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Chapter 1

Introduction

This thesis explores planning from a logical point of view. Planning theory is a central
area in Artificial Intelligence (Al), and it is concerned with finding a plan (such as a
sequence of actions) to achieve goals. In Al, this theory consists of several areas each
having its own restrictive assumptions about the kind of setting in which the planning
takes place. In this thesis, we are mainly concerned with the area of planning under
uncertainty. Here the agent is uncertain about his situation. There are two main topics of
this thesis. One is to build a logical framework for capturing how the agent’s uncertainty
evolves in these planning problems. The other topic, since these planning problems
bring us some new idea of what it means to know how to achieve a goal, is to model the
new understanding of knowing how in logical systems.

1.1 Planning under uncertainty

Conformant planning is the simplest version of planning under uncertainty. Before we
introduce it, we first explain the notion of a transition system. A (labelled) transition
system is a tuple (S, Act, R) where S is a set of states, Act is a set of actions (or labels),
and R is a set of labelled transitions (i.e. a subset of S x Act x S). If S is finite, it is
called a finite transition system. The fact that (s,a,t) € R (also written as s — ¢, or
t € R,(s)) represents that there is a transition from s to ¢ with label a. Intuitively, it
means that performing the action a in state s might result in state ¢. A transition system
is deterministic if the next state is completely determined by the current state and the
action executed by the agent, which is formally expressed as that (s, a,t), (s,a,t') € R
implies ¢ = ¢’ (so that R is a partial function). Otherwise, it is nondeterministic.

Conformant planning Given a nondeterministic transition system (S, Act, R), an ini-
tial uncertainty set U C .S, and a goal set G C S, conformant planning is to find a plan
which is a finite linear sequence of actions such that performing the plan in each state
of U will never fail and always result in states in G (cf. Ghallab et al. (2004)). Such an
action sequence is called a conformant plan.

In conformant planning, it is assumed that the agent has no sensors, i.e. the environ-
ment is unobservable. There are two kinds of uncertainty in conformant planning. The
location of the agent can be uncertain since the environment is unobservable, and the
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results of performing an action in a state can be uncertain since the transition system is
nondeterministic. If we restrict the transition system to be deterministic and the envir-
onment is fully observable (which leads the initial uncertainty set to be a singleton), we
end up with a problem of classical planning.

Here is an example of conformant planning. Figure 1.1 depicts a transition system
which can be seen as a map, where s; are places connected by corridors () or stairs
(u).! Let the initial uncertainty set be {s2, 83}, that is, the agent is uncertain whether he
is now in sg or s3, and let the goal set be {s7, ss, s5}. From Figure 1.1, we can see that
performing ru in sp will lead to s7, and that performing v in s3 will lead to sg. Both
s7 and sg are in the goal set, so the planning problem is solved. Please note that the
environment is unobservable in conformant planning, which means there is no feedback
during the execution of plans. In this example, if the agent is initially uncertain about s
or ss, he is uncertain about s3 or s4 after moving right (r).

AN

§1 —r—> Sg —Tr—> 83 —T—> S4 —T—> S5
Figure 1.1

As mentioned previously, conformant planning is the simplest version of planning
under uncertainty. If we extend the transition system of conformant planning with prob-
abilities, we are in the area of conformant probabilistic planning.

Conformant probabilistic planning A probabilistic transition system is a quadruple
(S, Act, R, Pr), where (S, Act, R) is a finite transition system and Pr : R — (0,1]
is a transition probability function. Given a probabilistic transition system, an initial
uncertainty set U, an initial belief state I : U — (0, 1] which is a probability distribution
over U, and a goal set G, conformant probabilistic planning is to find a plan which is a
finite sequence of actions such that the probability of reaching the goal by performing
the plan is no less than a given threshold § < 1. If the threshold ¢ is 1, we end up with a
problem of conformant planning.

