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1 Introduction

The aim of this paper is to study the complexity of the model checking problem
MC for inquisitive propositional logic IngB and for inquisitive modal logic IngM,
that is, the problem of deciding whether a given finite structure for the logic
satisfies a given formula.! In particular, we prove that both problems are AP-
complete.

Inquisitive logics are a family of formalisms that extend classical and non-
classical logic to encompass questions. Traditionally, logic is concerned with
statements, that is, expressions completely determined by their truth-conditions.
The standard approaches to semantics are based on this assumption and are
usually formulated in terms of truth-assignment (e.g., Boolean valuations in
propositional logic). However, this semantical approach does not allow us to
study expressions whose meaning is not determined in terms of truth-conditions,
such as questions.

In order to interpret questions, which are not true or false, the semantics of
Inquisitive logic is based on a relation called support between and information
states and a sentence. This allows to give a uniform semantic account for
statement and questions alike: an information state supports a statement if it
implies the statement; and it supports a question if it resolves the question.

The particular instances of inquisitive logic we consider in this paper are InqB
and IngM, extending propositional logic and modal logic respectively with the
question-forming operators. In these systems information states are formalized
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as sets of truth-assignments, which gives us a much richer semantical structure
than in the classical setting. The main question we tackle in this paper is:
how hard is it to decide if a formula of IngB (resp., InqM) is supported by an
information state in a given model?

The problem of deciding whether a formula ¢ of a logic L is satisfied by a
model M is referred to as the model checking problem for L (in symbols MC(L)).
The computational complexity of this problem is known for several logics (see,
e.g., [4] for an overview of the classical results). In recent years, the problem
has been addressed also for a class of logics called team logics which, like our
inquisitive systems, are interpreted relative to sets of assignments (see, e.g.,
[5, 6] and [9, Ch. 7]).

Although there is a close connection between these logics and inquisitive
logics, it was still an open question what are the complexities of MC(IngB) and
MC(IngM).2 In this paper we give a reduction of the PSPACE-complete problem
true quantified Boolean formulas TQBF (see, e.g., [7, Ch. 8]) to MC(IngB), thus
settling that both MC(IngB) and MC(IngM) are PSPACE-complete.

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we present the basic notions
of inquisitive logic used throughout the paper. In Section 3 we introduce suit-
able encodings of IngB and IngM structures and formalize the model checking
problems MC(IngB) and MC(IngM). Moreover, in the same section we present
an algorithm for alternating Turing machines to solve MC(IngM) and use it to
show that MC(IngM)—and a fortiori also MC(IngBQ)—is in the class PSPACE.
In Section 4 we present and study a polynomial-space reduction of the TQBF
problem to the MC(IngB), thus showing that the problem is also PSPACE-hard,
and we thus infer that MC(IngB) and MC(IngM) are both PSPACE-complete.
We conclude in Section 5 with some remarks and directions for future work.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we recall some basic notions of inquisitive logic that we use
throughout the paper. As an extended introduction on the topic of inquisitive
logic we suggest [1]. As for computational complexity, we assume the reader
to be already familiar with the basic notions on the topic (we refer to [7] for
an introduction) and we limit ourselves to recall the main results used in the

paper.
2.1 Inquisitive propositional and modal logic
Henceforth, we indicate with AP a fixed set of atomic propositions.

Definition 1 (Syntax of IngB and IngM). The set of formulas of InqM—also
called inquisitive modal formulas—is defined by the following grammar:
¢ u= Llplong|oVve|o—o¢ 0o | BHe

2Both model checking problems have been investigated in [10] (unpublished), building up
on previous work by Yang [6].




where p € AP. The set of inquisitive (propositional) formulas InqB is the set
of IngM formulas not containing the symbols O and B.

So the language of inquisitive logic is the standard language of modal logic
extended with \v and H. The operator \ is called inquisitive disjunction, while
H is the window modality. Additionally, we introduce the following standard
shorthands:

“¢i=¢—= 1 PV i==(-¢ A )

The role of \ is to enhance the language of modal logic with alternative ques-
tions. For example, the formula p\ —p stands for the natural language question
“does p hold (or not)?”. Instead, the derived operator V corresponds to the
usual disjunction from propositional logic: for example, the expression p V —p
is intuitively interpreted as the sentence “p holds or p does not hold”. We
will show the formal difference in the interpretation of these two formulas after
introducing the semantics of the logic.

The operator H plays the role of an inquisitive modality, sensitive to the in-
quisitive structures of the models. For example, in the context of epistemic logic
(see, e.g., [3]) where the operator [ is interpreted as knowledge of an abstract
agent (e.g., Op usually stands for “the agent knows that p”), the operator B is
roughly interpreted as a wondering operator, encoding what the agent wonders
about (e.g., B7p stands for “the agent wonders whether p is the case”).

As pointed out in Section 1, the presence of questions requires to move from
a semantics based on truth-assignments to one based on information states. To
formalize this intuition, the logic employs special semantic structures, called
information models.

Definition 2 (Information models). An information model for IngB is a tuple
of the form M = (W, V') where W is a non-empty set (the worlds of the model)
and V : AP — P(W) is a function called the valuation of the model.

