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Abstract

Given a class C of finite Kripke frames, we consider the uniform distribution on the
frames from C with n states. A formula is almost surely valid in C if the probability
that it is valid in a random C-frame with n states tends to 1 as n tends to infinity.
The formulas that are almost surely valid in C' form a normal modal logic.

We find complete and sound axiomatizations for the logics of almost sure validities
in the classes of finite frames defined by the logics KD5, KD45, K5B, S5, Grz.3,
and GL.3.
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The study of random structures for various logical systems is a significant
research field within contemporary mathematics. A large body of work in
this area concerns the first-order relational language. A key result in this
field is the Zero-one law for first-order logic, which states that any first-order
definable property of random relational structures, such as random graphs, has
an asymptotic probability of either zero or one. This law was independently
proved for the Erdés—Rényi model of random graph in [GKLT69] and [Fag76].

Exploring the behavior of random structures for logical systems that extend
beyond the first-order language is a compelling research direction. The modal
language, interpreted on relational structures using Kripke semantics, is a par-
ticularly important example, which has led to several noteworthy discoveries.
Le Bars disproved the zero-one law for modal logic in Kripke frames [LB02].
Verbrugge [Verl8] proved the zero-one law in the finite models of of Grze-
gorczyk’s logic and weak Grzegorczyk’s logic, and later provided a valuable
example of a modal logic that satisfies the zero-one law both in models and in
frames, namely the provability logic GL [Ver21].

A related problem of interest involves the study of sentences that are true
with a probability tending to one, termed as asymptotically almost surely true.
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Gaifman [Gai64] provided an axiomatization for almost sure truths in the Radé
graph, a model of a countable random graph, in the first-order relational logic.

There are several results in the study of almost sure truths in the modal
languages. The logic of almost sure truths in random Kripke models coincides
with Carnap’s modal logic, according to Halpern and Kapron [HK94]. The logic
of almost sure truths in transitive reflexive models is also described in [HK94].
Verbrugge [Ver18][Ver21] provided axiomatizations for almost sure truths in the
models of GL, Grz, and wGrz, and almost sure validities in the frames of GL.
Goranko [GKO03] found a complete and sound axiomatization for the logic of
almost sure validities in a countable frame. The paper [Gor20] utilizes this
result to identify some of the almost sure validities in finite frames. However,
the problem of complete axiomatization of almost sure validities in the class of
finite frames remains open.

In this paper we discuss the logics of almost sure validities in various classes
of finite frames. We generalize Goranko’s construction of the random finite
frame: given a class of frames C, we consider the uniform distribution on the
labelled frames with n states that belong to C. Our general result states that the
almost sure validities form a normal modal logic that extends Log C. We achieve
an important technical result of studying such logics: for a large class of logics,
the almost sure validities in a random C-frame are also almost surely valid in a
random connected C-frame (Theorem 2.6). Since the connected frames typically
have a simpler combinatorial structure, this connection allows us to find upper
bounds on the logic of almost sure validities in C. We use this general theory to
find finite axiomatizations for the logics of almost sure validities in the classes
of frames defined by the logics KD5, KD45, K5B, S5, Grz.3, and GL.3.

1 Preliminaries
1.1 Modal syntax and semantics

We consider the basic modal language ML of formulas in the alphabet that con-
sists of a countable set PV = {pg, p1, ...} of propositional variables, classical
connectives —, 1, and a unary operator 0. We use the standard abbreviations
of connectives, in particular, Gy = -~0O-p.

A set L € ML is a (normal modal) logic if L contains all propositional
tautologies, the normality axiom O(p — ¢) — (Op — Oq) and is closed under
the rules of inference:

(MP) If o, ¢ =) € L, then ¢ € L,

(Gen) If ¢ € L, then Op € L,

(Sub) If p € L, p € PV, 6 € ML, and the formula 1) € ML is obtained from ¢
by replacing all instances of p with 6, then ¢ € L.

By a frame we mean a Kripke frame F = (X, R), X # &, RC X x X; we
refer to the elements of X as states of F. The set of states, or domain, of F is
denoted dom F.

The notation F' | ¢, where F is a frame and ¢ € ML is a formula, means
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‘o is valid in F” with the standard definition (see, for example, [BARV01, Defi-
nition 1.28]). For any set I' of modal formulas, F' =T means Vo € I' (F' = ¢) .
The set Log F' of all formulas ¢ € ML that are valid in a frame F is called the
logic of F. This definition extends to classes of frames: if F is a class of frames,
then Log F is the set of all formulas that are valid in any frame F' € F. Given
a set of formulas I' € ML, let FrI" denote the class of all frames F' such that
FET.