The following is a conformant probabilistic planning problem. Figure 1.2 depicts
a probabilistic transition system and an initial belief state of which the domain is U =
{s1,82}. Let the goal set be {s3, s5}. There is no conformant plan in this example. We
can see that the probability of reaching the goal after performing a is 0.5x 0.8 = 0.4, and
that the probability of reaching the goal after performing b is 0.5 x 1 = 0.5. Therefore,
if the threshold is 0.5, the action b is a solution.

Just as conformant planning, there is no observability in conformant probabilistic
planning. If we extend conformant planning with partial observability, we are in the
area of contingent planning.

Contingent planning A partially observable model is a tuple (S, Act, R, O), where
(S, Act, R) is a transition system and O is an equivalence relation on S which reflects

I'This is a variant of the running example used in Wang and Li (2012).
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Figure 1.2

the features of the environment that can be observed 2. Given a partially observable
model, an initial uncertainty set U, and a goal set G, a contingent plan is a partial
function from P(S) to Act, which tells the agent which action to execute based on his
current uncertainty set, such that if the agent acts accordingly then he is guaranteed to
reach the goal after finitely many steps.

Partial observability is more general than full observability and non-observability
because if O is the identity relation then it is fully observable and if O is the universal
relation S' x S then it is unobservable. Please note that a contingent plan only makes
sense under partial observability. In an unobservable model (i.e. O = S x .S), there must
be a conformant plan if there exists a contingent plan.

Figure 1.3

Figure 1.3 depicts a partially observable model and an initial uncertainty set U =
{s1, 84}, where the equivalence relation O is represented by the dotted line and we omit
the reflexive dotted arrows. Please note that the agent is certain about his location if he
performs a and, for example arrives at s, at which time his uncertainty set will update
to be {s5}. Even though he would be uncertain about s5 or sy without observation after
a, he will distinguish these two states by observation.

Given a partially observable model and an initial uncertainty set, there is an extended
model in which all the possible uncertainty sets are explicit. For example, the extended
model of Figure 1.3 is depicted in Figure 1.4. Let the goal set be G = {s3, s¢}. We can
see that the partial function f = {{s1,s4} — a,{s2} — b, {s5} — ¢} is a contingent
plan.

We have introduced three kinds of planning problems under uncertainty: conformant
planning, conformant probabilistic planning, and contingent planning. Both conformant
probabilistic planning and contingent planning are extensions of conformant planning.
Besides these, there are many other versions of planning in Al (cf. Ghallab et al. (2004)),
such as planning that requires a successful solution to be finished in restricted time.
In this thesis, we are mainly concerned with these three kinds of planning because an
agent’s uncertainty plays an important role in these planning problems.

2In the standard formulation of contingent planning, O is an observation function from S to 7(T") where
T is a set of tokens, but we can always generate an equivalence relation based on the observation function.
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1.2 Logics for planning

Dynamic epistemic logic (DEL) (cf. e.g., van Ditmarsch et al. (2007)) is a standard
framework for reasoning about knowledge and change. In DEL, there is an epistemic
model which describes the initial knowledge situation, and an operation called product
update which computes a new epistemic model based on the old epistemic model and
an event model. The product update describes the change of knowledge. In recent years,
there has been a growing interest in applying DEL in planning under uncertainty, using
the update of knowledge to capture the change of uncertainty during the execution of
plans. In these DEL-based planning frameworks, states in the uncertainty set constitute
an epistemic model, actions are event models, and the state transitions are implicitly
encoded by the update product (cf. Bolander and Andersen (2011); Lowe et al. (2011)).

One advantage of this DEL-based approach is its expressiveness in handling multi-
agent planning with knowledge goals (cf. e.g., Bolander and Andersen (2011); Lowe
et al. (2011); Andersen et al. (2012); Aucher (2012); Yu et al. (2013); Pardo and Sad-
rzadeh (2013); Jensen (2014); Bolander et al. (2015); Muise et al. (2015)), while the
traditional Al planning focuses on the single-agent case. In particular, the event models
of DEL (cf. Baltag and Moss (2004)) are used to handle non-public actions that may
cause different knowledge updates for different agents. However, this expressiveness
comes at a price, as shown in Bolander and Andersen (2011); Aucher and Bolander
(2013), that multi-agent epistemic planning is undecidable in general. Many interesting
decidable fragments are found in the literature (Bolander and Andersen (2011); Lowe
et al. (2011); Yu et al. (2013); Andersen et al. (2015)), which suggests that single-agent
cases and some restrictions on the structure of event models are the keys to decidability.

