then follows that M@ = Op. Thus M, = (6s(¢))O¢, and
M, | <©Op.

e In order to prove the validity of CR we have to show that: for all ¢g,%9 € L, and
for all M with non-empty denotation of ¢g and of ¢y there are ¢f, v € Ly such that
M#0%0 <> M¥% . The obvious choice is ¢l = tho and 1) = o, as

MPOPo — oo — preoito — prdonve — priopo — prvods ]

The proof of the validity 4 is more direct than in [BBvD108], where it is used that

(X)(¥)p is equivalent to ((x)¥)e. Formula (x)(1)p is not equivalent to (x A )¢ for all
X5 77[} € Lbapal~

The proof of the validity CR for BAPAL is easier than for other quantified epistemic
logics such as APAL, where the proof needs to ‘close the diamond at the bottom’, which
just as in the case of MK needs declaring the values of all atoms, i.e., we must choose
0 = ¥y = d5(). For such a proof see e.g. [vDFH21, Lemma 3.10].

Note that not all logics with quantification over announcements satisfy all the properties
of the quantifier shown in this subsection. For example, the logic known as APAL+
(quantifying over announcements of so-called positive formulas, corresponding to the universal
fragment in first-order logic) does not satisfy the validity O¢ — OOp [vDFH21].
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3.4. Boolean closure. We will now define the novel notion of Boolean closure, and prove
some lemmas for it. These are used when proving the soundness of the axiomatization of
the logic BAPAL, later.

Definition 3.8 (Boolean closure). Consider the union denoted P of the set of atoms P and
the disjoint set of atoms {py, | ¢o € Ly(P)}. The Boolean closure of a model M = (S, ~,V)
for atoms P is the model M = (S,~, V) that is as M, except that the Boolean closed
valuation V is for atoms P and such that V(p) = V(p) for p € P and V(p,,) = [wo]m for
Py € P\ P.

As P is countably infinite, and as the Booleans on P can be enumerated, P is also
countably infinite. Given an epistemic model, then for each atom and for each Boolean there
are also infinitely many atoms with the same value on the Boolean closure of that model.
E.g., p has the same value as p,p, (i.e., the atom ¢ corresponding to the Boolean p A p), and
the same value as ppapnp (the atom ¢’ corresponding to Boolean p A p A p), etc. We proceed
with some other properties of the Boolean closure, in the form of lemmas.

Lemma 3.9. On a Boolean closed model M, for all Booleans, including Booleans of atoms
in P\ P, there is an atom with the same value.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of a Boolean ¢ € EPZ(P).

If p is an atom, it is obvious.

If ¢ = —), by induction we may assume that there is an atom p € P such that
V(p) = [¥];- In case p € P, then p_, € P\ P, so [[—np]]M = [-ply; = V(p-p)- In case
p € P\ P, there is a @y € L,(P) such that [po]ar = V(p). Now consider ¢-,, € P. We
then have that [-¢];; = [Pl = [~@olm = V(gayp,), as required.

If ¢ = ¢ A", by induction we may assume that there are p/,p” € P such that
V( ") = [¢'];; and V(p" ) = [¢"] y;» respectively. We need to distinguish various cases. If
P, p" € P, then pyay € Pand [¢' Ay"] V(pp apt). P/ 0" € P\ P, let o/, 4" € L, (P )
be such that, respectively, V(') = [']ar and V(p") = [¢"]ar. Now consider Q' rp € p.
As V(qyayr) = V(' AP"), we now have that [¢' A "] = [ /\p”]]M = V(qypyr). The
remaining two cases where p’ € P and p” € P\ P, and where p/ € P\ P and p’ € P, are
treated similarly. []

Lemma 3.10. The semantics of O on a Boolean closure are

M, =0 iff for allp e P : M, = [ply

Pmof Let M, and ¢ € Lpapar be given. By the semantic definition of O, we have that
M, = Oy iff My |= [poy for all o € L,(P). Assuming the latter, it follows that M, = [p]t
for all p € P because atoms are Booleans.

Let us now assume that M, |= [p]s) for all p € P. Towards a contradiction, let
@0 € Lyi(P) be such that M, = @ but MO [~ . From Lemma 3.9 it follows that there
is ¢ € P such that V(q) = [¢o] ;;- Therefore, M |= g and M{ [~ 1. On the other hand,
from M, = g and the assumption that M, = [p]y for all p € P we now obtain MY E1, a
contradiction. Therefore M, = Ot. []

The next lemma involves a translation ¢r : Ebapal( ) — Lpgpal(P) defined as tr(py,) = o
for py, € P\ P and all other clauses trivial.
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Lemma 3.11. Let ¢ € 'Cbapal(p); model M = (S,~,V) for atoms P and s € S be given.
Then:

Mg = iff My = tr(y).