1.2 Operations on frames

For the convenience of the reader, we recall some basic notation and techniques
of modal logic that we use in the article.

Let X be a set. The diagonal relation on X is Idx = {(a, a) | a € X}. If
R C X x X is a relation, let R = Idy and R'T! = Ro R’ for any i € w.

For any U C X, R[U] denotes the set {a € X | Ju € U (uRa)}. The
notation R(a), where a € X, abbreviates R[{a}].

For a relation R C X x X, define the transitive closure Rt = J,~, R?, and
the reflexive transitive closure R* = Idx U R™.

Given R C X x X and U C X, the restriction of R on U is the relation
RIU=RN (U x U).

If F = (X, R)is a frame and U C X, the subframe of X generated by U
is the frame FAU = (R*[U], RIR*[U]). If a € X, then Fta is a shorthand for
Ft{a}. A frame F is said to be point-generated if F = Fta for some a € dom F.
The generated subframe preserves the validity of modal formulas: for any U C
dom F, Log F' C Log F1U [BdRVO01, Proposition 2.6].

The disjoint sum |, ; F; of the family of frames I; = (X;, R;), i € I, where
I is a nonempty set, is defined as (X, R) where

X ={(a,i)|i€el,aeX;} (a,i)R(b,j) <= i =j and aR;b.

The notation F'W G is a shorthand for wi6{1,2} F; where Fy = F, Fo = G. It is
well-known that Log#,.; Fi = [;c; Log F; [BARVO1, Proposition 2.3].

Given a pair of frames F' = (X, R) and G = (Y, S), a p-morphism from F
to G is a surjective map f : X — Y such that S(f(a)) = f(R(a)) for any a € X.
We write F' — G if there exists a p-morphism from F to G. The p-morphism
preserves the validity of modal formulas: if F — G, then LogF C LogG
[BARVO1, Proposition 2.14]

A frame isomorphism between F = (X, R) and G = (Y, S), is a bijection f :
X — Y such that aRb iff f(a)Rf (D) for all a, b € X. It is straightforward that
the existence of an isomorphism between F' and G implies that Log F' = Log G.

1.3 Classes of frames and their logics
A relation R C X x X is:
(i) serial if Va € X (R(a) # 2);
(i) reflexive if Va € X (aRa);
(iii) rreflexive if =3a € X (aRa);
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) symmetric if Va, b € X (aRb = bRa);
) transitive if Va, b, c € X (aRb, bRe = aRc);
(vi) EBuclidean if Ya, b, c € X (aRb, aRc = bRc);
) non-branching if Va, b, c € X (aRb, aRe = bRc or cRb or ¢ = b);
) Noetherian if there are no infinite chains agRa1 R . . . with a; # a;+1, i € w.

A frame F = (X, R) is called serial (reflexive, etc.) if the relation of F' is
serial (reflexive, etc.)

In this paper we will consider the logics KD5, KD45, K5B, S5,
GL.3, Grz.3. Recall that the frame classes of these logics are:

(i) Fr KD5 = {serial Euclidean frames};
(ii) Fr KD45 = {serial transitive Euclidean frames};
(iii) Fr K5B = {symmetric Euclidean frames};
(iv) Fr S5 = {reflexive Euclidean frames)}
(v) Fr GL.3 = {transitive irreflexive non-branching Noetherian frames}
(vi) Fr Grz.3 = {transitive reflexive non-branching Noetherian frames}

These logics have the finite model property, so each of them is the logic of
all finite point-generated frames that satisfy the corresponding frame condition
[BARVO01]. For instance, KD5 is the logic of all finite point-generated serial
Euclidean frames.

1.4 Random frames

For any 1 < n € w, let [n] denote the set {0, ..., n—1}, and let F,, = {([n], R) |
R C [n] x [n]} be the set of all frames with the set of states [n].

Let C be a nonempty class of frames. For any 1 < n € w, let F,(C) be the
uniformly distributed random element of the finite set F, NC :

P(F,(C) € A) = % for any set A C F,, NC. (1)
Formally, we fix some measure space ({2, G, P), where G is a o-algebra
on Qand P: G — [0,1] is a measure, and define F,(C) to be a measurable
map from  to F,, that satisfies (1), where P(F,(C) € A) is a notation for
P{w e Q| E,(C)(w) € A}. The values F},(C)(w) for w € Q are called realizations
of F,(C).
For any set of frames Q C F,,, we say that E), (C) belongs to Q asymptotically
almost surely (a.a.s.) if

lim P(F,(C) e Q) =1.
n—oo
Sometimes we will refer to a set of frames Q C F,, as a property of frames. In
this case ‘Q holds in F},(C) a.a.s.” means that F;,(C) € Q a.a.s.
Let Log®(C) denote the set of formulas ¢ € ML such that F,(C) E ¢
asymptotically almost surely.
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If L is a normal modal logic, we write Fy,(L) for E,(FrL) and L2
for Log®®(Fr L).