Another logic framework for planning under uncertainty is the epistemic proposi-
tional dynamic logic (EPDL) proposed in Yu et al. (2016) co-authored with Qu Yu and
Yanjing Wang. The model of EPDL is simply a transition system with initial uncertainty
as in the example shown in Figure 1.1. Even though there is no event model in EPDL,
EPDL still adopts the idea of DEL by interpreting actions in the semantics as an update
on the uncertainty of the agent. EPDL also follows the idea of planning as model check-
ing explored in Giunchiglia and Traverso (2000); van der Hoek and Wooldridge (2002);
Jamroga and Agotnes (2007). The language of EPDL is very powerful, and it reduces
the problem whether a planning problem has a solution to a model checking problem
whether a EPDL formula is true in a model.

One impressive feature of the EPDL approach is that standard conformant plan-
ning is generalized in the EPDL framework but the generalized conformant planning
is equally hard as the standard conformant planning over explicit transition systems.
EPDL generalizes the standard conformant planning problem in Al (over transition sys-
tems) in two ways, w.r.t. the goal and also the constraint on the desired plan. First, the
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planning goal can be any EPDL formula. Since in EPDL regular operators are used to
construct complex actions, we can express the goal “the agent knows that ¢ is forever
true” by K[(a+b)*]¢ (assuming there are only two actions @ and b). Second, procedural
constraints on the desired plan specified by regular expressions can be imposed. For ex-
ample, we can require that only action sequences where b cannot be executed before a
are desired, which is expressed by (a*; b*). Furthermore, as pointed in Li et al. (2017),
EPDL can be naturally extended to cover contingent planning. EPDL is not included in
this thesis. For further reading about EPDL, please see Wang and Li (2012); Yu et al.
(2016); Li (2015, 2016).

Both approaches above (DEL and EPDL) are concerned with conformant planning
and contingent planning. In Chapter 2 of this thesis, we propose a logic framework
to deal with the change of belief state in conformant probabilistic planning. We ad-
opt the idea of probabilistic dynamic epistemic logic (PDEL). PDEL, presented in Ap-
pendix A.2, is a combination of probability logic and public announcement logic, which
models the change of belief due to announcements. Similar to EPDL, the logic pro-
posed in Chapter 2 is over a probabilistic transition system and an initial belief state,
where actions are interpreted in the semantics as an update on the belief state.

1.3 Logics inspired by planning

Epistemic logic presented in Appendix A.1 is a logical formalism of propositional know-
ledge, which is the knowledge expressed by the phrase of knowing that p. Epistemic
logic is commonly accepted and widely applied in many fields, such as game theory,
theoretical computer science, artificial intelligence, and so on. Besides propositional
knowledge, procedural knowledge is another kind of knowledge often discussed in epi-
stemology, which is the knowledge expressed by the phrase of knowing how to do some-
thing. However, there is no common consensus on how to formalize knowing how (cf.
the recent surveys Gochet (2013) and Agotnes et al. (2015)).

Dating back to McCarthy and Hayes (1969); McCarthy (1979); Moore (1985); Singh
(1994); Lespérance et al. (2000); van der Hoek et al. (2000), researchers have been
looking at knowing how in the setting of propositional knowledge and actions, but the
difficulty is that simply combining the existing logics for knowing that and ability does
not lead to a genuine notion of knowing how (cf. Jamroga and Agotnes (2007); Herzig
(2015)). For example, knowing how to achieve p is not equivalent to knowing that there
exists a strategy to make sure that p. Let ¢(x) express that z is a way to make sure some
goal is achieved. There is a crucial distinction between the de dicto reading of knowing
how (K3zp(z)) and the desired de re reading (3x/Cp(x)) (cf. Stanley and Williamson
(2001); Jamroga and van der Hoek (2004); Agotnes (2006)). The latter implies the
former, but not the other way round. Proposals to capture the de re reading have been
discussed in the literature, such as making the knowledge operator more constructive
(Jamroga and Agotnes (2007)), making the strategy explicitly specified (Herzig et al.
(2013); Belardinelli (2014)), or inserting K in-between an existential quantifier and the
ability modality in seeing-to-it-that (STIT) logic (Broersen and Herzig (2015)).