An information model for InqM is a tuple of the form M = (W, V,X) where
W and V' are as before, and ¥ : W — P(P(W)) is a function called an inquis-
itive state map, satisfying the following conditions for every w € W:

1. S(w) # 0;
2. If se ¥(w) and t C s, then t € 3.
We refer to the second condition as downward closure of X(w).

An example of information model for InqM is depicted in Figure 1. Each world
w € W is naturally associated with a Boolean valuation over AP, defined as

[ 1 ifweV(p)
V(p) = { 0 otherwise

So we can think of each world as providing a complete description of the current
state of affairs. Under this interpretation, we can represent an information state
as a set of worlds, that is, all the worlds compatible with the information state
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Figure 1: A graphical representation of an information model for IngM over the
set of atoms AP = {pg,p;} and with set of worlds W = {wg, w;,wy}. The
valuation function V' is represented by the colored rectangles in the first image:
V(pg) = {wy, ws} (the red rectangle) and V(p,) = {wy, w; } (the blue rectangle).
The map ¥ is represented in the other images by depicting the maximal states
of each X(w) for w € W. So for example X(wy) = { {wg, w1}, {wo, wo}}, as
depicted in the last image. Notice that to obtain a graphical representation of
an information model for InqB, we require only the first image of the sequence,
that is, a representation of the valuation function V.

considered. So for example, the information that “p holds” can be represented
as the set of worlds w that assign truth value 1 to p: {w e W |V,(p) =1} =
V(p). In line with this intuition, henceforth we refer to a subset s C W as
an information state of the model. The semantics of the logic is then defined
relative to a model and an information state.

Definition 3 (Semantics of InqM). Let M be an information and s an infor-
mation state of the model. We define the semantic relation E of InqM by the
following inductive clauses:

M,sE L = s=10

M,sEp — sCV(p) <<= VYwes V,p=1
M,sEdpNY <= M,sE¢ and M,skE

M,sEpWVY <= M,sE¢or M,sEY

M,sEp—1p << ForalltCs, if M,tE ¢ then M,tE
M, sE O <« Foralwes, M,JZ(w)E¢

M, s E Hep < FordalteX[s], M,tE¢

If M, s E ¢ we say that s supports ¢.

Intuitively, an information state s supports a formula ¢ if the information rep-
resented by s implies the statement represented by ¢ or resolves the question
represented by ¢. For example, consider the formula p\ —p representing the
question “Does p hold?”. The support conditions for this formula are:

M,sEpV-p <= M,sEporM,sE-p
— (Ywe s V,(p)=1) or (Vw e s. V,(p) =0)

So a state s supports the formula p\ —p if either all the worlds in s agree on



p being true or all the worlds in s agree on p being false. That is, if we have
enough information to either affirm that p holds or affirm that p does not hold.

We conclude the Section with a proposition, exhibiting two fundamental
properties of the semantics.

Proposition 4. Let ¢ be a formula of the language and M be a model.
(Empty state) M, FE ¢.
(Persistency) For every s Ct C W, if M,sE ¢ then M,tE ¢.

3 Encoding and model checking algorithm

Henceforth, we limit ourselves to work with finite sets of atomic propositions and
with finite models (i.e., with models with finitely many worlds). Throughout
the section, we will use the following ad-hoc notations for ease of presentation:

e The vocabulary consists of the atomic propositions AP = {pg,...,p1_1},
thus [ is the number of atomic propositions;

e The set of worlds is W = {wy, ..., w,_;}, thus n is the number of worlds
in the model,;

e The state map is S(w;) = {S§,..., S} _,} for every w; € W;
e We define m as the “size” of the function X, that is, the value

m = |E(wo)| + -+ [B(w,_1)| = kot +kn

Consider an information model. We define a natural way to encode this model
by storing the propositional valuation in n + 1 binary strings as follows:

e The first string is § of length nl. The (li + 7)™ bit of the string is Olig; =
Ve, (pj). This representation allows to check conditions of the form w; €
V(p;) in time linear in nl.

e The other strings are €, ...,€,_;. The string €, has length (n + 1)k; + 1
and contains in order a digit 0, a binary representation of length n of S§,
a digit 0, a binary representation of length n of S%...and ends with a digit
1. This representation allows to check conditions of the form w; € |JX][s]
in time linear in mn.

An example of encoding is given in Figure 2. Notice that to encode an infor-
mation model for IngB we do not need to store the strings €q, ..., €,_1, but just
the string §.

We use a similar representation for information states, encoded as strings
of length n—where a 1 in position ¢ indicates that the world w; is part of the
state. So, for example, the state {wgy, wy} in a model with worlds {wq, wy,wy}
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Figure 2: The encoding of the information model depicted in Figure 1. Each bit
of the encoding correspond to the valuation of a propositional atom at a certain
world. For example, the bit 1 at position 0 indicates that wy € V (pg), while the
bit 0 at position 2 indicates that wy ¢ V (ps).

is encoded by the binary string 101. Given these encodings, conditions of the
form M, s E p;, w € |JX[s] and t € X[s] can be checked in time O((n(l4+m))?).?

With a slight abuse of notation, we use the symbols M, s and ¢ to indicate
both the formal objects introduced and their binary encodings. We define the
model checking problem for InqM as the decision problem

MC(IngM) := { (M,s,¢) | M is a model for InqM and M, s FE ¢ }

We also introduce the corresponding anti-satisfaction problem

MC(IngM) := { (M,s,¢) | M is a model for InqM and M, s ¥ ¢ }
Similarly, we introduce the corresponding problems for IngB.

