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Abstract

In this paper we propose a doxastic extension B L
+ of  Lukasiewicz logic which is sound and

complete relative to the introduced corresponding semantics. Also, we equip our doxastic  Lukasiewicz

logic B L
+ with public announcement and propose the logic D L. As an application, we model a fuzzy

version of muddy children puzzle with public announcement using D L. Finally, we define a translation

between D L and B L
+, and prove the soundness and completeness theorems for D L.

1 Introduction

Dynamical systems are applied to describe the evolution of a system over time. Dynamical logics are used
to verify and specify some properties of dynamical systems. For example, the propositional dynamic logic
(PDL) describes some properties of programs such as comparing the expressing power of programming
constructs [21, 26, 27, 48]. Even in recent works, some differential dynamical logics have proposed that
study properties of dynamical systems [39, 40].

Since knowledge and belief can change over time, the dynamics of these systems are important. The
term Epistemic logic was initially used in [51] as a category of modal logics, named modes of knowing
which was treated by logicians. The first precise definition of the two modalities of knowledge and belief
was introduced by Hintikka [28] who used the Doxastic term when we consider belief instead of knowledge
operator. Further studies have been performed with the help of computer scientists and game theorists
[2, 4, 20, 34]. Also, in many interdisciplinary areas, this field was developed such as economics [43],
computer security [42], multi-agent systems [22, 49], and social sciences [19, 37].

Epistemic dynamic logic not only describes how the information can change over time, but also epis-
temic modalities give the ability to reason about the information itself. [41] as one of the pioneers in
this area defines a logic for a public announcement that indicates how the knowledge of the agents would
change after the public announcement of a proposition. A Gentzen system for logic of puplic announce-
ment proposed in [35] in which even false announcement is possible. In [32, 33, 46, 47] dynamic doxastic
logic and belief revision are studied. An extension of Aucher’s dynamic belief revision (See [1]) to the fuzzy
environment introduced in [29]. In [11, 12, 13] some actions more complex than public announcements
have developed. Also, [15, 31] study some dynamic epistemic logics in which accessibility relations instead
of the possible states can be updated.

Since knowledge and belief are not static over time and they contain a degree of vagueness, it seems
that interpreting them via a fuzzy perspective is appropriate. In [5, 6, 7, 8], some modal extensions of
Gödel fuzzy logics are proposed, also some modal extensions of  Lukasiewicz logic and product fuzzy logic
are introduced in [24, 25, 50].

[36] introduces a many-valued modal propositional calculi and gives a decision procedure for proving
truth formulae. In [44] a four-valued dynamic epistemic logic is proposed, then using a tableau system its
soundness and completeness are shown. In [16] a dynamic n-valued  Lukasiewicz logic ID Ln was introduced
and by proposing a Kripke-based semantics, some applications of ID Ln in immune systems are studied.
A forensic dynamic n-valued  Lukasiewicz logic and its corresponding forensic dynamic MVn algebra have
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proposed in [18]. In [17] a  Lukasiewicz extension of dynamic propositional logic; introduced in [30, 45];
is proposed, also a corresponding dynamic MV-algebra is defined. Some possible definitions of public
announcement for Gödel modal logic are investigated in [38]. A fuzzy epistemic logic with public an-
nouncement in which both fuzzy transitions and fuzzy propositions are introduced in [3] such that the
corresponding semantics has defined using Gödel algebra. Also, a doxastic extension of fuzzy  Lukasiewicz
logic B L based on a pseudo-classical belief is introduced in [10].

In this paper, at first we propose an axiomatic system B L+ that is an extension of B L introduced
in [10] which its language is an expansion of the language of B L with a new operator � to compare the
fuzzy validity of a formula with a fixed value. A formula ϕ � g is valid when the validity of ϕ is at least g,
where g∈ [0, 1]. By adding this operator to the language, we assign a crisp value to the amount of truth
of a given formula, and intuitively we decide whether a formula has the desired fuzzy value or not. So a
formula containing � can be viewed as a classical formula. We also prove the soundness and completeness
theorems for B L+.

Afterward we introduce a dynamic doxastic logic D L over B L+. This logic is an extension of doxastic
 Lukasiewicz logic which is equipped with a public announcement operator. We suppose that every public
announcement is true and explicitly gives us some information about a formula. Then we model a fuzzy
version of the muddy children puzzle using this logic. Furthermore, we define a translation from D L to
B L+ and prove the soundness and completeness of D L.

2 Modified doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic

In this section we first review some axioms and properties of propositional fuzzy  Lukasiewicz logic that
are used throughout this paper (see [23] for more details). Then, we review some definitions from [10] to
propose modified doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic B L+ and show that it is sound and complete corresponding
to the desired semantics.

The propositional  Lukasiewicz logic is an extension of fuzzy Basic Logic BL with double negation
axiom ¬¬ϕ→ ϕ. The following propositions are valid in  Lukasiewicz logic:

(A1) (ϕ&ψ) → ϕ (A2) (ϕ&ψ) → (ψ&ϕ)
( L0) ¬¬ϕ ↔ ϕ ( L1) (¬ϕ→ ¬ψ) → (ψ → ϕ)
( L2) ((ϕ1 → ψ1) & (ϕ2 → ψ2)) → ((ϕ1 &ϕ2) → (ψ1 &ψ2))

Throughout this paper we denote the set of atomic propositions and the set of agents by P and A
respectively, and use notation ⊥ for the atomic proposition that always takes value 0.