Proof. The proof is by induction on . As in other proofs in our contribution, it is important
for the induction that the formula is declared before the model and the state in which it is
interpreted, so that the induction hypothesis applied to a subformula, also applies to other
models and states, namely in particular to restrictions of the given model and to any state
in such a restriction. The interesting cases are:

Case ) = ¢. If ¢ € P, then M, Eqiff My =q. If g € P\P, such that ¢ = p,, for some
Yo € [,pl(P), then M ): q iff M |: ©o-

Case 1) = [¢/]¢".
M, = [y &

M, = implies MY = ¢ < —
M, = tr(y') implies M@ = tr(y") <

M = [tr(W)]tr(@") <

M, | tr([ )

Case ¢ = Oy

M, =)' < by Lemma 3.10
for all ¢ € P, M, = v &

for all g € Lyi(P), Ms |= [pold)” &

for all gg € Li(P), M, = ¢o implies M#0 = ¢ & () induction
for all pg € L,1(P), Ms |= ¢o implies M7 = tr(¢") &

for all g € Lyi(P), My k= [poltr(v") <

M, = tr(0y").

(+): By induction N, =1 iff M, = tr(¢'), and also (M@)o iff MY = er(y),
where it remains to show that (M) = M¥": the Boolean closure of the model restriction
to tr(y’) is the model restriction to 1)’ of the Boolean closure. In order to show that, we
first show show that M (¥ and M¥" have the same domain and accessibility relations, and
then show that the valuation of atoms in the Boolean closure of M%) corresponds to the
valuation of atoms in M*¥'. The models have the same domain because

[[w/]]M = {t S | Mt ): 1/},} —induction {t S | M ): t’l“(’l[)/)} = [[tr(¢/)]]M7

and they therefore also have the same accessibility relations ~,. The models obviously have
the same valuation of atoms in P. Now consider q,, € P\ P, where g € L,(P).

Let V" (¥) be the valuation of M (). Then V”"(W)(%o) = Vtr(w/)(%’O) = [polm N

[tr(¢/)]a. Let now V¥ be the valuation of M¥'. Then V¥ (qp,) = V(gp,) N [¥']5; =
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[olar N[¥'] ;- Again using that [tr(¢’)]ar = [¢'] j;, We obtain that Vtv:(w’)(q%) = VW(Q@O),
as required.

(xx): We use the same argument as in (x), only with (arbitrary) ¢g in the role of ', where
we note that tr(vg) = po. []

The property shown in () of the above proof is significant enough to be mentioned as a
corollary.

Corollary 3.12. Let v have non-empty denotation on a model M. The model restriction to
¥ of the Boolean closure of M is the Boolean closure of the model restriction to tr(¢) of M:

(Mt'%(zp)) — AT
For v € Lygpa(P) we have that tr(¢y) = 1, so that:
Corollary 3.13. Let ¢ € Lygpai(P) and model M be given. Then M, = iff Mg = .

The following result will be needed to show the soundness of a rule in the axiomatization
of BAPAL. As a similar result from the literature ([BBvD™08, Prop. 3.7]) was later shown
false, we give the proof in full detail. We recall that an atom ¢ is fresh with respect to ¢, if
¢ does not contain an occurrence of gq.

Lemma 3.14. Let ){#} be a possibility form, and M = (S,~, V) an epistemic model. Then
for all Y{Op} € Ligpar(P): Ms = 9v{Cp} iff My = Y{(p)p} for a freshp € P\ P.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of possibility forms. Note that in the
formulation of the lemma the formula is declared prior to the model. Therefore, induction
hypotheses for a subformula apply to model restrictions and states in those restrictions.

For all cases, the direction from right to left is the direct application of the semantics of
O, for the dual modality <, and where we use that any p € p \ P must be such that p = g,
for some g € Ly(P):

Let M, = ¢{(p)p} be given. From that, with Lemma 3.11, we get M |= tr({(p)¢}).
Asp € P\ P, tr(p) = po for some @y € L,(P), and therefore My = tr(y{(p)p}) equals
M = v{{po)p}. By the (dual) semantics of O, from that we obtain M, = ¢{Cp}.

We continue with the direction from left to right.

Case f. Let My = Op. Then, there is a ¢g € L, such that M, = (po)p. Therefore
M = (Dpo)p- As pyy € P\ P, py, is fresh with respect to ¢ € Lygpa(P).

Case ¢ AN/ {#}. Let My = o A'{Op}. Then My = ¢ and M, = ¢'{<Op}. From M =1
and tr (1) = ¥ it follows from Lemma 3.11 that M, k= 1. From M, = ¢/{Op} and induction
it follows that M, }= ¢'{(p)¢}, where p € P\ P is fresh. From M, = and M, = ¢'{(p)p}
we now obtain M, |= 1 A/ {(p)e}, where we observe that, as p € P\ P is fresh in ¢/{(p)¢p}
and ¢ € Lygpa(P), p remains fresh in ¢ A '{(p)¢}.