MC(IngB) := { (M,s,¢) | M is a model for IngB and M,sFE ¢ }
MC(IngB) := { (M,s,¢) | M is a model for InqB and M, s ¥ ¢ }

We are interested in studying the complexity of these decision problems, and
in particular we claim that all the problems have complexity PSPACE. Notice
that the problem MC(IngM) (resp., MC(IngM)) is strictly more complex than
the problem MC(IngB) (resp., MC(IngB)), so for our claim we just need to prove
that the former is a PSPACE problem and the latter is a PSPACE-hard problem.

Firstly, we present two mutually recursive algorithms for alternating Turing
machines (ATMs) (see, e.g., [7, Ch. 10]) to solve MC(IngM) and MC(IngM):
PosSem, which checks the condition M, s E ¢, and NegSem, which checks the
condition M, s ¥ ¢. These algorithms are a variation of the algorithms presented
in [9, Ch. 7] and [10].

For brevity we will present the algorithms in pseudo-code. We make use of
the following expressions:

e As usual, we indicate with true, false the Boolean values, and with and,
or, neg the standard Boolean operators.

3This and others bounds we indicate in this section are far from optimal, but this will not
affect our analysis of the complexity of the model checking problem.



e Given a state s, we indicate with V¢ C s that we are employing the univer-
sal states of the ATM to choose a subset ¢ C s. In particular, the result
yielded by the algorithm (relative to this non-deterministic branch of the
computation) is true iff for all possible choices of ¢ the algorithm yields
true.

e Given a state s, we indicate with 3¢ C s that we are employing the ex-
istential states of the ATM to choose a subset ¢ C s. In particular, the
result yielded by the algorithm (relative to this non-deterministic branch
of the computation) is true iff for at least one choice of ¢ the algorithm
yields true.

Both operations can be implemented in an ATM by choosing non-deterministically
the bits of the representation of ¢t. This amounts to |s| non-deterministic choices,
thus both operations have complexity in O(n).

1 Algorithm PosSem

2 Input: M,s,¢.

3 Output: true if [M,sk ¢|, false otherwise.

4

5 Match ¢ with

6 $=p;:

7 define result := true

8 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:

9 if w; €s and V,, (p;) =0 then result := false
10 return result

11 d=9PAx:

12 define result := PosSem(M,s,¥) and PosSem(M,s,x)
13 return result

14 d=YPWVx:

15 define result := PosSem(M,s,¥) or PosSem(M,s,x)
16 return result

17 p=1P = x:

18 Vt C s

19 define result := NegSem(M,t,¥) or PosSem(M,t,x)
20 return result

21 ¢ =01:

22 define result := true

23 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:

24 if w; €s then:

25 define ¢t := |JX(w;)

26 if NegSem(M,t,1) then result := false
27 return result

28 ¢ =HB:

29 define result := true

30 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:

31 if w; €s then foreach t€ X(w):

32 if NegSem(M,t,1) then result := false
33 return result



Algorithm NegSem
Input: M,s,¢.
Output: true if [M,sF ¢|, true otherwise.

Match ¢ with

© 00 N O Ut WN -

¢:Pj3
return neg(PosSem(M,s,p;))
=1 Ax:
define result := NegSem(M,s,¥) or NegSem(M,s,x)

10 return result
11 d=YPWVx:
12 define result := NegSem(M,s,y) and NegSem(M,s,x)
13 return result
14 p=P = x:
15 JtCs
16 define result := PosSem(M,t,y) and NegSem(M,t,x)
17 return result
18 ¢ =01:
19 define result := false
20 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:
21 if w; €s then:
22 define ¢ := |JX(w;)
23 if NegSem(M,t,1) then result := true
24 return result
25 ¢ =HB:
26 define result := false
27 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:
28 if w; €s then foreach t€ X(w):
29 if NegSem(M,t,y) then result := true
30 return result

Both algorithms work as intended, as proved in the following proposition.

Proposition 5. Let M be an information model, s an information state of M
and ¢ an inquisitive formula.

e PosSem with inputs M, s, ¢ returns as output true iff M, s E ¢.
e NegSem with inputs M, s, ¢ returns as output true iff M, s ¥ ¢.

Proof. The proof proceeds by induction on the structure of the formula ¢. The
cases for conjunction and disjunction are a direct translation of the semantic
clauses (or their contrapositive conditions), so we comment only the cases for
atomic proposition, implication and modalities.

e Case ¢ = p; in PosSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of the
following lines:

7 define result := true
8 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:
9 if w; €s and V, (p;) =0 then result := false

10 return result

The variable result (the output of this portion of code) is initially as-
signed value true (line 7) and this value may be updated to false in the
foreach-loop (lines 8-9).



Firstly assume that M, s F p;, i.e., for every w; € s we have V,, (p,) = 1.
In this case, the condition of the if-then expression at line 17 (if w; € s
and V,, (p,;) = 0) is never satisfied, thus the variable result maintains the
value true, and the algorithm returns the correct value true (line 10).

Secondly assume that M,s ¥ p;, ie., there exists w; € s for which
Vi, (pj) = 0. In this case, the condition of the if-then expression at line
17 is satisfied for wj;, thus the variable result is assigned value false,
and the algorithm returns the correct value false (line 10).

Case ¢ = p; in NegSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of the
following lines:

7 return neg(PosSem (M, s,pj) )

In this case the algorithm returns the Boolean negation of the output of
PosSem(M, s, p;). That is, the algorithm returns true if M, s ¥ p; and it
returns false if M, s F p;, which is the expected behavior.