In [10], two classes of doxastic extensions of fuzzy  Lukasiewicz logic have proposed. One class is
equipped with pseudo-classical that has properties similar to the classical belief and the other class is
based on a new notion of belief that is called skeptical belief. In the following we expand the language of
pseudo-classical belief using a new operator � which compares the fuzzy validity of a given formula with
some fixed value and helps us to decide whether a formula has a desired fuzzy value or not. For a number
g∈ [0, 1], the formula ϕ � g is valid when the validity of ϕ is at least g.

Definition. The language of Modified doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic denoted by D LL+ is defined with
the following BNF:

ϕ ::=⊥ | p | ¬ϕ | ϕ � g | ϕ&ϕ | ϕ→ ϕ | Baϕ

where p ∈ P , a ∈ A and g ∈ [0, 1] is a rational number. Throughout this paper whenever we use g ∈ [0, 1]
we mean g is a rational number from the interval [0, 1]. The other usual connectives ∨, ∧ and ⊻ are
defined similar as  Lukasiewicz logic. ◭

In the following we give the definition of a Doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic model proposed in [10].

Definition. A Doxastic  Lukasiewicz Logic model (or in short D LL-model) is a tuple M = (S, ra|a∈A
, π)

in which S is a set includes the states of the model, ra|a∈A
: S × S → [0, 1] is indistinguishability function

and π : S × P → [0, 1] is the valuation function that assigns values to each proposition in each state.
Suppose that M = (S, ra|a∈A

, π) is a D LL-model. For each formula ϕ in D LL+ and each state s ∈ S
we denote V (s, ϕ) as an extended valuation function which is defined recursively as follows. For simplicity
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we use Vs(ϕ) instead of V (s, ϕ) and use superscript M like VM to emphasis on the model if it is needed.

VM

s (p) = π(s, p) ∀p ∈ P ,

VM

s (¬ϕ) = 1 − VM

s (ϕ),

VM

s (ϕ � g) =

{

1 VM
s (ϕ) ≥ g

0 VM
s (ϕ) < g,

VM

s (ϕ&ψ) = max{0, VM

s (ϕ) + VM

s (ψ) − 1},

VM

s (ϕ→ ψ) = min{1, 1 − VM

s (ϕ) + VM

s (ψ)},

VM

s (Baϕ) = inf
s′∈S

max{1 − ra(s, s′), VM

s′ (ϕ)},

◭

Remark 2.1. Note that the formula ϕ � g takes crisp values to the amount of truth value of a given
formula

Definition. Let ϕ be a formula and M = (S, ra|a∈A
, π) be a D LL-model and s ∈ S. We say that

ϕ is valid in a pointed model (M, s) if Vs(ϕ) = 1 and denote it by (M, s) � ϕ. If for all s ∈ S we have
(M, s) � ϕ, then we call it M-valid and use M � ϕ to denote it. If for all models M in a class of models
M, the formula is M-valid, we show it by M � ϕ and call it M-valid. We use � ϕ notation if for all
models M we have M � ϕ and call ϕ as a valid formula. ◭

Proposition 2.1. The following statements are valid.

• (ϕ&ψ) � g → (ϕ � g&ψ � g)

• (ϕ � g&ψ � g′) → (ϕ � g′′ &ψ � g′) s. t. g ≥ g′′

Similar to the axiomatic system B L described in [10], we introduce the following axiomatic system
B L+, where ϕ and ψ are D LL+-formulas:

( LB0) All instances of tautologies in propositional  Lukasiewicz logic

( LB1) (Bϕ&B(ϕ→ ψ)) → (Bψ)

( LB2) ¬B ⊥

( Lg0) (ϕ&ψ) � g → (ϕ � g&ψ � g)

( Lg1) (ϕ � g&ψ � g′) → (ϕ � g′′ &ψ � g′) s. t. g ≥ g′′

(RMP)
ϕ ϕ→ ψ

ψ

(RB)
ϕ

Bϕ

(RG)
ϕ

ϕ � g

As we see, the differences between B L and B L+ are axioms ( Lg0) and ( Lg1) and the rule (RG).

Lemma 2.1. The inference rules (RMP), (RB) and (RG) are semantically admissible, that is if the
premises of (RMP), (RB) or (RG) are valid, then their conclusions are valid.

Proof. It’s obvious by definition.

Theorem 2.1. (Soundness) Let M be a class of D LL-models. If ⊢B L+ ϕ, then M � ϕ.
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Proof. The proof is obtained straightforwardly by using Proposition 3.1 in [10], Proposition 2.1 and
Lemma 2.1.