Case K, 0/{f}. Let M, = K,/{Op}. Then there is t ~, s such that M; = ¢'{Op}.
Therefore, by induction, there is ¢ ~, s such that M; = ¢/'{(p)p} and where p € P\ P is
fresh, so that M, &= K,0'{{p)p}.
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Case ()y)/{f}. Let M, = ()1'{Op}. Then M, = ¢ and MY |= ¢/{Op}. Lemma 3.11
and tr(y) = 1 give that M, =« iff M, = . By induction we get that MY E ' {Op} iff
MY =/ {(p)p}, where p € P\ P is fresh, and where we have also used that M¥ = (Mw)
(Corollary 3.12). From M, = ¢ and MY |= ¢/{(p)¢} we now obtain that M; |= (¥)¢/{(p)¢},

where, just as in the case for conjunction, as p is fresh in ¥/'{(p)¢}, p € P\ P and
¢ € £bapal(P)a p remains fresh in (@ZJW/{@W} []

In the proof of the following Lemma 3.15 (and only in this proof), we do not only have to
keep track explicitly of the parameter set of atoms for which the logical language is defined,
but similarly of the set of atoms for which a model is defined, and where this set of atoms
may contain P instead of being contained in it. We therefore resort to let M;(Q) denote
that model M is defined for variables @) (and where s is the designated state). This also

implies that, given some M,(P), its Boolean closure is M,(P). We also let BAPAL(Q) mean
‘BAPAL for set of atoms @)’. Outside this proof, the parameter set of atoms remains P.

Lemma 3.15. Let ¢ € Lypgpa(P) and p € var(y), and let M be an epistemic model. If ¢
is valid, then M, = ¢lq/p] for any q € P\ P.

Proof. Let ¢ be BAPAL(P) valid. We first show that for any @ with P C Q:
If ¢ € Lpgpai(P) is BAPAL(P) valid, then ¢ is BAPAL(Q) valid. (3.1)
It is more intuitive to show the contrapositive, where for notational convencience we replaced
@ by g
If ¢ € Lypgpai(P) is BAPAL(Q) satisfiable, then ¢ is BAPAL(P) satisfiable. (3.2)
This follows directly from the following statement:

For all ¢ € Lygpa(P) and for all My(Q), M(Q) |= ¢ implies Ms(P) = . (3.3)

This statement is proved by formula induction. The non-trivial cases of the proof are
@ =(¢")¢" and p = Oy,

Case ¢ = (¢")¢. Suppose M,(Q) = (¢")¢'. Then M,(Q) = ¢" and MY (Q) ¢
By induction it follows that Ms(P) = ¢” and an(P) E ¢ (as usual, note that the
inductive hypothesis applies to any model Ny(Q), not merely to M;(Q); it therefore applies

to Ny = M;P”(Q)). Therefore M;(P) = ()¢’

Case ¢ = O¢'. Suppose M,(Q) = O¢'. Then there is 1g € L,,;(Q) such that M(Q) |=

(1ho)¢', and therefore M(Q) |= 1 and M¥°(Q) = . For any atom ¢ € var(t) such that
q € Q\ P, choose a fresh atom p’ € P (fresh with respect to 1y and ¢’, and with respect
to prior choices of such atoms in var(iy)), and transform M into N = (S,~,V’) with
V'(p') = V(g) and V'(q) = V(p). Let ¢ € L,;(P) be the result of all such substitutions.
It is clear that Ms(Q) = o iff Ns(Q) = 9 and that [¢o]ar = [¢)]n. We also have

MY® Q) E ¢ iff Nsw6 (Q) E ¢/, as the truth of ¢’ does not depend on swapping the values
of variables p’ and ¢ not occurring in it. Note that ¢’ may contain quantifiers <, so strictly
this requires a subinduction on the number of ¢ occurrences in ¢’, where in the inductive
step, given a witness (xo) for ¢, we need to simultaneously substitute all occurrences of ¢
and p’ in x( for each other.
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So we now have N,(Q) = ¢ and N;%(Q) = ¢'. By induction, and as 9 € Lygpai(P),

Ns(Q) = ¢, implies Ny(P) [= v, and N;% (Q) E ¢’ implies N;?% (P) = ¢'. From N4(P) =
Y and N;%(P) E ¢’ follows Ng(P) | <©¢'. Now observe that Ns(P) and Ms(P) only differ
in variables not occurring in ©¢’; so that Ng(P) = O¢' iff M (P) | ¢ (where similarly
to above we take into account occurrences of & in ¢'). Therefore, My(P) = <¢'.