Inspired by the idea of conformant planning, Wang (2015a, 2016) proposes a new
logic of knowing how presented in Appendix A.3, in which agents’ knowing how to
achieve a goal is interpreted as having a conformant plan for the goal. This approach is in
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line with the de re reading of knowing how, but he introduces a single new modality /Ch
of (goal-directed) knowing how, instead of breaking it down into other modalities. The
modality /Ch is a binary modality. The model of this logic is a transition system extended
with an assignment, and the modality /Ch is universal on the semantics. For example,
the formula /Ch(p, q), which reads as agents’ knowing how to achieve g-states from p-
states, is true in the model depicted in Figure 1.5, if and only if there is a conformant
plan with given initial uncertainty set U = {ss, s3} and goal set G = {s7, sg, S5 }.

S1 T Sg I Pp—T—> 83 1P —Tr—> 84 T— S5 q

Figure 1.5

In Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of this thesis, we extend the work of Wang (2015a, 2016).
In real-life contexts, constraints on how we achieve the goal often matter. For example,
we want to know how to win the game by playing fairly; people want to know how to
be rich without breaking the law. In Chapter 3, we generalize the modality /Ch to be a
ternary knowing how operator to express that the agent knows how to achieve ¢ given v
while maintaining x in-between. What is more, we think that, in our everyday life, the
requirement of a conformant plan might be too strong for knowing-how. For example,
considering Figure 1.5, let the initial uncertainty set remain the same as in Figure 1.1, i.e.
U = {s2, s3}, but the goal is {s5}. Intuitively we still say we know how to achieve s5
because we can get there by moving right (r) at most three times. However, the plan rrr
is not a conformant plan since performing it in s3 will fail. We call such a plan “weak
conformant plan”. In Chapter 4, we weaken the interpretation of the formula Ch(p, q)
as having a weak conformant plan for achieving ¢ given p.

Inspired by the idea of contingent planning, Chapter 5 extends the standard epistemic
logic with a unary knowing-how modality A%, in which the formula R3¢ is inter-
preted as having a contingent plan to achieve (. Since a contingent plan is also called a
strategy, we call the logic strategically knowing-how logic (SKH). The model of SKH is
a transition system extended with an equivalence relation, like Figure 1.4. Chapter 6 is a
preparation for making SKH epistemically dynamic. As we know, extending epistemic
logic with public announcement operators [¢] is a natural way to make the logic dy-
namic and to reason about knowledge change. However, it does not work for the logic
SKH because updating a model of SKH with [¢] might remove some states from the
model, which will change the basic transition system of the model. Besides public an-
nouncement logic, arrow update logic presented in Appendix A.4 proposes another way
to reasoning about knowledge change by removing epistemic accessibilities in a model.
This method can be applied to SKH. The limitation is that the standard arrow update
logic can only deal with public announcements. To reason about knowledge change due
to private announcements, Chapter 6 extends the standard arrow update logic.
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1.4 Overview

Each main chapter is based on a published or submitted paper. To keep each chapter
independently readable, there is some overlap among chapters. The contribution of each
chapter is briefly summarized as follows.

Chapter 2, a logic for conformant probabilistic planning, is an extended version
of joint work with Barteld Kooi and Yanjing Wang. In this chapter, we introduce a
logic framework that can be applied to conformant probabilistic planning. Conformant
probabilistic planning is to find a linear plan (a sequence of probabilistic actions) such
that the probability of achieving the goal (a certain condition) after executing the plan
is no less than a given threshold probability §. Our logical framework can trace the
change of the belief state of the agent (which is a probability distribution over states)
during the execution of the plan. With this logic, we can enrich the standard conformant
probabilistic planning by formulating the goal as a dynamic epistemic logic formula.
We provide a complete axiomatization of the logic. Moreover, this chapter shows that
the logic is decidable.