By (1),

. |FanCnFr{p}
Log®®(C) «— 1 =1 2
¢ € Log™(C) A e (2)
The present work studies the sets Log®*(C) for some modally definable
classes of frames: C = Fr(L) for some modal logic L.

Theorem 1.1 For any class of frames C, Log®®(C) is a normal modal logic
and Log®*(C) 2 Log(C).
Proof. Since the minimal normal modal logic K is valid in all frames,
P(F,(C) = K) = 1 for any n € w, hence K C Log®(C). Then Log® con-
tains all propositional tautogolies and the normality axiom.

Let us show that Log®(C) is closed under MP. Let ¢ € Log®(C) and
¢ — 1 € Log?®(C). Since the logic of any frame is a normal modal logic,
Fr{y, ¢ = ¢} C Fr{¢>}. Then by (1)

N ]:n C 1D ]:n C I ,
PUC) ) = Tﬂ?ﬁéwﬂ > o0 Tfnrfw(pcf_wﬂ

= P(Fu(C) = ¢ and F(C) = ¢ = ¢}))
> 1= P(F,(C) = @) = P(F(C) - 0 = 0.

Take the limit of both sides as n — co. By assumption, P(F},(C) & ) — 0 and
P(FL.(C) = ¢ — ) — 0, s0 limy,_,o0 P(F,,(C) = %) > 1. Then ¢ € Log®*(C) by
the definition.

Since Fr(Oyp) C Fr(p) for any ¢ € ML, Log®®(C) is closed under Gen by (2).
A similar argument applies for Sub. R

Finally, if ¢ € Log(C), then ¢ is valid in any possible value of F,(C). Then
for any n € w, P(F,,(C) = ¢) =1, so ¢ € Log®®(C). O

It follows directly from the theorem that L C L2 for any logic L.
Proposition 1.2 If L is a modal logic, then (L?%)? = L2s,

Proof. By Theorem 1.1 L2 C (L2%)2%. For the other direction, observe
that Fr L®® C Fr L since L C L?%, so for any ¢ € (L2%)2S,

. .. |[FanFrLnFr{p}]|
P(Fu(L) |= 9) = lim | Fn N EFr L
. |FanFrLasnFr{p}

z M A AR
~ lim [Fn NFr L2 N Er{p}| [Fn N Fr L2
n—00 | Fn N Fr L2s| |Fn NFr L
. |FanFrL2snFr{e} .. |FnNFrL>s
= lim lim

n—oo | Fn N EFr L2s| n—oo |F,NFr L]~

= P(E (L) = ¢) - P(Ey(L) € Fr [*) =1-1=1.
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1.5 Asymptotics
Let f, g: w — w be some functions. Then we write

. T fn) _ 4.
(1) f 9, if limy, 0 g(n) — 1;

(ii) f = o(g), if there exists a : w — R such that f(n) = a(n)g(n) for alln € w
and lim,, o a(n) = 0;

(iii) f = O(g), if there exists a real number C > 0 and n € w such that
f(n) < Cy(n);

(iv) f = Q(g), if there exists a real number C' > 0 and n € w such that
f(n) = Cy(n).

1.6 Set partitions and combinatorial numbers

Let X be a set. A family of subsets U C P (X)\ {@} is a partition of X if the
elements of Y are pairwise disjoint and X = JU.

The Bell number B, is defined as the number of distinct partitions of the
set [n] = {0, ..., n — 1}. Equivalently, B,, is the number of distinct equiva-
lence relations on [n]. The growth rate of the Bell number is described by the
asymptotic expression [dB58, Section 6.2]

InB, =n(lnon —Inlnn -1+ 0o(1)), n— oo. (3)
The Bell numbers satisfy

lim

— 0. (4)

We give the proof of (4) in Appendix.

Given r € w, the number of partitions U of [n] such that |U| < r for any
U € U is denoted G,,». The asymptotic and combinatorial behavior of G, , is
discussed in [MMW58].