Case ¢ = 1 — x in PosSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of
the following lines:

15 VtCs
16 define result := NegSem(M,t,¥) or PosSem(M,t,x)
17 return result

Translating the algorithm in mathematical expressions and applying the
inductive hypothesis, this piece of code returns the Boolean value corre-
sponding to the following expression:

VtCs. [M,tE¢por M tEx],
which is exactly the semantic clause for M, s F ¢ — ¥.

Case ¢ = 9 — x in NegSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of
the following lines:

15 JCs
16 define result := PosSem(M,t,y) and NegSem (M,t,x)
17 return result

Translating the algorithm in mathematical expressions and applying the
inductive hypothesis, this piece of code returns the Boolean value corre-
sponding to the following expression:

JtCs. [M,tEYpand M, t ¥ x|

which is equivalent to the following expression, that is, the semantic con-
dition corresponding to M, s ¥ ¥ — x:

~(VtCs [MtEyor MitEx] )



e Case ¢ = [y in PosSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of the
following lines:

22 define result := true

23 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:

24 if w; € s then:

25 define t := |JX(w;)

26 if NegSem(M,t,1) then result := false

27 return result

The variable result (the output of this portion of code) is initially as-
signed value true (line 22) and the value is updated to false in the
foreach-loop only if there exists w; € s such that NegSem(M, |J Z(w;),¢)
(lines 23-26). Applying the inductive hypothesis, the piece of code returns
the Boolean value corresponding to the following expression:

sz- € s. M, UE(MZ) E w
which is the semantic condition corresponding to M, s E .

e Case ¢ = [0y in NegSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of the
following lines:

19 define result := true

20 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:

21 if w; € s then:

22 define t := |JX(w;)

23 if NegSem(M,t,1) then result := false

24 return result

This portion of code is exactly the same as the portion for [(Jv in the
algorithm PosSem (lines 22-27), but with the values assigned to the variable
result reversed. Thus applying an analogous reasoning as in the previous
point, the piece of code returns the Boolean value corresponding to the
following expression:

Jw; € s. M, UE(U%) ¥

which is the semantic condition corresponding to M, s ¥ (.

e Case ¢ = Ht in PosSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of the
following lines:

29 define result := true

30 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:

31 if w; €s then foreach t¢€ X(w):

32 if NegSem(M,t,1)) then result := false

33 return result

The variable result (the output of this portion of code) is initially as-
signed value true (line 29) and this value may be updated to false in the

10



foreach-loop in case NegSem(M,t,1)) holds for some t € |JX[s] (lines 30-
32). Translating this condition in mathematical formulas, this corresponds
to the following expression:

Vit € 3s]. M,tE
which is the semantic condition corresponding to M, s E H.

e Case ¢ = Hi in NegSem: The pseudo-code for this case consists of the
following lines:

26 define result := true

27 foreach i in {0,...,n-1}:

28 if w; € s then:

29 define t := |JX(w;)

30 if NegSem(M,t,1) then result := false

31 return result

This portion of code is exactly the same as the portion for Hy in the
algorithm PosSem (lines 29-33), but with the values assigned to the variable
result reversed. Thus applying an analogous reasoning as in the previous
point, the piece of code returns the Boolean value corresponding to the
following expression:

Jt € X[s]. M, tE

which is the semantic condition corresponding to M, s ¥ Hi.

O

We leave to the eager reader the task to show that both algorithms have com-
plexity O((n(l + m))? - |¢|), where |¢| denotes the size of the encoding of the
formula ¢. Since the input consists of an encoding of the model together with
an encoding of the formula (plus overhead), the size of the input is linear in
t =n(l+m)+|p|. So the previous analysis shows that the problems MC(IngM)
and MC(IngM) both lie in ATIME(?) C PSPACE.*

Theorem 6. The problems MC(IngM) and MC(IngM) are in PSPACE.

4 Complexity of Model Checking for InqB

In this section we provide a polynomial reduction of the PSPACE-complete prob-
lem TQBF (the set of true quantified Boolean formulas) to MC(IngB). Com-
bined with the results from the previous section, this shows that MC(IngB)
and MC(IngM) are PSPACE-complete problems. Moreover, since the problem
MC(IngB) trivially reduces to MC(IngB), this suffices to show that also MC(InqB)
and MC(IngM) are also PSPACE-complete. Since we are working with the logic
IngB, we will work only with models for InqB (recall that we introduced the
graphical representation of these models in Figure 1).

4Recall that PSPACE = AP := |, ATIME(#?) (sce [7, Th. 10.21]).
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Figure 3: The switching model S;. The circles represent the worlds of the
model (w,wy,...). The extension of the atomic propositions is depicted by
the colored rectangles (in green the atoms p;, in blue the atoms ¢;). For example,
the set V;(py) = {wy} corresponds to the second (from the left) green rectangle.

The section is divided in several parts. Firstly we introduce the family of
switching models and show how to use them to encode Boolean valuations.’
Secondly, we introduce some special formulas, later used to encode an instance
of the TQBF problem (i.e., a quantified Boolean sentence) into an instance of
MC(IngB). These formulas allow to simulate the steps of a non-deterministic
search to solve the TQBF problem. Thirdly, we employ the formulas previously
defined to define the encoding and show that it is a reduction of the TQBF prob-
lem into the MC(IngB) problem. Finally, we show that the encoding proposed is
polinomially bounded in size, thus proving that it preserves PSPACE-hardness.

4.1 Switching models

We introduce switching models, a family of inquisitive models. These models
allows us to encode Boolean valuations as information states. These models were
originally employed in [5] and later in [9, Ch. 7] to study the model checking
problem for different team semantics.