This shows (3.3). We can now quickly close the argument Let ¢ be satisfiable for
Q. Then there is M;(Q) such that M,(Q) = ¢. Using (3.3), Ms(P) = ¢. Therefore ¢ is
satisfiable for P. This shows (3.2). Therefore, we have now shown, for arbitrary ¢, (3.1): if
¢ is valid for P, and P C @, then ¢ is valid for Q. We now apply (3.1) for Q = P.

Clearly P C P. So, if gp is BAPAL(P) valid, then ¢ is BAPAL(P) valid. For any validity
¢" in alogic BAPAL(P"), p" € P", and fresh ¢" € P", ¢[q"/p"] is also a BAPAL(P") validity.
Therefore, given that ¢ is a validity of BAPAL(P) and a (obviously) fresh ¢ € P\ P, also
©lg/p] is a validity of BAPAL(P). Here is it important to observe that this is a validity for
the class of epistemic models for variables P, and that this is not a validity for the class of
Boolean closures of epistemic models for variables P. But of course, the latter is contained
in the former: a Boolean closed model for P is, after all, a model for P. Therefore, also

M(P) = ¢la/p, as required. O

4. EXPRESSIVITY

Given logical languages £ and L', and a class of models in which £ and £’ are both interpreted
(employing a satisfaction relation = resp. '), we say that £ is at least as expressive as L',
if for every formula ¢’ € L' there is a formula ¢ € £ such that for all models M and states
se€D(M), My = ¢ iff Mg = ¢. If £ is not at least as expressive as £ and £’ is not at least
as expressive as £, then L is incomparable to L'. If L is at least as expressive as £, and £’
is at least as expressive as L, then L is as expressive as L. If L is at least as expressive
as L' but £’ is not at least as expressive as £, then L is (strictly) more expressive than L.
The combination of a language with a semantics given a class of models determines a logic.
In this work we only consider model class §5. We abbreviate “given logic L determined by
language £, model class S5 and satisfaction relation |=, and logic L' determined by language
L', model class S5 and satisfaction relation ', £ is at least as expressive as £)” by “L is at
least as expressive as L',” and similarly for other expressivity terminology. Note that in this
work the language Ly,pq is the same for BAPAL and APAL, whereas the semantics of the
quantifier are different in BAPAL and APAL. We also consider language fragments, namely
Lya and L.

We show that BAPAL is more expressive than EL and that BAPAL is not as least as
expressive as two other logics with quantification over announcements: APAL, and group
announcement logic (GAL) [ABvDS10]. Tt is not known whether APAL (or GAL) is at least
as expressive as BAPAL or not. We conjecture that it is not. To prove that, one would
somehow have to show that the BAPAL-O in a given formula Oy can be ‘simulated’ by an
APAL-O that is properly entrenched in preconditions and postconditions relative to ¢, thus
providing an embedding of Ly,pq; into Lgpe. This seems quite hard.

In the models depicted below we use the following visual conventions: the names of
states are replaced by the sets of atoms true in those states; the accessibility relations for the
two agents a, b are reflexively and symmetrically (and transitively) closed, in other words,
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they partition the domain into equivalence classes; and the actual state (the designated
world) is underlined.

Proposition 4.1. BAPAL is more expressive than EL.

Proof. To prove that BAPAL is more expressive than FL we first observe that L. C Lpgpa
(and that on that restriction they have the same semantics), so that BAPAL is at least as
expressive as EL, and we then observe that the (standard) proof that EL is not at least
as expressive as APAL [BBvDT08] can also be used to show that EL is not at least as
expressive as BAPAL.

We recall the proof in [BBvD™08], wherein the formula O(K,p A =K, K,p) is shown not
to be equivalent to an epistemic logical formula 1) as follows. There must be a propositional
variable ¢ not occurring in ¥. Two models that are bisimilar except for g will either make v
true in both or false in both. On the other hand, O(K,p A =K, K,p) may be true in one
and false in the other, as it quantifies over variable ¢ as well. This quantification is implicit,
as q¢ & var(O(Kqp AN ~KpKyp). We can therefore easily make (¢)(Kgp A “KpKgp) true in
one and false in the other, as shown below for M and M.

As the announcement ¢ witnessing the diamond is a Boolean, this also proves the case
for BAPAL.

M, P —2—{ My e —— {}
b b
{p,q} — {q} 0

Proposition 4.2. BAPAL is not at least as expressive as APAL.