In this paper we will use the following estimation, which we prove in Ap-
pendix. For any constant r, k € w,

Gnr2" = 0(B,), n — oo (5)

Given n € w and m < n, the binomial coefficient (Z) is defined as the
number of distinct m-element subsets of the set [n]. The following estimation
holds for any n € w and m < n [SF14, Section 5.4]:

(o) = (1) ”%’ n oo (6)

2 Connected frames

The frame classes of different modal logics can demonstrate a very intricate
combinatorial behavior that complicates the direct computation of probabilities
by (2). However, it turns out that under certain conditions finding Log®*(C)
can be reduced to a much simpler problem of finding the almost sure validities
in the connected frames of C.
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Let F = (X, R) be a frame. Let ~ = (RU R~!)*. Then ~ is an equivalence
relation on X. The elements of X/~ are called the connected components of X.
If X has exactly one connected component, F is called connected.

For a class of frames C, we denote ConC the class of all connected frames
in C.

Proposition 2.1 Let L be a modal logic such that F, N ConFr L is nonempty
for any n € w. Then |F, NFr L| > B, for any n < w.

Proof. Let n € w and let U be a partition of [n]. For any U € U there exists
a frame Fyy € Fjy) N ConFr L. Construct a frame Fy = ([n], Ry) by putting
a copy of Fyy on U for any U € U. Then Fy is isomorphic to ;.. Fv, and
Fy = L since Fy | L for any U € U. Thus Fyy € F, NFrL.

Observe that U is exactly the set of connected components of Fy;. Thus
if U, V are partitions of X and Fyy = Fy, then Y = V. Then U +— Fy; is an
injective mapping of the partitions of [n] into F,, NFr L, so |F, NFr L| > B,,.0

Definition 2.2 Let 7 € w. Denote by F=" the set of frames in F,, whose
connected components have cardinality at most r.

]:ngT’ = o(By), n = oo.

Proof. Let F = ([n], R) € F=". If U is the set of connected components of F,
then (a,b) € R for any a € U, b € V where U, V € U, U # V. Then

Proposition 2.3 For any r € w,

Rc |JUuxu (7)
UelUd

Then R € P (Uyey U x U) . By the assumption, |U| < r for any U € U, so we

can estimate
YJuxu
Ueu

< Z r? = |U|r?. (8)

veu

Let Ay C F=" denote the set of all frames in JF, whose set of connected
components is . By (7) and (8), |Ay| < 21", Therefore

FE <Y Ay < 2l < S o
u u U

where the sum is taken over all partitions U of [n] into sets of cardinality at
most 7. The number of such partitions is Gy, ,, so by (5)

|FulS7 < Grw2” ™ = o(By).

d

Proposition 2.4 Let L be a modal logic such that F, N ConFr L is nonempty
for any n € w. Then for any fived r € w, F,(L) has a connected component of
cardinality greater than r a.a.s.
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Proof. By Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.3,

_|FsnEre L _ o(Bn)

P(Fu(L) € F5T) = |F.NFrL| = B

— 0, n — oo.

d

To prove the following theorem, we consider the distributions of generated
subframes of the random frame that have some fixed size m € w. To simplify
the reasoning, we view them as random frames in F,,, using the following
definition.

Definition 2.5 Let m, n € w, m < n. If U C [n] and |U| = m, the monotone
relabeling of U is the unique bijection o : U — [m] such that a(a) < «a(b)
iff @ < b. Two frames F' = (U,R) and G = ([m],S) coincide up to monotone
relabeling if the monotone relabeling « : U — [m] is a frame isomorphism
between F and G.

Theorem 2.6 Let L be a modal logic such that F,, N ConFr L is nonempty for
any n € w. Then L2 C Log®®(ConFr L).

Proof. Suppose that ¢ € Log®*(ConFr L), then by (2)
_ |FanConFr LN Fr{p}|

P(F, FrL = 1 .
(Fn(ConFr L) = ¢) |Fn N ConFr L| 7 1,n =00
Then for some r € w and p > 0,
m FrL\ I
|Frm N ConFr L\ Fr{p}| Sp Vm>r )

|Fm N ConFr L|

Define a random subset U, C [n] to be the connected component of £, (L)
that has the maximal cardinality. If there are more than one such components
Uy, ..., Ug, let U be the one that contains the state a = min U?Zl Us.

Any realization of the generated subframe E,(L)1U,, is a connected frame
that validates L, so F,(L)1U,, coincides, up to monotone relabeling of states,
with some frame from ‘7:| o, N ConFr L almost surely.

We claim that for any fixed U C [n], the values of F,,(L)tU, with U, = U

are distributed uniformly on Fj; N Con Fr L. Informally, Fn(L)TUn is indepen-
dent of F,,(L)1([n] \ Uy).