Definition 7 (Switching model). Given ! € N a positive natural number, we de-

fine the model S; = (W, V}) over the set of propositional atoms {pg, - - ., Pi—1, 0, - - -

by the following clauses:

S T + - .
o W, ={wy,wy,w] ,wi,...,w;" ,w;_4};

L4 Vl(pi) = {w;L}z
o Vi(q) = {w],wi}.

A representation of a switching model is depicted in Figure 3. For a fixed
switching model S;, we define special states to encode Boolean valuations over

5We remark here that we the terminology Boolean valuations to indicate functions with
codomain {0, 1}, not to be confused with the valuation of an information model.
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the set of atoms AP, := {zg,...,z,_1} for K < I: we will call these states
k-switchings.

Definition 8. Consider a number k < 1. A k-switching of S; is an information
state s with the following two properties:

o For every i < k, s contains exactly one world among w;r and w; ;

e For every i with k <i <1, s contains both w} and w; .

Two examples of switchings are depicted in Figure 4. Notice that there exists
only one 0O-switching, that is, the info state W;. There is a natural correspon-
dence between k-switchings of S; and Boolean valuations over AP,. Given a
Boolean valuation o : AP, — {0,1}, we define the corresponding k-switching
s by the following clauses (for i < k):

w; € s, = o(xz;) =1

w; € 5,4 = o(xz;) =0
This correspondence also holds for the particular case of k = 0: the set AP is
empty, so there is only one valuation over this set (the empty function); and the
only 0-switching of §; is W, the set of all worlds of the model.

Let us also highlight the following properties, which will come in handy to
later define the encoding of a quantified Boolean formula. For ¢ < k we have:

o(z;) =1 = 56 F g —p;
o(z;) =0 — Se Eq; — —p;

This map from Boolean valuations o to k-switchings s, is bijective. Its inverse
s+ o4 is defined by the following two equivalent conditions:

oy(z;) =1 — wi € s
os(x;) =0 = w; €5

4.2 Some special formulas

We now introduce several formulas that will help us in our endeavors. Each of
these formulas has a characteristic semantics when interpreted on the switching
model §;.

Cl=q.Ap, and Cp =g, A—py for 0 <k <l (1)

These two formulas characterize the singleton states {w; } and {w; } respec-
tively. A depiction of their semantics is given in Figure 5.

Dy, = q, — Tpy for0< k<l (2)

The maximal states satisfying D, are depicted in Figure 6. We give a short
proof that this is indeed their semantics.

6Notice that we are using two distinct families of propositional atoms: the p;s and g;s are
the atoms evaluated on the switching model, while the z;s (the elements of AP;) are the
atoms used to define the Boolean valuations encode by information states.
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Figure 4: A 4-switching s (on the left) and a 2-switching ¢ (on the right) over
the model S;. s corresponds to the Boolean valuation o : AP, — {0,1} defined
aso(xg) =1,0(x,) =0, 0(xy) =1 and o(x3) = 1. ¢ corresponds to the Boolean
valuation 7 : APy — {0,1} defined as 7(xy) = 1 and 7(z;) = 0.

oot o
Cy cy Cy Cy

Figure 5: Semantics of C} and Cj, .

Lemma 9. Let s be a state of S;. Then the mazimal substates of s satisfying
Dy, are tT = s, \ {wy } and t= = s, \ {w}

Proof. The only state of S; satisfying ¢, and not satisfying ?p;, is {w;", w; }. So
by definition of Dy, for every t C s we have that S, t = Dy, iff {w;,w, } ¢ ¢. In
particular, t+ and ¢~ are the maximal substates of s with these property. [

(D)

(#0)

Figure 6: The two maximal states satisfying D; in the model S,.
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-1
So = \/ (=G v—C;) (3)

=0
k—1 -1

Sei=\/ (-G A=Cr) v \/ (=G wv=CT) for 0 <k <1 (4)
=0 i=k

5= \/ (~CF A=Cr) (5)

=0

The semantics of the formulas S, is more complex to describe, but we omit a
thorough analysis since we only need the following technical lemma.

Lemma 10. Let s be a k-switching of the model S;. Then S;,s ¥ Sy, but for
every proper subset t C s it holds §;,t F Sy.

Proof. Firstly, let us show that s ¥ S}, (for ease of read, in the rest of the proof
we will omit the model ;). Since S}, is a disjunction, we just need to check that
each disjunct is not satisfied at s.

e For i < k, by Definition 8 s contains exactly one world among w;r and w; .
This means that s £ C; or s F C; . In either case we have s ¥ =C;f A=C;".

e For i > k, by Definition 8 s contains both worlds w;” and w; . This means
that s ¥ —C;" (since it contains w;") and s ¥ —C; (since it contains w; ).
So we have s ¥ ~C;" W =C; .

Since these are all the disjuncts of Sy, the formula is not satisfied at s.

Secondly, let us show that every ¢t C s satisfies S. Since S}, is a disjunction,
we just need to find a disjunct satisfied by ¢. And since the containment ¢ C s
is strict, there exists a world in w§ in s and not in {. We consider two cases,
depending whether ¢ < k or ¢ > k.

e If i < k, by Definition 8 ¢ does not contain w;" nor w; (one of them was
already missing from s). So ¢ F —C;r WV —=C;", which is a disjunct of S,
thus t E S,

e If i > k, by Definition 8 ¢ contains exactly one among w;r and w; (s being
a k-switching contains both of them). This means that either ¢ F =C;" (if
wi ¢ t)ort E—C; (if w; ¢ t). In both cases we have t F —~C;" W —C;,
which is a disjunt of S, thus t F 5.