Definition. A D LL+-formula ϕ is called B L+-consistent, if 0B L+ ¬ϕ. A finite set {ϕ1, · · · , ϕn} is
B L+-consistent if ϕ1 & · · · &ϕn is B L+-consistent. An infinite set Γ of D LL+ is B L+-consistent, if all
of its finite subsets are B L+-consistent. If the following conditions hold for Γ, we call Γ a maximal and
B L+-consistent set:

1. Γ be a B L+-consistent set.

2. For all D LL+-formula ψ /∈ Γ, the set Γ ∪ {ψ} not to be B L+-consistent.

◭

In the following, Lemma 2.2, Lemma 2.3 and Theorem 2.2 have similar proofs shown in section 3 of
[10].

Lemma 2.2. Let B L+ be an axiomatic system. We have

(i) Each B L+-consistent set Φ of D LL+-formulae can be extended to a maximal B L+-consistent set.

(ii) If Φ is a maximal B L+-consistent set, then for all D LL+-formulae ϕ and ψ:

1. ϕ&ψ ∈ Φ if and only if ϕ ∈ Φ and ψ ∈ Φ,

2. If ϕ ∈ Φ and ϕ→ ψ ∈ Φ, then ψ ∈ Φ,

3. If ⊢B L+ ϕ, then ϕ ∈ Φ,

4. ϕ ∈ Φ or ¬ϕ ∈ Φ.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.4 in [10].

Lemma 2.3. Let Γ = {ϕ1, · · · , ϕn} be a set of formulae, then Γ ⊢B L+ ϕ1 & · · · &ϕn.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.5 in [10].

Theorem 2.2. Let Φ be a B L+-consistent set of D LL+-formulae and ϕ be a D LL+-formula such that
Φ 0B L+ ϕ. If Φ∗ = Φ ∪ {¬ϕ}, then Φ∗ is B L+-consistent.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2 in [10].

Theorem 2.3. Let Φ be a B L+-consistent set and Φ ⊢B L+ ϕ, where ϕ is a D LL+-formula. Then there
is a D LL-model M and a state s such that VM

s (ϕ) = 1.

Proof. We just need to modify the proof of Theorem 3.3 in [10] slightly. It is needed to show that for the
following canonical model Mc = (Sc, rc, πc), and for each maximal and B L+-consistent set Φ∗ we have:

ϕ ∈ Φ∗ ⇐⇒ VM
c

sΦ∗
(ϕ) = 1. (2.1)

where, the canonical model Mc is defined as follows:

Sc =

{

sΦ∗
Φ∗ is a maximal and B L+-consistent set containing a maximal B L-consistent
set Φ and all formulae of the form ϕ � g,where ϕ ∈ Φ, g ∈ (0, 1]

}

,

rc(sΦ, sΨ) =

{

1 Φ\B ⊆ Ψ
0 otherwise

; Φ\B
def
= {ϕ |Bϕ ∈ Φ},

πc(sΦ, p) =

{

1 p ∈ Φ
0 p /∈ Φ

; p ∈ P .
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By induction on the complexity of ϕ, we show that statement (2.1) holds. It is enough to check only
the case ϕ = ψ � g, since the other cases have similar proof as the proof of Theorem 3.3 in [10].

For “⇒” direction, if ψ � g ∈ Φ∗, then by the definition of Sc, there is a maximal and B L-consistent
set Φ, such that ψ ∈ Φ ⊆ Φ∗, thus ψ ∈ Φ∗, therefore by induction hypothesis we have VM

c

sΦ∗ (ψ) = 1. Hence

VM
c

sΦ∗ (ψ) ≥ g, which means that VM
c

sΦ∗ (ψ � g) = 1. For the other direction, assume VM
c

sΦ∗ (ψ � g) = 1.

Thus VM
c

sΦ∗
(ψ) ≥ g. Since all formulas in the canonical model take crisp values and by definition we

have g ∈ (0, 1], we obtain VM
c

sΦ∗ (ψ) = 1. Therefore, by induction hypothesis we have ψ ∈ Φ∗, and so by
definition and maximality of Φ∗ and (RG) we have ψ � g ∈ Φ∗.

Note that the set of states Sc of canonical model Mc defined in the proof of Theorem 2.3 is non-empty
by following lemma.

Lemma 2.4. If Φ is a B L+-consistent, then {ϕ � g | ϕ ∈ Φ, g ∈ (0, 1])} is B L+-consistent too.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction assume Φ is B L+-consistent but Γ = {ϕ � g | ϕ ∈ Φ, g ∈ (0, 1]} is
not B L+-consistent. So by the definition, there is a finite subset {ϕ1 � g1, · · · , ϕn � gn} ⊆ Γ such that

⊢B L
+ ¬(ϕ1 � g1 & · · · &ϕn � gn). (2.2)

Let g0 = max{g1, · · · , gn} and Γ′ = {ϕ1, · · · , ϕn}. By B L+-consistency of Γ′ and Lemma 2.3 we have:

(1) Γ′ ⊢B L+ ϕ1 & · · · &ϕn

(2) Γ′ ⊢B L
+ (ϕ1 & · · · &ϕn) � g0 (RG)

(3) Γ′ ⊢B L+ ((ϕ1 & · · · &ϕn) � g0) → (ϕ1 � g0 & · · · &ϕn � g0) ( Lg0)

(4) Γ′ ⊢B L
+ ϕ1 � g0 & · · · &ϕn � g0 (2), (3), (RMP )

(5) Γ′ ⊢B L+ (ϕ1 � g0 & · · · &ϕn � g0) → (ϕ1 � g1 & · · · &ϕn � g0) ( Lg1)

(6) Γ′ ⊢B L
+ (ϕ1 � g1 & · · · &ϕn � g0) (4), (5), (RMP )

...