Let U C [n] and denote by G,y the set of frames from F, N FrL
where U is the maximal connected component. Let us consider any Fi, Fo €
FiuyyNConkr L. For any G = ([n], R) € Gp,u such that GTU equals Fy (up to
monotone relabeling, which we assume hereinafter), we construct a frame G’ by
changing the relation of G on U in such a way that G'1([n] \ U) = G1([n] \ U)
and G'MU = Fy.

Let us show that G’ € G, y. By the construction, U is the maximal con-
nected component of G'. Moreover, G |= L implies that G1([n] \ U) = L, so
G' E L since G 2 GH([n]\U) W F; and Fy E L. Thus G’ € F,, N Fr L.
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Then the mapping G — G’ is a bijection between {F € G,, v : FAU = F}}
and {F € G, v : F1U = F»}, so
HF €Gnu: FIU = Fi}| = {F € Gou : FIU = F>};
consequently, for any U C [n] and Fy, F> € Fjy; N ConFr L,

p (FH(L)TUn — F) and U, = U)

P (FH(L)TUn - F ‘ U, = U) _

P(U, =U)
_HF€Guy: FIU=F}| _ {F €Guy: FIU = B}
|gn,U| |gn,U|
P (Fn(L)TUn — R and U, = U) A A A
- T D) —p (Fn(L)TUn — £ ’ 0, = U) (10)

Since F,(L)1U, is a connected frame that validates L,

3 P(Fn(L)TUn:G}Un:U) ~ 1.

GeFyNConFr L

By (10) all terms in this sum are equal. Thus for any G € Fjy N ConFr L,

. N n 1
P F,(L)1U, = n = = . 11
( (L)TU G‘ v U) | Fjop N Con Fr L| (11)

Since FP(L)TUH is a generated subframe of F, (L), E,(L) ¥ ¢ whenever
E,(L)1Uy £ . Then by the law of total probability [Gut13, Proposition 4.1]

P(E, (L) I @) 2 P(ELDT0, 1 ¢)
= Z (L1000 | O = U ) PO = U)
UCl[n

2 Z ( W(L)10 Féso\U —U) (U, =)

|U|>r GE€F|yNConFr L

GlFe

= 2. > ! P(U, =U)

|U|>r GEF|yNConFrL |]:\U| N ConFr L|

GlEe
7 1

=Y PO =) X

[U|>r GeFyNConFr L |‘T:‘U| mCJOHFI‘L|

Gl
| Floy N Con Fr L\ Fr{p}|

- Z Pl =0) | Fjoy N Con Fr L|
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~ |Fm N ConFr L\ Fr{p}|
= P =
Z (Un] = m) |Fm N Con Fr L|

m>r

Q) - A .

> > P(Uu =m)-p=p Y P(Us|=m)=pP(Us| > 1).
m>r m>r

Take the limit as n — co. By Proposition 2.4, P(|U,| > r) — 1, so

lim P(F,(L) ¥ ¢) > p lim P(|U,] >7) = p.
n—oo

n—o0

Then ¢ ¢ L?® since

lim P(F,(L) b= ¢) = 1~ lim P(F(L) @) <1-p<1.

n—oo

3 Euclidean frames

In this section we apply Theorem 2.6 to study the almost sure validities in
Euclidean frames.

We begin with a simple observation about the structure of a Euclidean
frame.

Proposition 3.1 Let F = (X, R) be Euclidean. Then there exists a unique
subset U C X (possibly empty) such that R[U is an equivalence relation and
RC X xU.

Proof. Let U = |J,cx R(a). For any u € U, aRu for some a € X, so by the
definition of Euclidean relation uRu. Then R[U is reflexive and Euclidean,
hence an equivalence relation.

Every state a € X with R™!(a) # @ isin U,s0 R C X x U.

To prove the uniqueness, let us assume that V' C X satisfies the conditions.
If a € V\U, then R™}(a) = @, so R is not reflexive on V \ U. Since R|V
is an equivalence relation, V' C U. If a € U, then aRa, so (a,a) € X x V,
hence a € V. Then U = V, so U is the unique subset of X that satisfies the
conditions. a

Definition 3.2 For any Euclidean frame F, let U denote the subset of dom F'
defined by the conditions from Proposition 3.1.

Definition 3.3 A frame F = (X, R) is a cluster if R= X x X.

Proposition 3.4 A serial Euclidean frame F is connected if and only if FtUp
is a cluster.

Proof. Let F' = (X, R) be connected. Since R is an equivalence relation on
Up, (R*U (R*)71 Uldx)|[Ur = RIUp, so RIUp = Up X Up, thus F{Up is a
cluster.