So it follows that ¢t E S}, as desired. O

4.3 The translation

We have all the elements to define our encoding of an instance of TQBF into an
instance of MC(IngB), that is, an information model, a state and an inquisitive

15



formula. We firstly focus on the most complex part: defining the inquisitive
formula.

For ease of read, we use the symbols (, ¢, n to indicate propositional formulas
(without quantifiers, so that an arbitrary QBF is of the form Qqzg . .. Q;_12;_1()
and the symbols ¢, 1, x to indicate inquisitive formulas. Moreover, we assume
that propositional formulas contain only propositional variables from the set
AP, = {zg,...,2;_1}. Finally, we assume that all propositional formulas are
in negation normal form, that is, for negations only appear in front of atomic
propositions.”

We give the translation in two steps: firstly, we define by recursion two trans-
lations of propositional formulas into inquisitive formulas with an associated po-
larity, a positive translation (P and a negative translation (™. Then we provide,
again by mutual recursion, two translations for quantified Boolean formulas with
an associated polarity, (Qoxg ... Q;_17;_1¢)F and (Quzg ... Q_17;_10)N.

The translations (P and (" are defined by the following clauses:

()P =q = ()" =g = p
(mx)P =g — (mx)" =g, = p;
(CNEP =P AEP (CAY™ =" wver
(CVEP=(Pwvep (v = Agn

This translation allows us to encode the semantics of ¢ in terms of switching
states instead of Boolean valuations. In particular, the formula ( is satisfied
under a certain Boolean valuation o iff (P is supported by the corresponding
switching s, (recall Definition 8).

Lemma 11. Let o : AP; — {0,1} be a Boolean valuation and let s, be the
corresponding switching of S;. Then for every propositional formula ¢ we have

that:
o(¢) =1 iff  so ECP iff  se BT
a(()=0 iff  se EBCT iff  so ECP

Proof. We proceed by induction on the structure of the formula (. We firstly
prove that 0({) =1 < s, F(Pand 0({) =0 < s, F (™.

o If ( =z;, we have

olx;)) =1 <= s, Er; = p; o(z;) =0 < s, Er;,— —p;
= s, F(z;)P = s, F (a)"

o If ( = —x;, we have

= s, Fr;— p; = S, Fr;—p;
= s, F ()P = s, F (mx;)"

"Translating a formula in negation normal form is an operation linear in time, thus this
assumption does not affect our complexity analysis.
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o If ( =n A&, we have

onng) =1 o(nng) =0
— o) =0 =1 <~ o(m)=0o0ro(&) =0
> s, EnPAEP — s, FEntors, FE
= s, F(nAEP = s, F(AE"

o If ( =nVE, we have
o(nve) =1 o(nvE) =0
<~ o) =1loro(€) =1 — o(n)=0() =0
= s, EnPwEr = s, ENTALY
= s, F(nVEr = s, E(mVE"

Secondly, we notice that:

s, F (P = o(()=1
s, F(" <= o(()=0

This concludes the proof.
O

Now we shift our attention to quantified Boolean formulas, and in particular to
the formulas 0, := Qa1 ... Q;_12;_1(. Notice that the lower the value k, the
more quantifiers appear in the formula 6}, with the limit case being 6, := (.

As for propositional formulas we define two translations by mutual recursion.
The two translations are indicated with 9,}: and H,JCV . These translations involve
the formulas D, and S; introduced in Subsection 4.2.

¢ro=

Noo= ¢

9P _ Dy — 6f fQp1=V
k-1 (Dk—l — 91’2\[) — Sk lf Qk—l == 3

gN  — (D1 = 0F) = S if Qp_y =V
k-1 Dkfl — GIJCV lf Qk*l — 3

Similarly to the translations (P and (™, we can prove a preservation result for
these translations.

Lemma 12. Consider the quantified Boolean formula 0, = Qpxy, ... Qi_12;_1C
with variables in AP;. Let o : AP, — {0,1} be a Boolean valuation and s, the
corresponding k-switching of S;. We have that:

0(9/@) =1 lff Sl780' = (ek)P 6
o(6r) =0 iff Sps.E (BN ©)
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Proof. We prove the result by induction on the number of quantifiers preceding
(. The base case is

U(C) =1 iff 81750- F (C)P

U(C) =0 iff 81750- F (C)N

and this is the statement of Lemma 11.

As for the inductive step, suppose the equivalences to hold for formulas with
l—k—1 quantifiers. We want to show that the equivalences hold also for formulas
with [ — k quantifiers. So consider the formula 6, _; = Q_1x,_1 ... Qi_17;_:C.
As a useful shorthand, we will write Q_x;_10) for the formula 6;_;, making
explicit reference to the relation between the two formulas.