Proof. Consider (again, but to other usage) L£4pq formula O(KopA—KpK,p). Let us suppose
that there exists an equivalent Lyqp, formula 1. Given the modal depth d(v) of ¢, consider
two models N¢, Op, with a difference between them further away from the root than d(v),
ensuring that N, <40,

Formally, N; and Oy can be defined as follows. Model N; has domain Z, equivalence
classes for relation ~, consisting of pairs {2i,2i + 1} for ¢ € Z and for relation ~j}, consisting
of pairs {2i — 1,2i} for i € Z, and with V(p) = U,cz{4i — 1,4i}. The actual state ¢ is state
0. Note that M < N;, where M; is the model that was used in the previous proposition.
Model Oy is as model Ny (and with ¢’ = 0), except that the domain is restricted to the range
i < 47, where j is the least positive integer for which d(¢) < 4j (so, on the left model O is

infinite, on the right it ends in two p worlds). As the argument in the proof is abstract (1 is

hypothetical) and only needs j to be in excess of @ (we only need to refer to formulas of

modal depth larger than d(v))), the schematic visualization of these models below, wherein
we have abstracted from the names of states, suffices in the proof.

M, {r ——
“© 2 g T —
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a a d
e — gt 2y

“ -2

{r}

O {

We use Lemma 3.3 that n-bisimilarity implies n-logical equivalence: from N, <40, it
follows that N; =4¥) O, and thus, as the formula 1 itself has depth d(v)), that N |= ¢ iff
Op E v (1). On the other hand, Ny & O(Kap A = KpK,ap) (obviously, consider the bisimilar
M;) whereas Op = O(Kgp A “KpK,ap). To prove the latter we observe that any finite
subset of the model O can be distinguished from its complement by a formula in the logic
(by ‘distinguished” we mean that the formula is true in all the states of that subset and
false in all other states of the domain of that model), where we use that any state can
be distinguished from all others by its distance to the rightmost terminal state!, that is
distinguished by Kg,p. In particular, there must therefore be a distinguishing formula ¢ of a
three-state subset of O such that O¥ is as depicted. As Of = Ku.p A - KpK,p, we get that
Op E (o) (Kap AN —KpK,p), and thus Op | O(Kyp A —KpK,p). This is a contradiction with
(). Therefore, no such ¢ € Lygpq exists. L]

As a corollary of Proposition 4.2 we can very similarly show that BAPAL is not at least
as expressive as GAL, as in GAL we also quantify over announcements of arbitrarily large
modal depth. We then use the same models as above but with an additional agent ¢ who has
the identity accessibility relation on the model. On models where the accessibility relation
for ¢ is the identity, K. <> ¢ is valid for any . The language of GAL has a primitive (c)¢
which stands for ‘there is a formula ¢ € £, such that (K1)’ (see [ABvDS10]). On this
three-agent model, (K ¥)p is equivalent to (¢)p, and as ‘there is a formula ¢ € L, such
that ()¢’ is equivalent to ‘G’ in the APAL semantics, we obtain that on this model (¢)¢
is equivalent to $p. We now copy the above argument but with (¢)(Kyp A =K, K,p) instead
of O(Kup N K Kap). Therefore:

Corollary 4.3. BAPAL is not at least as expressive as GAL.

5. AXIOMATIZATION

We now provide a sound and complete finitary axiomatisation for BAPAL.

Definition 5.1 (Axiomatization BAPAL). The axiomatization BAPAL of BAPAL.

P propositional tautologies K Ku.(p =) = (Ko — Kap)
T K,p— ¢ 4 Kop — Ko Kqp

5 ~Kap = KomKap AP [glp (¢ = p)

AN o]~ & (v = —lely) AC o] AY) < ([l Afeld)

AK  [gKaY < (p = Kalply)  AA - [p][Y]Y < [ Alp]]d
AO Og — [¢ho]p where g€ L, MP ¢ and ¢ — ¢ imply ¥
NecK ¢ implies K, NecA ¢ implies [¢]p
RO ¢ — [¢'][p]p for p fresh implies ¢ — [¢'|0¢p

1The rightmost state in O is distinguished by Kap. The state to its left (in the picture) is distinguished
by RbKap A = K.p, and the state to the left of that by KaKbKap A ﬁ(f(bKap N =Kqap) A = Kgp. And so on.
To distinguish any finite subset in O from its complement, take the disjunction of the distinguishing formulas
of its members.
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The rules and axioms in BAPAL are as in the axiomatization of APAL, except for the
axiom AO and the derivation rule RO. A formula ¢ is a theorem (notation F ) if it belongs
to the least set of formulas containing all axioms and closed under the derivation rules.

The main interest of BAPAL is that it is finitary, unlike other known axiomatizations
for logics with quantification over announcements [BBvD108, ABvDS10, GA17] (except
for [BOS18], see Section 1). Essential towards proving that result is Lemma 3.14, stating
that every diamond < in a possibility form is witnessed by the announcement (p) of a fresh
variable?.

To demonstrate soundness and completeness of the axiomatization BAPAL we can (still)
use the line of reasoning in [BBvDT08].