Conversely, suppose that R[Up is a cluster. For any a € X, R(a) C Up
and R(a) # @, so aRu for some u € U. Then aR?v for any v € U. Therefore
R?*(X)=U,so RZUR? =X x X, and F is connected. O
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2
Proposition 3.5 |F, N ConFr KD5| = 2% +7+0(logn),

Proof. A frame F' = ([n], R) € F, N ConFrKD5 is uniquely determined
by Ur and the family of subsets {R(a) | a € [n] \ Ur} where R(a) C Up
and R(a) # @ for all a. Then

| N ConFrKD5| = ) (2|U‘_1)n*|U\ z":

UCn] m=1
U@

(:1) 2™ — 1" (12)

We find the lower and the upper asymptotic bound for this sum using (6):

n

n n
7’L 7’L TIV2 n2 7’L TIV2 TIV2
E 2m—1"—m<§ 27:2?2 <271 .on =271t

m=1 m=1

d

Proposition 3.6 For any fized r € w, |Upn(00n FrKD5)| > r asymptotically
almost surely.

Proof. By (12), the number of connected KD5-frames with |Up| < r is

Yo 2lleiuh = 3 <”)2m<n-m> <r-0(n") 2" = 0(2"), n — oo.

m
UCnl, [U|<r m=1

Then by Proposition 3.5,

P(|U; <r)= = :
(|UFn,(ConFrKD5)| <r) |7, N Con Fr KD5| 2"72+O(n) -0, n—oo
a
Proposition 3.7 Let R, denote the relation of Fn(ConFr KD5) and T =
Ut (ConFrkps)- Let 7 € w be fived. Then a.a.s. there exists a state a € [n]\ Un

such that r < |R,(a)| < |U,| — .

Proof. Let Q, , be the subset of F = ([n], R) € F, N ConFr KD5 consist-
ing of all frames F = ([n], R) such that for any a € [n]\ Up, |R(a)| <r or
|R(a)| > |Up| — r. Let us estimate |Q,, ,|. If we fix Up C [n] with |[Ug| = m,

then for any a ¢ Up the nonempty subset R(a) C Up can be chosen in
> oret ((T,:‘) + (") - 1) ways. Note that

; <<7:> i (mﬂj /<:> B 1> E 27"<T:) <o < om”
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Then by (12),

< (2n)"" Z (:’L) < (2n)"2" =0 (282 ") | n— oo

Finally, we show that Fn(Con FrKD5) ¢ Q,, , a.a.s. By Proposition 3.5,

|Qn.r] O(2rmiosn)
p fr n,r) = - <
Vs, conrries) € Q) = [E S G0 FrRDS] = 92500

— 0, n — oo.

a
Proposition 3.8 Log®*(ConFr KD5) = KD5.

Proof. By Proposition 3.4 every connected Euclidean frame is serial, so
F(ConFrKD5) = KD5 almost surely.

For the other direction, consider a formula ¢ ¢ KD5. There exists a finite
point-generated KD5-frame G = (Y,S) = G1c such that G £~ ¢. Let r =
|dom G|. Let F' = (X, R) be a connected KD5-frame such that

|Up| > rand Ja € X \Up (r < |R(a)| < |Up|—7). (13)

We define a p-morphism f : Fta — G. By Proposition 3.4, dom F'ta = R*(a) =
Urp U{a}. Let f(a) = c. Observe that |R(a)| > r > |Ug| > |S(c)|, so let f map
R(a) surjectively onto S(c). Analogously, let f[y,\g@) be a surjection onto
Uc \ S(c). X

By Propositions 3.6 and 3.7, F),(Con Fr KD5) has the property (13) a.a.s.,
so F,(Con Fr KD5) — G, hence F,(ConFr KD5) [~ ¢ a.a.s. O

Theorem 3.9 KD5%° = KD5.

Proof. By Theorem 1.1, KD5 C KD5%. For the other direction, observe
that the cluster ([n], [n] x [n]) is a connected KD5-frame for all n € w,
thus 7, N ConFrKD5 # & for all n € w. By Theorem 2.6 KD5% C
Log®*(ConFr KD5) = KD5. O

Now we use our method to find KD45%° K5B?%, S5%°. We follow mostly
the same strategy, so we omit some technical steps.

Theorem 3.10 KD45%° = KD45.

Proof. Let us find Log?®(Con Fr KD45). Notice that a Euclidean frame F =
(X, R) is serial, transitive and connected iff Up # @ and R = X x Up. Then
such frame is uniquely determined by its cluster Up # @. Therefore

|F N ConFr KD45| = [{U C [n] : U # @} = 2" — 1.
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For any fixed r € w we have r < |Up (ConFrKD45)| < n a.a.s. Indeed, for

any m < n there are (:1) choices for a cluster of size m in n, so

Y=t () _ O@)
(|U ConFrKD45)| ST): om _ 1 = on 1 — 0, n — 00,
1
P(IUg, (Con e kDas)| = 1) = w710 n — 00.