Chapter 3, knowing how with intermediate constraints, is an extended version of
joint work with Yanjing Wang (Li and Wang (2017)). In this chapter, we propose a triple
knowing-how operator to express that the agent knows how to achieve ¢ given 1) while
maintaining y in-between. It generalizes the knowing-how logic which is presented
in Appendix A.3. We give a sound and complete axiomatization of this logic. What
is more, this chapter introduces a filtration method on the canonical model. By the
filtration method, it is shown that this logic has a small model property, and thus the
logic is decidable.

Chapter 4, knowing how with weak conformant plans, is an updated version of the
paper Li (2017). This chapter proposes a weaker but more realistic semantics to the
modality of the knowing-how logic presented in Appendix A.3. According to this se-
mantics, an agent knows how to achieve ¢ given ¢ if (s)he has a finite linear plan by
which (s)he can always end up with a ¢-state when the execution of the plan terminates,
whether or not each part of the execution has been completed. This weaker interpreta-
tion of the knowing-how modality results in a weaker logic than the knowing-how logic.
The composition axiom of the knowing-how logic is no longer valid. This chapter also
presents a sound and complete axiomatic system and proves that this logic is decidable.

Chapter 5, strategically knowing how, is an elaborate version of joint work with Raul
Fervari, Andreas Herzig, and Yanjing Wang (Fervari et al. (2017)). In this chapter, we
extend the standard epistemic logic of knowing that with a new knowing-how operator.
The semantics of the new knowing-how operator is based on the idea that knowing how
to achieve (¢ means that there exists a (uniform) strategy such that the agent knows that
it can make sure that . We give an intuitive axiomatization of our logic and prove
the soundness, completeness and decidability of the logic. The crucial axioms relating
knowing that and knowing how illustrate our understanding of knowing how in this
setting. This logic can be used in representing both knowledge-that and knowledge-
how.

Chapter 6, privacy in arrow update logic, is based on a short paper presented on
the conference of Advances in Modal Logic 2014. This chapter develops the arrow
update logic. Arrow update logic presented in Appendix A.4 is a theory of epistemic
access elimination that can be used to reason about information change. In the arrow
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update logic, it is common knowledge among agents how each will process incoming
information. This chapter develops the basic theory of arrow update logic to deal with
private and semi-private announcements. In this framework, the information is private
for an agent group. This chapter also proposes a labelled tableau calculus for this logic
and shows that this logic is decidable.



Chapter 2

A logic for conformant
probabilistic planning

2.1 Introduction

Automated planning is a branch of artificial intelligence concerned with devising a plan,
which might be a strategy or an action sequence, to achieve some goals. Automated
planning technology is widely applied in a variety of areas, ranging from controlling the
operations of spacecraft to playing the game of bridge. Classical planning, which is the
simplest form of automated planning, is the problem of finding a linear action sequence
in a deterministic transition system such that executing the plan in the initial state will
achieve the goal (cf. Ghallab et al. (2004)). There are two important simplifying as-
sumptions for classical planning: determinacy and full observability. Full observability
indicates that agent has complete knowledge about the system and the state in which the
system starts, which means that the set of initial states from which the plan starts is a
singleton.

Conformant planning generalizes classical planning by relaxing these two restric-
tions, namely that it allows lack of knowledge of position in the system (and lack of
ability to observe where agent is located) and it allows actions to be non-deterministic.
The former means that the set of initial states needs no longer necessarily be a singleton
(and corresponds to the agent’s initial uncertainty) but also means that one cannot at-
tain certainty regarding one’s whereabouts based on observation during plan execution.
A conformant plan is an action sequence to guarantee the agent’s arrival at one of the
goal states no matter what initial state the plan starts from and no matter how the (non-
deterministic) plan is executed (cf. Ghallab et al. (2004)). Since conformant planning
brings out an agent’s uncertainty, rather than from the traditional Al approaches, we can
profit from an epistemic-logical perspective on conformant planning.