We start with soundness, in other words, we will show that all axioms are validities and
all rules are validity preserving (if all premisses of the rule are valid, then the conclusion is
valid). The validity of axiom AO directly follows from the semantics of 0. To establish the
validity preservation of rule RO, consider three versions of this derivation rule (let ¥ (f) be a
necessity form).

o RO“: (¢([po]e) for all ¢o € Ly;) implies ¥(Ogp).
e RO (¢([p]p) for a fresh p € P) implies (D).
e RO: (¢ — [¢][p]e for a fresh p € P) implies ¢ — [¢/]0¢.
We can analogously consider three axiomatizations:

e BAPAL®Y = BAPAL — RO + RO¥
e BAPAL! = BAPAL — RO + RO?
e BAPAL

We show that all three of RO¥, RO!, and RO are validity preserving, and that all three
axiomatizations are sound and complete. It is thus a matter of taste which one is preferred.
Note that BAPALY is infinitary whereas BAPAL' and BAPAL are finitary. Finitary axiom-
atizations are considered preferable over infinitary axiomatizations. Both RO! and RO
have (an instantiation of) a necessity form as premiss. The difference is that ¢/ — [¢][p]e
is a particular necessity form whereas ¥ ([p]¢) can be any necessity form. As RO is more
restrictive in logical structure, it may be considered preferable. Again, this is a matter of
taste.

Lemma 5.2. Deriation rule RO is validity preserving.

Proof. This directly follows from the semantics of 0. Let model My be given. Assuming that
(o)) is valid for all pg € Ly, we obtain that M, = ¢ ([¢o]p) for all pg € Ly,;. By the
semantics of O, it follows that My |= ¢ (dg). As M and s € D(M) were arbitrary, (0y) is
valid. ]

We now show that the derivation rule RO is sound. This is the main technical result of
this section, wherein we use results for the Boolean completion of models, introduced in
Section 2.

Proposition 5.3. Derivation rule RO is validity preserving.

2A similar lemma and finitary axiomatization reported for APAL [BBvD'08] are in fact incorrect, see http:
//personal .us.es/hvd/errors.html, although for APAL the infinitary axiomatization stands [BBvD' 08,
Ball5, BvD15].
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Proof. We recall that for any ¢(¢') € Lpgpa (Where 9(f) is a necessity form), ¥{—¢'} (where
Y'{t} is a possibility form) is equivalent to =¢)(¢’) (Lemma 3.5).

Suppose that ¢ ([ply) € Lpapa(P) is valid where p is fresh. Let M be any epistemic
model and s € D(M). Then from Lemma 3.15 follows that M = ¢([g]p) for any fresh atom
q € P\ P. Therefore it is not the case that: there is a ¢ € P\ P such that M | ¥{(q)~¢}
where ¢ is fresh. By applying the contrapositive of Lemma 3.14, we obtain M, = ¢¥{< -},
Le., M |= (Dyp). L]
Corollary 5.4. Derivation rule RO is validity preserving.

Theorem 5.5. BAPAL is sound.

We proceed to show that the three axiomatizations are complete, by way of showing
that they all define the same set of theorems.

Proposition 5.6 ([BvD15]). BAPALY is sound and complete.

Proof. The soundness of the infinitary axiomatization BAPAL® follows from the validity
preservation of the infinitary derivation rule RO (Lemma 5.2).

The completeness of BAPAL® can be shown almost exactly as in [BvD15], where we
note that the original proof in [BBvD'08] contains errors that are corrected in this subse-
quent [BvD15]. The completeness part involves a canonical model construction and a fairly
involved complexity measure and truth lemma with induction and subinduction using that
complexity. We will only point out the exact differences with [BvD15]. All proof details are
therefore omitted.

The names of the axioms and rules in [BvD15] are different from ours. For example, the
axiom K,(p — ¥) — (Kqap — Ka) that we call K, they call Al, etc. This is not a relevant
difference. Instead of the axiom AO and the rule RO¥ involving Booleans, the system
in [BvD15] has an axiom and rule involving epistemic formulas (but that are otherwise
identical): an axiom “O¢ — [1]p where ¢ € L.” and a rule “ip([¢']p) for all ¢’ € Ly,
implies 1(0O¢)”. Careful examination of the entire proof in [BvD15] reveals about a dozen
occurrences of the word ‘epistemic’ that have to be replaced by the word ‘Boolean’ to match
our case, where we can observe that they continue to perform the same role in the proof:
their role is in all occasions that these formulas do not contain O operators and thus have
lower complexity, which is required for inductive assumptions.

A final difference is that the system in [BvD15] contains an additional derivation rule
“ implies O¢”, that does not occur in BAPAL®. But it is derivable in the axiomatization of
APAL in [BvD15] (and similarly in BAPALY, by again substituting ‘Boolean’ for ‘epistemic’ in
the following): let ¢ be given, then for all ¢ we get, with NecA, [¢]g, so in particular we get
that for all epistemic 1, from which with their version of RO follows Oy, as required. []

Lemma 5.7 ([BBvDT08]). A BAPAL! derivation can be transformed into a BAPAL derivation.