Let o : AP;,_; — {0,1} and s, be as in the statement of the lemma. We
have two cases two consider, depending on whether Q,_; =V or Q;_; = 3.

e Suppose @Q;,_; = V and let us firstly focus on the first equivalence of 6.
We have:

Spy 86 F (Vrp_10,)"
— Sluscr ':Dk,1 —>9]1:
< Forevery t C s,, if S;,t F D;_; then S;,t F 67

By persistency of the logic (Proposition 4), we just need to check the
condition for the maximal substates of s, satisfying D;,_,. By Lemma 9
these maximal substates are t* = s, \{w, ,} and ¢t~ = s, \{w; |}, which
are both k-switchings and substates of s,. These switchings correspond
respectively to the Boolean valuations 7+, 77 : AP, — {0,1} defined as

T+($i):{ o(x;) ifi<k

1 ifi =k
_ | o(x) i<k
T(xi)_{o if i =k

By inductive hypothesis, we have

Sl,t+':9115 < T+(9k):1
Sl,t_ ': 9]}: < T_(ek) = 1
So in conclusion we have

S, 8, F (Vfckqek)P
— 70, =7(0,) =1
=  o(Vap10,) =0(0p1) =1

As for the second equivalence of 6, we have:

Siy 80 F (Vap_10p)Y
< S[,Sa. E (Dk—l — 95) — Sk
<= For every t C s,, if §;,t F Dy_; — 0F then S;,t F S,
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By Lemma 10, the only substate of s, not satisfying S, is s, itself. So
the chain of equivalences above can be extended as follows:

Siy 80 F (Vap_10p)Y
— §,s,ED,_ — 6"
<= ForsometCs,, S,tF D,_; and S;,t ¥ 0F
< S, tTEOL or St E 6L
7H(0,) =0o0r 77 (0,) =0
= o(Vap_10;) = 0(0k_1) =0

where the equivalence (x) follows by persistency and the equivalence (xx)
follows by two applications of the inductive hypothesis applied to the k-
switchings ¢tT and ¢~ respectively.

e Suppose @, = 3. Most of the arguments and passages follow closely the
structure of the previous case, so we will omit comments to most of them.

Let us firstly focus on the first equivalence of 6. We have:

Sluscr F (Exkflek)P

81,85 F (Djy_y — 0Y) = S,

For every t C s,, if §;,t F Dy_; — 0 then S;,t F S,
Sla S ¥ Dk—l — 9}]6\/

For some t C s, S;,t F Dj_; and S;,t ¥ 6%

Sttt EOY or St E 0N

T+(9k) =1or Ti(ok) =1

o3z 10y) = 0(0p 1) =1

IR

where the equivalence (x) follows by inductive hypothesis.

As for the second equivalence of 6, we have:

Sluscr F (3$k719k)N

81,85 F Dy — 0N

For every t C s,, if S;,t F Dy, _; then S, t F Y
S, tt EON and St~ F oY

TH(Ok) =7 (6h) =0

o(Fzy_16y) = 0(0r—1) =0

N

where the equivalence (x) follows from inductive hypothesis.

And this concludes the proof of the inductive step. Thus the result follows by
induction.

O

As a direct corollary of the previous lemma we obtain the desired result: we can
reduce an instance of TQBF to an instance of MC(IngB).

Corollary 13. Let 6 := Qqxqy...Q;_1x;_1C be a closed quantified Boolean for-
mula. Then 0 is valid iff S;, W, E 0F. In other terms:

0 € TQBF iff (S, W;,0%) € MC(IngB)
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Proof. Recall that the set W, of all the worlds of S; is a O-switching, and that the
corresponding valuation is the empty function. By Lemma 12 (applied for k£ = 0)
we have that 6 is valid (i.e., satisfied by the empty function) iff S;, W, E 6. O

4.4 Complexity

It remains to show that the reduction of TQBF to MC(IngB) presented in Corol-
lary 13 is polynomially bounded in size. This entails that MC(IngB) is a PSPACE-
hard problem, since so is TQBF.

Let 6 be the formula Qg . . . Q;_12;_1¢ with || = h, and thus |#] = ©(I+h).
Using the encoding of information models presented in Section 3, the size of S; is
Hpo,- -+, Pi—1,40s - - s Q—1 }| - [W;| = 212, which is indeed polynomially bounded
by I+ h. And the same goes for the encoding of the information state W;, which
is of size 2.

As for the size of 7, the computations are slightly more involved, so we
proceed one step at a time. Since there are several summations and an inductive
proof involved, the O notation may easily lead to errors. For this reason, we
firstly present a semi-formal analysis of the complexity involving Os in the
current section, and we give a more thorough analysis in Appendix A.

Firstly, we find bounds for the size of the special formulas presented in
Subsection 4.2. Recall that we indicate with |@| the size of the encoding of a
formula ¢.

o |CH =1aquApx | =O(log(l)) and |C; | = | gx A —py | = O(log(1).

-Cf A=Cy| = |~Cf w=C | = Olog(1)).

[Sol = O() + X125 |=CiF w=C; | = O(1) + O(log(1)) = O(1log(1)).

For k > 0 we have S| = O(1)+X 12, [-Ci" A =C7 |[+30) | -CFHv=C) | =
O) + O(klog(l)) + O((I — k) log(l)) = O(l1og(l)).

|Del = | g — (P V—pi) | = O(log(l)).

e A straightforward inductive argument on the construction of (¥ (resp.,
¢N) shows that ’CP‘ = O(h) (resp., ‘CN’ = O(h)).

And now we prove by (descending) induction on k that ’95 } and }H,JCV } are both in
O((I—k—1)l1log(l)+h). The base step of the induction k = [ (i.e., when there are
no quantifiers involved and the formulas are (¥ and ¢V respectively) was already
considered. So assume that |6]’| and |65| are both in O((I — k — 1)llog(l) + h).
We prove only that |6 ;| is in O((I — k)l1og(l) + h), since the other inequality
follows similar computations. We consider two separate cases, depending on
whether Q;,_; =V or Q;_; = 3.