(i) Γ′ ⊢B L+ (ϕ1 � g1 & · · · &ϕn � gn) similar to (5),(6) steps

which has a contradiction to Γ′ ⊢B L
+ ¬(ϕ1 � g1 & · · · &ϕn � gn). Thus the statement holds.

Theorem 2.4. If � ϕ, then ⊢B L+ ϕ.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction assume we have 0B L
+ ϕ. By Theorem 2.2, the set {¬ϕ} is B L+-

consistent, and by Lemma 2.2 there is a maximal and B L+-consistent set Φ∗ that contains {¬ϕ}, and
thus by Theorem 2.3 there is a model M and state s such that VM

s (¬ϕ) = 1 which is a contradiction with
� ϕ.

3 Dynamic Doxastic  Lukasiewicz Logic with Public Announce-
ment

In this section we propose a dynamic version of doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic. We expand the language
D LL+ with a new operator [ϕ � g]ψ for public announcement. We also propose an axiomatic system D L
and prove its soundness and completeness.

Definition.
The language of dynamic doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic denoted by DD LL is defined by the following

BNF. DD LL has a new formulae [ϕ � g]ϕ, where ϕ is D LL+-formula.

ϕ ::=⊥ | p | ¬ϕ | ϕ � g | ϕ&ϕ | ϕ→ ϕ | Baϕ | [ϕ � g]ϕ

5



Furthermore, we also use notation ϕ↔ ψ for the formula ϕ→ ψ&ψ → ϕ. We read the new formula
[ϕ � g]ψ as after public announcement of ϕ � g, the ψ holds (See example 3.1). ◭

We first give the definition of an update model. Update model explains how a public announcement
ϕ � g effects on the states of the model M. Note that we assume the public announcements are true, i.e,
just the true propositions would be announced and no one announces a lie.

Definition.(Update Model) Let M = (S, ra|a∈A
, π) be a D LL-model. The update model of M after

announcement ϕ � g is denoted by M
ϕ�g = (Sϕ�g, rϕ�g

a|a∈A
, πϕ�g), and is defined as follows:

Sϕ�g = {s | s ∈ SM, VM

s (ϕ � g) = 1},

rϕ≥g
a (s, s′) = rMa (s, s′), ∀s, s′ ∈ Sϕ�g,

πϕ�g(s, p) = πM(s, p), ∀s ∈ Sϕ�g, p ∈ P .

Here we define the valuation function for [ϕ � g]ψ, the other cases are defined as in previous section.

VM

s ([ϕ � g]ψ) =

{

1 Vs(ϕ � g) = 0

VM
ϕ�g

(ψ) otherwise.

◭

In the following we model a fuzzy version of muddy children puzzle with public announcement.

3.1 Example (Fuzzy Muddy Children)

In traditional muddy children puzzle, a group of children has been playing outdoors and some of them
have become dirty and may have mud on their foreheads. Children can just see whether other children
are muddy, and not if there is any mud on their own foreheads. In [9] a fuzzy version of muddy children
puzzle has proposed, and the authors modeled that using Epistemic Gödel Logic. In order to consider
fuzzy relations between different states, they suppose that the agents have visual impairment and propose
a distinguishing criteria corresponding to the amounts of mud on the agents’ foreheads.

Here we give a dynamic simplified version of this fuzzy muddy children puzzle. Assume there are
three children Alice, Bob and Cath. Each state of the model is a tuple (ma,mb,mc), where ma,mb

and mc take fuzzy values in [0, 1] corresponding to the amount of mud on the Alice, Bob and Cath’s
foreheads, respectively. So, the number of all possible states is infinite. In order to see the effect of
some announcements on the model, we restrict the general model to some states shown in figure 3.1-I.
Accessibility relations for Alice, Bob and Cath are shown by red, green and blue numbers, respectively
and it is assumed that the model is reflexive and symmetric. For example, rc(s1, s2) = 0.95 states that
Cath can distinguish a little that Bob is a bit muddy (e.g. Vs1(mb) = 0.1) or is slightly more muddy (e.g.
Vs2(mb) = 0.2).