Then for any finite point-generated frame G = (Y, S) = KD45, a.a.s. there
exist a p-morphism from some generated subframe of Fn(Con Fr KD45) to G,
so Log F,(ConFr KD45) C Log G a.a.s., thus Log®(Con Fr KD45) C KD45.

By Theorem 2.6 we have KD45%° C Log®*(Con Fr KD45) C KD45. The
converse inclusion follows from Theorem 1.1. a

Theorem 3.11 K5B*° = K5B.

Proof. The connected components of a K§B-frame are clusters and irreflexive
singletons. Then E, (K5B) a.a.s. contains a cluster of size greater than r for
any fixed r € w by Proposition 2.4, so there is a p-morphism from a generated
subframe of F), to any finite cluster, so Log F), is contained in the logic of a
finite cluster a.a.s.

A K5B-frame with set of states n is uniquely determined by a subset E C
[n] that consists of the irreflexive singletons and an equivalence relation on
n\ E. Then

|-7:n ﬂK5B| = Z Bn—|E| = Z <:l)Bnm = Z (;)Bn = Bn+1.

Eg[n] m=0 m=0

A K5B-frame has no irreflexive singletons iff its relation is an equiva-
lence relation, so there are exactly B, frames without irreflexive singletons
in F,, NFr K5B. Then by (4)

- Bn Bn
P(F,,(K5B) has no irreflexive singletons) = Fn K5B| I 0
n+1

as n — 00, so Log(K5B) is contained in the logic of an irreflexive singleton
a.a.s.

Notice that K5B is the logic of its finite point-generated frames, which are
exactly the finite clusters and the irreflexive singletons. Then K5B®*® C K5B.
The converse inclusion is true by Theorem 1.1. O

Theorem 3.12 S52° = S5.

Proof. Observe that F, N ConFrS5 consists of one frame (n, n x n). The
finite point-generated frames of S5 are the finite clusters, which are p-morphic
images of (n, nxn) for n sufficiently large. Then Log®*(Con Fr S5) = S5. Then
the statement of this theorem follows from Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 2.6. O
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4 Transitive frames

In this section we discuss the logics of almost sure validities in the finite frames
of GL.3 and Grz.3.

Definition 4.1 A frame F = (X, R) is an inverse tree if there is a unique

element ag such that R~ (ag) = &, and for any a € X \ {ao}, |[R (a)] = 1
and a(R™)*ag. We denote T;, the set of all inverse trees over the set of states [n].

Definition 4.2 The distance between states a and b of a frame F' = (X, R) is
the number dg(a, b) = min{n € w: aR"b} for any a, b € [n].

Definition 4.3 The height of a finite inverse tree is the maximum of the dis-
tance between the states in that tree.

Definition 4.4 Given a transitive Noetherian relation R on a set X, the tran-
sitive reduction of R is defined as R~ = R\ R?.

It is straightforward to see that for a transitive Noetherian relation R, its
transitive reduction R~ is the smallest relation on X such that R C (R™)*
[AGUT2]. If (X, R) € ConFr GL.3, then R = (R™)™. Similarly, if (X, R) is a
frame in ConFr Grz.3, then R = (R™)*. Therefore the mapping R — R~ has
an inverse on Con Fr GL.3 and on Con Fr Grz.3.

Proposition 4.5 For anyn € w, the sets of frames T;,, F,,NCon Fr GL.3, and
FnNCon Fr Grz.3, are bijective. Moreover, the bijection preserves the distance
between any pair of states.

Proof. Follows directly from the discussion above. O

Proposition 4.6 Consider the random inverse tree with uniform distribution
on Ty, and let h,, be its height.
There exists a constant g > 0 such that for any fixed r € w,

lim P(h, >7r)>q.

n—oo

Proof. The asymptotic expressions for the expected value and the variance
of h,, are given in [RS67]:

w(m —3)n
3 )
By Chebyshev’s inequality [Gut13, Theorem 1.4],

n — oo.

E(hy) ~ V2mn;  Var(hy) ~

Var(hy,)
(E by, — )2

N w(m—3)n N (m—3) N7T*3<1, " o

3(vV2mn — )2 3(v2m — =)? 6

P(hn <) §P(|Bn—Eﬁn| ZEiLn—r) <

Let ¢ =1— =3 > 0, then lim, 0o P(hy > 7) = 1 — limyy00 P(hy < 7) > ¢. O
Theorem 4.7 GL.3*° = GL.3.
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Proof. Let us recall that the logic GL.3 is complete w.r.t. the finite irreflexive
chains. Let ¢ € GL.3. Then ¢ is falsified in some irreflexive chain I of a finite
cardinality r.