Proof. This proof is found in [BBvD'08], so we do not claim originality. However, the reader
may appreciate that we present it in the context of Lemma 3.6 and therefore in more detail.

First note that the translation 7 defined in Lemma 3.6 (page 8), where  is instantiated
by a Lipgpa formula, is not only validity preserving (in both directions) but also derivability
preserving (in both directions). This we can justify as follows. Concerning the translation
step (K ¥ (8)) = 7(1(8#)), we observe that K, implies ¢» by the T axiom of knowledge,
whereas v implies K, by the NecK derivation rule of necessitation for knowledge. All
other translation steps correspond to derivable equivalences in PAL.
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Now consider a derivation in BAPAL! and an application in that derivation of rule RO:
(¢([plp) for a fresh p € P) implies ¢ (D). From premiss ¥ ([p]¢) we first derive 7(¢([p]p)),
we then apply derivation rule RO obtaining 7(1(0¢p)), and from that we subsequently
derive 1)(0¢p). Successively doing this for all applications of RO in the BAPAL! derivation
transforms it into a BAPAL derivation. ]

With these results we can now easily demonstrate that not only BAPAL® but also the
other two axiomatizations are complete and define the same set of theorems. Below, let the
name of the axiomatization stand for the set of derivable theorems. Again, we follow the
same argument as in [BBvD108].

e BAPALY C BAPAL!: A derivation in BAPAL® is not a finite sequence of formulas but
a converse well-founded sequence of formulas, because a RO rule application has an
infinite number of premisses. We can transform such a BAPALY derivation into a BAPAL'
derivation as follows. If it contains no RO rule applications it is already a BAPAL'
derivation. Otherwise, consider a RO“ rule application with conclusion ¢ (d¢p). One of its
infinite premisses must be ¥ ([p]y) for a fresh atom p. Discarding all other premisses from
that RO rule application makes it a RO! rule application. Successively doing this for all
RO rule applications in the derivation (where we note that this is a finite number, as the
derivation is converse well-founded) therefore transforms this BAPAL® derivation into a
BAPAL! derivation.

e BAPAL! = BAPAL: In Lemma 5.7, using the transformation 7 defined in Lemma 3.6,
was shown that a derivation with RO! rule applications can be transformed into one
with RO rule applications. This shows BAPAL' C BAPAL. The other direction of the
mutual inclusion, BAPAL C BAPAL', is trivial, as a RO rule application is also a RO! rule
application, and therefore a BAPAL derivation also a BAPAL! derivation.

e BAPAL C BAPALY: Here we use completeness of BAPALY. Let a BAPAL theorem be given.
Using soundness of BAPAL, we obtain that it is valid. The completeness proof of BAPALY
involves showing that every BAPAL®Y consistent formula is satisfiable. In other words, all
BAPAL validities are BAPAL® theorems. So, our BAPAL theorem, that is a BAPAL validity,
is a BAPAL” theorem.

Theorem 5.8. BAPAL is complete.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

We proposed the logic BAPAL. It is an extension of public announcement logic. It contains
a modality Oy intuitively corresponding to: “after every public announcement of a Boolean
formula, ¢ is true”. We have shown that BAPAL is more expressive than EL and not at
least as expressive as APAL, and that it has a finitary complete axiomatization.

For further research we wish to report the decidability of the satisfiability problem of
BAPAL and of yet another logic with quantification over announcements, called positive
arbitrary public announcement logic, APAL+. The logic APAL+ has a primitive modality
“after every public announcement of a positive formula, ¢ is true”. The positive formulas
correspond to the universal fragment in first-order logic. These are the formulas where
negations do not bind modalities. It has been reported in [vDFH21].



Vol. 18:1

QUANTIFYING OVER BOOLEAN ANNOUNCEMENTS 20:21

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors wish to acknowledge the detailed anonymous LMCS reviews. Over the course
of some revisions, we have enormously benefitted from the reviewers.

[ABvDS10]
[AvDF16)
[BA11]
[Ball5]
[BBvD*08]
[BOS18]
[BvD15]
[BvDF*14]

[CFvDFDST13]

[CHL"16]

[CS15]
[FvDOS]
[FW96]
[GA17]
[GG9T7]
[Hal13]
[Kuil7]
[Lev96]
[P1a89)]

[vD03]
[VDFH21]

[vDHL11]

[vDvdHI12]

REFERENCES

T. Agotnes, P. Balbiani, H. van Ditmarsch, and P. Seban. Group announcement logic.
Journal of Applied Logic, 8:62-81, 2010.