Suppose that the father publicly announces that at least one of the children’s forehead is very muddy.
For example he publicly announces that [¬(¬ma &¬mb &¬mc) � 0.8]. State s1 in which ma,mb and mc

have values less than 0.8 would be removed in the updated model (Figure 3.1-II). Also assume after the
first announcement, children have no reaction and so father publicly announces the previous statement
for the second time. Then the possible worlds reduce to four states (Figure 3.1-III). In the following we
can see the Cath’s belief about her muddiness at the beginning, after the first announcement and after
the second announcement:

VM
I

s3
(Bcmc) =
inf{max{0, 0.9},max{0.05, 0.2},max{1, 0.9},max{1, 0.9}} = 0.2,

VM
II

s3
([¬(¬ma &¬mb &¬mc) � 0.8]Bcmc) = 0.2,

VM
III

s3
([¬(¬ma &¬mb &¬mc) � 0.8][¬(¬ma &¬mb &¬mc) � 0.8]Bcmc) =

inf{max{0, 0.9},max{1, 0.9}} = 0.9.

The above computation shows that Cath is almost certain of her muddiness after the second announce-
ment.
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Figure 1: Fuzzy muddy children example (The state in the real world is shown with an underline)

3.2 Soundess and Completeness

In this section we propose an axiomatic system D L, and show that it is sound. Then we define a translation
between B L+ and D L that is used to prove the completeness theorem.

Proposition 3.1. The following schemata are valid.

1. [ϕ � g]p↔ ((ϕ � g) → p)

2. [ϕ � g]¬ψ ↔ ((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ)

3. [ϕ � g](ψ&χ) ↔ ([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ)

4. [ϕ � g](ψ → χ) ↔ [ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ)

5. [ϕ � g]Baψ ↔ ((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)

Proof. We prove that each scheme is valid for an arbitrary D LL-model M = (S, ra|a∈A
, π) and an arbitrary

state s ∈ S.
(1): We show that Vs([ϕ � g]p→ ((ϕ � g) → p)) = 1. If VM

s (ϕ � g) = 0, then we have

VM

s ([ϕ � g]p→ (ϕ � g → p)) =

min{1, 1 − VM

s ([ϕ � g]p) + VM

s (ϕ � g → p)} =

min{1, 1 − 1 + 1} = 1

So assume VM
s (ϕ � g) = 1. In this case we have VM

s ([ϕ � g]p) = VM
ϕ�g

s (p) = VM
s (p) and VM

s ((ϕ �
g) → p) = VM

s (p) and so Vs([ϕ � g]p→ ((ϕ � g) → p)) = 1. By a similar argument it can be shown that
Vs(((ϕ � g) → p) → [ϕ � g]p) = 1.
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(2): Let VM
ϕ�g

s (ϕ � g) = 1. We have

VM

s ([ϕ � g]¬ψ → ((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ)) =

min{1, 1 − VM

s ([ϕ � g]¬ψ) + VM

s ((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ)} =

min{1, 1 − VM
ϕ�g

s (¬ψ) + VM

s (¬[ϕ � g]ψ)} =

min{1, 1 − 1 + VM
ϕ�g

s (ψ) + 1 − VM

s ([ϕ � g]ψ)} =

min{1, 1 − 1 + VM
ϕ�g

s (ψ) + 1 − VM
ϕ�g

s (ψ)} = 1.

If VM
ϕ�g

s (ϕ � g) = 0, the statement is obviously obtained. The inverse part is shown by a similar
discussion.

(3): We assume that VM
s (ϕ � g) = 1, the other case is trivial. We have:

VM

s ([ϕ � g]ψ&χ→ ([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ)) =

min{1, 1 − VM

s ([ϕ � g]ψ&χ) + VM

s ([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ)} =

min{1, 1 − VM
ϕ�g

s (ψ&χ) + max{0, VM

s ([ϕ � g]ψ) + VM

s ([ϕ � g]χ) − 1}} =

min{1, 1 − max{0, VM
ϕ�g

s (ψ) + VM
ϕ�g

s (χ) − 1} + max{0, VM
ϕ�g

s (ψ) + VM
ϕ�g

s (χ) − 1}} = 1.

VM
s (([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ) → [ϕ � g]ψ&χ) = 1 has similar computations.

(4): It is easy to check that Vs(ψ → χ) = Vs(¬(ψ&¬χ)). Thus the statement holds.

(5): Let VM
ϕ�g

s (ϕ � g) = 1. We have:

VM

s ([ϕ � g]Baψ → ((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)) =

min{1, 1 − VM

s ([ϕ � g]Baψ) + VM

s ((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)} =

min{1, 1 − VM

s ([ϕ � g]Baψ) + VM

s (Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)} =

min{1, 1 − VM
ϕ�g

s (Baψ) + VM

s (Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)} =

min{1, 1 − inf
s′∈Sϕ�g

max{1 − rϕ�g
a (s, s′), VM

ϕ�g

s′ (ψ)} + inf
s′′∈SM

max{1 − rMa (s, s′′), VM

s′′ ([ϕ � g]ψ)}} =

min{1, 1 − inf
s′∈Sϕ�g

max{1 − rϕ�g
a (s, s′), VM

ϕ�g

s′ (ψ)} + inf
s′′∈SM

max{1 − rMa (s, s′′), VM
ϕ�g

s′′ (ψ)}} = 1

Note that the last statement is followed from the fact that when VM
ϕ�g

s′′ (ψ) = 1, for the states s′′ in which
Vs′′(ϕ � g) = 0, then we have

inf
s′∈Sϕ�g

max{1 − rϕ�g
a (s, s′), VM

ϕ�g

s′ (ψ)} = inf
s′′∈SM

max{1 − rMa (s, s′′), VM
ϕ�g

s′′ (ψ)}.