Let R, denote the relation of F,(ConFrGL.3). By Proposition 4.5 and
Proposition 4.6,

lim P (3(1 € [n]: |Ru(a)| > 7’) = lim P(h, >r) > q.

n—oo n—oo

With an asymptotic probability ¢ > 0 there exists a € [n] such that | R, (a)| > 7.
In this case Fn(GLB)Ta is an irreflexive chain of cardinality at least r, so F' is
isomorphic to some generated subframe of F},(GL.3)ta.

Then F), (ConFr GL.3) [~ ¢ with asymptotic probability ¢ > 0. It follows
that ¢ & Log®*(Con Fr GL.3).

Since ¢ ¢ GL.3 was arbitrary, Log®*(Con Fr GL.3) = GL.3.

Since ([n], <) is a connected GL.3-frame, F, N ConFrGL.3 # & for
all n € w, thus by Theorem 2.6 GL.3%° C GL.3. The converse is true by
Theorem 1.1. O

Theorem 4.8 Grz.3%° = Grz.3.

Proof. Analogous to the previous theorem. O

5 Results and discussion

We developed several general results about the almost sure validities in ran-
dom Kripke frames. Theorem 1.1 states that the almost sure validities in the
random frame F(C) is a normal modal logic that extends C for any class of
frames C. Theorem 2.6, which applies for many commonly studied modal log-
ics, establishes an important inclusion L?® C Log®*(ConFr L).

We established the axiomatizations for the considered classes of frames:

KD5% = KD5; KD45%° = KD45; K5B?° = K5B;
S52% = S5; Grz.3*° = Grz.3; GL.3%° = GL.3.

Interestingly, all these logics share some desirable properties, such as finite
axiomatization, finite model property, decidability, etc. This stands in contrast
to the known results on K2 [Gor20] and GL®® [Ver21] that imply that these
logics lack the finite axiomatizability.

Our results on KD5, KD45, K5B, S5, Grz.3, GL.3 provide examples of
logics that are equal to their ‘almost sure’ counterparts. Finding a criterion
that characterizes the logics with this property is an interesting direction for
future research.

The computational method we use in this paper seems to be able to yield
more general results, such as a classification of logics of almost sure validities
of the frame classes of all logics above K5. We also conjecture that many of
such logics obey the zero-one law.
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6 Appendix
6.1 Proof of (4)
The Bell numbers satisfy Dobiriski’s formula [CY94]

Bn:e_lzﬁ, k€ w. (14)
k=0

Let X be a random variable of with the standard Poisson distribution:
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Then by (14) the n* moment of X is B, :

& —1
-1 § n€
k=0 ’

Since the function ¢ : [0,00) — [0,00), p(z) = z™» is convex, Jensen’s
inequality [Gut13, Theorem 5.1] holds: ¢(E X™) < E(¢(X™)), so

e -1 n n+1

nt1 Aol pa2EL € _ k
B SE(X) =3 )T G =Y T = Buaa,

k=0 k=0

therefore B B
1
n Z — B,
Bni1 T goe

Recall that by (3) B, = ern(+e(1) 5o B,
We conclude that

1
n

— e~ Inn(l+0(1)) 5 0 as n — oo.

lim
n—00 Bn+1

6.2 Proof of (5)

An asymptotic expression of G, , for fixed r € w and n — oo is provided

in [MMW58]:
" Rn ”’T
Gy~ <R:,r> Pz exp <R:,r + r’! —-n— 1> , (15)
where R, , is the positive root of the equation
Rn 7‘2 R”l 7’3 R”l TT
Ror ’ ’ L —— 16
L TR T v TR (16)

Note that R, — 0o as n — oo. Then R, .~ = o(Ry, ) for any k < r, so the
equation (16) yields
Rn,rr
(r—1)

(1+0(1)) = n,

therefore )

Ry = (n(r—1N" (1+0(1).

Then we may estimate In Ry, » = X Inn(1+0(1)); B LA R O(n),

R !
so (15) implies

1
InG,, =nlnn— —nlnn+ O(n).
T

Therefore for any k € w, by the asymptotic expression (3) for B,, we get:

Gn T2kn 1
In B =nlnn— -nlnn+ O(n) + knln2 —nlnn(l + o(1))
R r

1
=——nlnn(l+o(1)) —» —oc;
,
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then by exponentiating we get the desired estimation:

Gn,r2kn

— 0, n— oo
B, ’
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