‘(Vwk—lek)P| = |Dk—l — 9115|

= O(log(l)) + O((l — k — 1)l 1og(l) + h)
= O((l — k)llog(l) + h)
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’(ka,16‘k)P‘ = ’(Dk,1 — 9}]6\/) — Sk‘
= O(llog(1)) + O((l — k — Dllog(l) + h) + O(l1og(1))
=0l — k)llog(l) + h)

And this concludes the inductive proof. The salient results we thus obtain are
the following.

Theorem 14. For 0 = Qyxg ... Q;_12;_1C a closed quantified Boolean formula,
the size of 0F is in O(1?log(l) +|¢|). In particular, the size of the translation is
polynomially bounded by the size of the original formula.

Corollary 15. The problem MC(IngB) is PSPACE-hard.

As anticipated, this was the last ingredient needed to show that the four prob-
lems considered are PSPACE-complete.

Theorem 16. The problems MC(IngB), MC(IngB), MC(IngM) and MC(InqM)
are PSPACE-complete.

5 Conclusions

In this paper we formalized and studied the model checking problems MC(IngB)
and MC(IngM) for inquisitive propositional logic and inquisitive modal logic,
and studied their complexity. In Section 3 we provided an algorithm to solve
the problem MC(IngM) and proved its correctness. This allowed us to show that
the complexity of the problem is in the class PSPACE. In Section 4 we provided
a polynomial-space reduction of the true quantified Boolean formula problem to
MC(IngB), thus showing that the problem is also PSPACE-hard. Putting these
results together, we inferred that both problems are PSPACE-complete.

This paper is the first investigation of computational complexity issues for
inquisitive logics. A venue for further investigation is whether the proof pre-
sented adapts to other inquisitive logics, such as inquisitive epistemic logic [1,
Ch. 7], inquisitive intuitionistic logic [2] or first-order versions of the system
such as InqBQ [1, Ch. 4].
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Explicit analysis

In this appendix we give an explicit analysis of the computations presented at

the

end of Section 4, leading to Theorem 14. Throughout this appendix, we

indicate with ¢; constants dependent only on the encoding used for formulas,

cho

sen opportunely to satisfy the inequalities involved.
Firstly, we give an explicit analysis of the sizes of the formulas presented in

Subsection 4.2.

° ’C;’ = | qu Api | < c1log(l) and ‘Ck_’ = | qi N pi | < cqlog(l).

o [FCHARCT | = [RCf VACT| < e+ |CF [ +[C] < eslog(D)-

o |So| S el + X0 |CF WO | < eyl +1- ey log(l) < esllog(l).

o Fork > 0wehave |Si| = cal+> 1y [~CF A=C; |+30, [-CF w—=C | <
cgl + k- czlog(l) + (I — k) - eglog(l) < cpllog(l).
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e To make computations less tedious, we define ¢cg = max(cs, ¢;), so that
|Sk| < cgllog(l) independently from the value of k.

o Dyl =1]qp = (px Vi) | < cglog(l).

e A straightforward inductive argument on the construction of (¥ (resp.,
¢N) shows that [P = O(h) (resp., |(N| = O(h)).

Secondly, we provide an explicit analysis of the size of ’(Qkxk . Ql,lxl,lop‘
and ’(Qkxk . Ql,lxl,lg)N‘. As in Subsection 4.3 we use the shorthand 6, :=
QrTy ... Q_12;_1¢, and indicate with @Qp_;2,_10, the formula 0, _; to make
the relation between the formulas 6, and 6,_; explicit. We show by downward
induction on k that both quantities are bounded by ¢((I — k — 1)l 1log(l) + h) for
an opportune choice of the constant ¢. The base step of the induction (k = I,
i.e., when no quantifiers are involved and the the formulas considered are (¥ and
¢N) has already been taken care of. So assume that |8 < c((I — k)llog(l) + h)
and ’%V’ < c((l — k)llog(l) + h).

As for the inductive step, we firstly prove the inequality ’95_1‘ < c((l -
(k — 1))llog(l) + h). We consider two separate cases, depending on whether
Qr-1=VorQp =3

|(Vap—10x)"| = Dy — 67|
< ¢qglog(l) + c((I — k)l log(l) + h)
< clog(l) + c(l — k)llog(l) + ch (if ¢ > ¢1p)
<ec((l—(k—1)llog(l)+h)
’(Exkflek)P’ = ‘(Dk—l = 0) — Sk’
< eqqllog(l) + c((I — k)l log(l) + h)
< cllog(l) + c(l — k)llog(l) + ch (if ¢ > eqy)
< o (I~ (k= 1) log(D) + h )

Secondly we prove the inequality |05 ;| < c((I — (k — 1))llog(l) + h). Also in
this case we distinguish the cases Q,_; =V and Q,_; = 3.

|(Vap_10)N| = [(Dy = 0F) = Sy
< eqallog(l) + c((I — k)l log(l) + h)
< cllog(l) + ¢(l — k)llog(l) + ch (if ¢ > ¢19)
<c((I—(k—1))llog(l)+h)

|Gar10)N| = |Dy = 67|

c131og(l) 4+ ¢((I — k)l log(l) + h)

clog(l) + ¢(l — k)llog(l) + ch (if ¢ > ¢13)

c( (I —(k—1)llog(l) +h)

So by choosing ¢ := max(cyg, ¢11, €12, ¢13) We meet all the conditions necessary

for the inequality to hold. This concludes our inductive proof, and shows that
both |6F| and |67| are in O(((I — k)llog(l) + h)), as desired.

INIAIA
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