VM
s (((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ) → [ϕ � g]Baψ) = 1 has a similar argument.

Definition. Let ϕ, ψ and χ be DD LL-formulae and a ∈ A. The following Dynamic  Lukasiewicz
axiomatic system D L is an extension of doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic B L+.

( LD0) all tautologies of Doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic B L+.

( LD1) [ϕ � g]p↔ ((ϕ � g) → p)

( LD2) [ϕ � g]¬ψ ↔ ((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ)

( LD3) [ϕ � g](ψ&χ) ↔ ([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ)

( LD4) [ϕ � g](ψ → χ) ↔ [ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ)
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( LD5) [ϕ � g]Baψ ↔ ((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)

◭

Theorem 3.1. (Soundness)
The axiomatic system D L is sound, i.e. if a DD LL-formula ϕ is provable in D L, then it is valid in

all D LL-models.

Proof. It is a direct conclusion of Proposition 3.1.

In order to prove the completeness theorem, we follow Ditmarsch’s approach for public announcement
in [14].

Definition. Let ϕ, ψ and χ be DD LL-formulae. A translation between languages DD LL and D LL
is a function t : DD LL → D LL, which is defined recursively as follows:

∀p ∈ P t(p) = p, t(¬ϕ) = ¬t(ϕ),

t(ϕ&ψ) = t(ϕ) & t(ψ), t(ϕ→ ψ) = t(¬(ϕ&¬ψ)),

t(Baϕ) = Bat(ϕ), t([ϕ � g]p) = t(ϕ � g → p),

t([ϕ � g]¬ψ) = t(ϕ � g → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ), t([ϕ � g](ψ&χ)) = t([ϕ � ψ] & [ϕ � g]χ),

t([ϕ � g](ψ → χ)) = t([ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ)) t([ϕ � g]Baψ) = t(ϕ � g → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ).

The complexity of a DD LL-formula is defined using the function c : DD LL → N as follows:

c(p) = 1, c(¬ϕ) = 1 + c(ϕ), c(ϕ � g) = 1 + c(ϕ),

c(ϕ&ψ) = 1 + max{c(ϕ), c(ψ)}, c(ϕ→ ψ) = 3 + max{c(ϕ), c(ψ)}, c(Baϕ) = 1 + c(ϕ)

c([ϕ � g]ψ) = (5 + c(ϕ))c(ψ)

◭

Lemma 3.1. For all ϕ, ψ and χ in DD LL we have:

1. c(ψ) ≥ c(ϕ) if ϕ is sub-formula of ψ.

2. c([ϕ � g]p) > c((ϕ � g) → p)

3. c([ϕ � g]¬ψ) > c((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ)

4. c([ϕ � g](ψ&χ)) > c([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ)

5. c([ϕ � g](ψ → χ)) > c([ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ))

6. c([ϕ � g]Baψ) > c(ϕ � g → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)

Proof. (1): It is obvious by definition 3.1.

(2): By definition we have c([ϕ � g]p) = (5 + c(ϕ))c(p) which is equal to 5 + c(ϕ). Also, we have c(ϕ �
g → p) = 3 + max{c(ϕ � g), c(p)} = 4 + c(ϕ). So it’s obvious that c([ϕ � g]p) > c((ϕ � p) → p).

(3): We have:

c([ϕ � g]¬ψ) = (5 + c(ϕ))(1 + c(ψ))

= 5 + c(ϕ) + 5c(ψ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ), (3.1)

c((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ) = 3 + max{c(ϕ � g), c(¬[ϕ � g]ψ)}

= 4 + c([ϕ � g]ψ)

= 4 + (5 + c(ϕ))c(ψ)

= 4 + 5c(ψ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ) (3.2)

It is easy to see that 3.1 is greater than 3.2.
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(4): Without loss of generality let c(ψ) > c(χ). We have:

c([ϕ � g](ψ&χ)) = (5 + c(ϕ))(1 + max{c(ψ), c(χ)})

= 5 + c(ϕ) + 5c(ψ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ) (3.3)

c([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ) = 1 + max{c([ϕ � g]ψ), c([ϕ � g]χ)}

= 1 + max{(5 + c(ϕ))c(ψ), (5 + c(ϕ)c(χ))}

= 1 + 5c(ψ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ) (3.4)

From 3.3, 3.4 it is easy to check that c([ϕ � g]ψ&χ) > c([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ)

(5): Without loss of generality let c(ψ) > c(χ). We have:

c([ϕ � χ](ψ → χ)) = (5 + c(ϕ))(3 + max{c(ψ), c(χ)})

= (5 + c(ϕ))(3 + c(ψ))

= 15 + 5c(ψ) + 3c(ϕ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ) (3.5)

c([ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ)) = (5 + c(ϕ))(2 + max{c(ψ), 1 + c(χ)})

= (5 + c(ϕ))(2 + c(ψ))

= 10 + 5c(ψ) + 2c(ϕ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ) (3.6)

It can be seen that 3.5 is greater than 3.6, and so the statement holds.