T. Agotnes, H. van Ditmarsch, and T. French. The undecidability of quantified announce-
ments. Studia Logica, 104(4):597-640, 2016.

T. Bolander and M.B. Andersen. Epistemic planning for single and multi-agent systems.
Journal of Applied Non-classical Logics, 21(1):9-34, 2011.

P. Balbiani. Putting right the wording and the proof of the Truth Lemma for APAL. Journal
of Applied Non-Classical Logics, 25(1):2-19, 2015.

P. Balbiani, A. Baltag, H. van Ditmarsch, A. Herzig, T. Hoshi, and T. De Lima. ‘Knowable’
as ‘known after an announcement’. Review of Symbolic Logic, 1(3):305-334, 2008.

A. Baltag, A. Ozgiin, and A.L. Vargas Sandoval. APAL with memory is better. In Proc. of
25th WoLLIC, LNCS 10944, pages 106-129, 2018.

P. Balbiani and H. van Ditmarsch. A simple proof of the completeness of APAL. Studies in
Logic, 8(1):65-78, 2015.

L. Bozzelli, H. van Ditmarsch, T. French, J. Hales, and S. Pinchinat. Refinement modal
logic. Information and Computation, 239:303-339, 2014.

A. Cordén-Franco, H. van Ditmarsch, D. Ferndndez-Duque, and F. Soler-Toscano. A
colouring protocol for the generalized russian cards problem. Theor. Comput. Sci., 495:81—
95, 2013.

T. Charrier, A. Herzig, E. Lorini, F. Maffre, and F. Schwarzentruber. Building epistemic
logic from observations and public announcements. In Proc. of 15th KR, pages 268-277.
AAAI Press, 2016.

T. Charrier and F. Schwarzentruber. Arbitrary public announcement logic with mental
programs. In Proc. of AAMAS, pages 1471-1479. ACM, 2015.

T. French and H. van Ditmarsch. Undecidability for arbitrary public announcement logic.
In Advances in Modal Logic 7, pages 23-42. College Publications, 2008.

M.J. Fischer and R.N. Wright. Bounds on secret key exchange using a random deal of cards.
Journal of Cryptology, 9(2):71-99, 1996.

R. Galimullin and N. Alechina. Coalition and group announcement logic. In Proc. of 16th
TARK, pages 207-220, 2017.

J.D. Gerbrandy and W. Groeneveld. Reasoning about information change. Journal of Logic,
Language, and Information, 6:147-169, 1997.

J. Hales. Arbitrary action model logic and action model synthesis. In Proc. of 28th LICS,
pages 253-262. IEEE, 2013.

L.B. Kuijer. Arbitrary arrow update logic with common knowledge is neither RE nor co-RE.
In Proc. of 16th TARK, volume 251 of EPTCS, pages 373—-381, 2017.

H. Levesque. What is planning in the presence of sensing? In W. Clancey and D. Weld,
editors, Proc. of 18th AAAI pages 1139-1146. AAAT Press / The MIT Press, 1996.

J.A. Plaza. Logics of public communications. In Proc. of the 4th ISMIS, pages 201-216. Oak
Ridge National Laboratory, 1989.

H. van Ditmarsch. The Russian cards problem. Studia Logica, 75:31-62, 2003.

H. van Ditmarsch, T. French, and J. Hales. Positive announcements. Studia Logica,
109(3):639-681, 2021.

H. van Ditmarsch, A. Herzig, and T. De Lima. From situation calculus to dynamic epistemic
logic. Journal of Logic and Computation, 21(2):179-204, 2011.

H. van Ditmarsch, W. van der Hoek, and P. Iliev. Everything is knowable — how to get to
know whether a proposition is true. Theoria, 78(2):93-114, 2012.



20:22 H. vAN DITMARSCH AND T. FRENCH Vol. 18:1

[vDvdHKO0S] H. van Ditmarsch, W. van der Hoek, and B. Kooi. Dynamic Epistemic Logic, volume 337 of
Synthese Library. Springer, 2008.

[vDvdHK17] H. van Ditmarsch, W. van der Hoek, and L.B. Kuijer. The undecidability of arbitrary arrow
update logic. Theor. Comput. Sci., 693:1-12, 2017.

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution License. To view a copy of this
license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ or send a letter to Creative
Commons, 171 Second St, Suite 300, San Francisco, CA 94105, USA, or Eisenacher Strasse 2,
10777 Berlin, Germany



	1. Introduction
	2. Boolean arbitrary public announcement logic
	2.1. Syntax
	2.2. Structures
	2.3. Semantics

	3. Semantic results
	3.1. Bisimulation invariance
	3.2. Arbitrary announcement normal form and necessity form
	3.3. BAPAL validities involving the quantifier
	3.4. Boolean closure

	4. Expressivity
	5. Axiomatization
	6. Conclusions and further research
	Acknowledgment
	References