(6): We have:

c([ϕ � g]Baψ) = (5 + c(ϕ))(1 + c(ψ))

= 5 + c(ϕ) + 5c(ψ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ)

> 4 + 5c(ψ) + c(ϕ)c(ψ)

> 3 + (1 + (5 + c(ϕ))c(ψ))

≥ 3 + c(Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)

= 3 + max{c(ϕ � g), c(Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)}

= c((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ)

Lemma 3.2. For all formula ϕ in DD LL we have ⊢D L ϕ↔ t(ϕ).

Proof. Let ϕ be a DD LL-formula. The proof is performed by induction on c(ϕ). The base case is when
ϕ = p, for some p ∈ P . It is obvious that ⊢D L p↔ p. So suppose that c(ϕ) = n, and the statement holds
for all ψ where c(ψ) < n. We have the following cases:

• case ¬ϕ: From Lemma 3.1 item 1, we have c(¬ϕ) > c(ϕ). Thus by induction hypothesis we
have ⊢D L ϕ ↔ t(ϕ). Therefore by the following deduction we have ⊢D L ¬ϕ ↔ ¬t(ϕ), and since
t(¬ϕ) = ¬t(ϕ), hence ⊢D L ¬ϕ↔ t(¬ϕ).

(1) (ϕ→ ψ) & (ψ → ϕ) induction hypothesis where ψ = t(ϕ) and definition of ↔
(2) (ϕ→ ψ) & (ψ → ϕ) → (ϕ→ ψ) (A1)
(3) (ϕ→ ψ) & (ψ → ϕ) → (ψ → ϕ) (A2), (A1)
(4) (ϕ→ ψ) (1), (2), (RMP )
(5) (ψ → ϕ) (1), (3), (RMP )
(6) (ϕ→ ψ) → (¬ψ → ¬ϕ) theorem ( Luka.)
(7) (ψ → ϕ) → (¬ϕ→ ¬ψ) theorem ( Luka.)
(8) (¬ψ → ¬ϕ) (4), (6), (RMP )
(9) (¬ϕ→ ¬ψ) (5), (7), (RMP )
(10) (¬ψ → ¬ϕ) & (¬ϕ→ ¬ψ) (8), (9), similar to 2.3
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• case ϕ&ψ: We have c(ϕ&ψ) ≥ c(ϕ) and c(ϕ&ψ) ≥ c(ψ) by Lemma 3.1 item 1. Thus we have
⊢D L ϕ↔ t(ϕ) and ⊢D L ψ ↔ t(ψ) from induction hypothesis. Now ⊢D L (ϕ&ψ) ↔ (t(ϕ) & t(ψ)) by
the following process:

(1) (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (t(ϕ) → ϕ) ind. hypothesis
(2) ((ψ → t(ψ)) & (t(ψ) → ψ)) ind. hypothesis
(3) (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (t(ϕ) → ϕ) → (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) (A1)
(4) (ψ → t(ψ)) & (t(ψ) → ψ) → (ψ → t(ψ)) (A1)
(5) ϕ→ t(ϕ) (1), (3), (RMP )
(6) ψ → t(ψ) (2), (4), (RMP )
(7) ((ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (ψ → t(ψ))) → ((ϕ&ψ) → (t(ϕ) & t(ψ))) ( L2)
(8) (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (ψ → t(ψ)) (5), (6), similar to 2.3
(9) (ϕ&ψ) → (t(ϕ) & t(ψ)) (7), (8), (RMP )
(10) (t(ϕ) & t(ψ)) → (ϕ&ψ) has a similar deduction as (9)
(11) ((ϕ&ψ) → (t(ϕ) & t(ψ))) & ((t(ϕ) & t(ψ)) → (ϕ&ψ)) (9), (10), similar to 2.3

Therefore, simply we obtain ⊢D L ϕ&ψ ↔ t(ϕ&ψ) from translation definition.

• case ϕ → ψ: From Lemma 3.1 we have c(ϕ → ψ) > c(ϕ) and c(ϕ → ψ) > c(ψ). So by induction
hypothesis we have ⊢D L ϕ ↔ t(ϕ) and ⊢D L ψ ↔ t(ψ). By similar proof given in the previous case
¬ϕ, we have ⊢D L ¬ψ ↔ ¬t(ψ). Thus we have:

(1) (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (t(ϕ) → ϕ) ind. hypothesis
(2) ((¬ψ → ¬t(ψ)) & (¬t(ψ) → ¬ψ)) deduced from ind. hypothesis
(3) (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (t(ϕ) → ϕ) → (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) (A1)
(4) (¬ψ → ¬t(ψ)) & (¬t(ψ) → ¬ψ) → (¬ψ → ¬t(ψ)) (A1)
(5) ϕ→ t(ϕ) (1), (3), (RMP )
(6) ¬ψ → ¬t(ψ) (2), (4), (RMP )
(7) ((ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (¬ψ → ¬t(ψ))) → ((ϕ&¬ψ) → (t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ))) ( L2)
(8) (ϕ→ t(ϕ)) & (¬ψ → ¬t(ψ)) (5), (6), similar to 2.3
(9) (ϕ&¬ψ) → (t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)) (7), (8), (RMP )
(10) (t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)) → (ϕ&¬ψ) has a similar deduction as (9)
(11) ((ϕ&¬ψ) → (t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ))) → (¬(t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)) → ¬(ϕ&¬ψ)) theorem( Luka.)
(12) ((t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)) → (ϕ&¬ψ)) → (¬(ϕ&¬ψ) → ¬(t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ))) theorem( Luka.)
(13) ¬(t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)) → ¬(ϕ&¬ψ) (9), (11), (RMP )
(14) ¬(ϕ&¬ψ) → ¬(t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)) (10), (12), (RMP )
(15) (¬(ϕ&¬ψ) → ¬(t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ))) & (¬(t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)) → ¬(ϕ&¬ψ)) (13), (14), similar to 2.3

Therefore we have ⊢D L ¬(ϕ&¬ψ) ↔ ¬(t(ϕ) &¬t(ψ)), and by definition we have ⊢D L ¬(ϕ&¬ψ) ↔
t(¬(ϕ&¬ψ)). Meanwhile in  Lukasiewicz logic we have ⊢D L (ϕ → ψ) ↔ ¬(ϕ&¬ψ). So we have
⊢D L (ϕ→ ψ) ↔ t(¬(ϕ&¬ψ)), and then by transition definition we obtain ⊢D L (ϕ → ψ) ↔ t(ψ →
ϕ) as desired.

• case [ϕ � g]p: We have c([ϕ � g]p) > c((ϕ � g) → p) from Lemma 3.1 item 2. Thus from induction
hypothesis we have ⊢D L ((ϕ � g) → p) ↔ t((ϕ � g) → p), and ⊢D L ((ϕ � g) → p) ↔ t([ϕ � g]p)
is obtained by translation definition, then from ( LD1) we have ⊢D L ([ϕ � g]p) ↔ t([ϕ � g]p)
straightforward.

• case [ϕ � g]¬ψ: From Lemma 3.1 item 3 we have c([ϕ � g]¬ψ) > c((ϕ � g → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ)). Thus
by induction hypothesis we have ⊢D L ((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ) ↔ t((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ). Hence
using translation definition we have ⊢D L ((ϕ � g) → ¬[ϕ � g]ψ) ↔ t([ϕ � g]¬ψ). Then by ( LD2)
we obtain ⊢D L ([ϕ � g]¬ψ) ↔ t([ϕ � g]¬ψ).

• case [ϕ � g](ψ&χ): We have c([ϕ � g](ψ&χ)) ≥ c([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ) by Lemma 3.1 item 4.
Therefore by induction hypothesis we have ⊢D L ([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ) ↔ t([ϕ � g]ψ& [ϕ � g]χ),
and similar to the previous cases using ( LD3) and translation definition, it is obtained that ⊢D L

[ϕ � g]ψ&χ↔ t([ϕ � g]ψ&χ).
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• case [ϕ � g](ψ → χ): From Lemma 3.1, item 5, we have c([ϕ � g](ψ → χ)) > c([ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ)).
So by induction hypothesis we have ⊢D L [ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ) ↔ t([ϕ � g]¬(ψ&¬χ)). From ( LD4)
we obtain ⊢D L [ϕ � g](ψ → χ) ↔ t([ϕ � g]¬(¬ψ&χ)), so by translation definition of t([ϕ �
g]¬(ψ&¬χ)) we have ⊢D L [ϕ � g]ψ → χ↔ t([ϕ � g](ψ → χ)).

• case [ϕ � g]Baψ: We have c([ϕ � g]Baψ) > c((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ) by Lemma 3.1 item 6. Thus
by induction hypothesis we have ⊢D L ((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ) ↔ t((ϕ � g) → Ba[ϕ � g]ψ). Again
similar to the precious cases using (LD5) and translation definition of t([ϕ � g]Baψ) we obtain
⊢D L [ϕ � g]Baψ ↔ t([ϕ � g]Baψ).

Theorem 3.2. (Completeness)
For each formula ϕ in DD LL, � ϕ implies ⊢D L ϕ.

Proof. Suppose that � ϕ. By translation definitions we have � t(ϕ). Thus by completeness of B L+ we
have ⊢B L+ t(ϕ). Since B L+ is a fragment of D L, we have ⊢D L t(ϕ). Also, by Lemma 3.2 we have
⊢D L ϕ↔ t(ϕ). Then, by ⊢D L ϕ↔ t(ϕ) and ⊢D L t(ϕ) we can conclude that ⊢D L ϕ.

4 Conclusion

In this paper by defining a new operator �, we proposed an extension B L+ of doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic
with pseudo-classical belief defined in [10]. We showed that B L+ is sound and complete with respect to
the class of D LL-models. Also, we equipped the language of B L+ with a public announcement operator
[. � g] and introduced a dynamic extension D L of doxastic  Lukasiewicz logic. Finally, we proved that
D L is sound and complete.
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[7] X. Caicedo, R. O. Rodriguez, Standart Gödel Modal Logics, Studia Logica 94, (2010) 189-214.
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