Epistemic planning is concerned with planning under uncertainty. Dynamic epi-
stemic logic (DEL) (cf. van Ditmarsch et al. (2007)) can be used as a formal framework
to deal with epistemic planning and can provide a useful generalization of conformant
planning by allowing the planner to formulate knowledge goals within a formal lan-

I'This is an extended version of joint work with Barteld Kooi and Yanjing Wang.

9
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guage. Moreover, by applying DEL in planning, we can handle multi-agent planning
with knowledge goals (cf. e.g., Andersen et al. (2012); Aucher (2012); Bolander and
Andersen (2011); Bolander et al. (2015); Jensen (2014); Lowe et al. (2011); Muise et al.
(2015); Pardo and Sadrzadeh (2013); Yu et al. (2013)). In particular, the event models of
DEL (cf. Baltag and Moss (2004)) are used to handle non-public actions that may yield
different knowledge updates for different agents. Within such DEL-based approaches,
Wang and Li (2012) proposed a dynamic epistemic logic over transition systems with
initial uncertainty. This framework is extended in Yu et al. (2016) with propositional
dynamic logic programs in such a way that the standard conformant planning problem
has the form of a model checking problem in this framework.

Conformant probabilistic planning (CPP) is another significant generalization of
conformant planning. The demands that conformant planning puts on the solution may
be too strong, in the sense that a solution has to be found for sure. It may be the case
that a solution in this sense is impossible while there may still be some plan that leads to
a goal state with very high probability. Conformant probabilistic planning generalizes
conformant planning by relaxing the conditions on solutions to planning problems. The
framework of CPP is enriched with a probability distribution over states and tells us the
probability that a certain action will lead to a certain successor state. In this way prob-
abilistic goals can be set that are easier to achieve than non-probabilistic goals, but will
still be such that they do provide a satisfactory plan that will lead to a goal state with
acceptable probability.

Let us consider the following toy example of a planning problem where we need to
take probability into account.? Take a robot whose gripper is possibly wet. The gripper
needs to hold a block, but gripping a block while the gripper is slippery is more difficult
than when it’s dry. This can be modeled in a transition system with probabilities:

b:0.05 a:0.2
T
S1 - S3
a( ! — @b:w
07 a:0.8 0.3 =
- 1@;5455 *********** 15;0.5
So : GD, BH S4 : BH

There are two propositions: GD stands for gripper-dry and BH for block-held, and two
actions: a stands for drying and b for picking up. We model the initial belief state by
a probability distribution over the states of the system B, which assigns the following
probabilities: B(s;) = 0.7 and B(s3) = 0.3. The action « dries a dry gripper with
probability 1, but make a wet gripper dry with probability 0.8. The action b picks up the
block with probability 0.95 if the gripper is dry and with probability 0.5 if the gripper is
wet. It is impossible to find a plan in this example that will guarantee that after executing
the plan the robot will hold a block. But for practical purposes it may be enough to find
a plan to hold the block, which succeeds at least 90% of the time.

Conformant probabilistic planning is well studied in Al literature (cf. e.g., Kush-
merick et al. (1995); Hyafil and Bacchus (2003, 2004); Bryce et al. (2008); Taig and

2This is a variant of the Slippery Gripper example reported in Kushmerick et al. (1995); Hyafil and
Bacchus (2003).
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Brafman (2013)). A variety of algorithms is developed to solve CPP problems, and each
algorithm has its own advantage given certain assumptions about the system. Generally,
the probability of achieving a goal state ¢ by executing a plan 7 = a4 - - - a,, is calculated
in the following way (cf. Hyafil and Bacchus (2004)):

pr (t) = Z B(s0)x Pr(so,a1,81) %X Pr(sp—1,an, $n)

a:
{somsn\Vlgign:si,1—7’>si,s,,L:t}

where Pr(s;_1,a;, s;) means the probability of reaching s; after executing a; at s;_.
For example, in the Slippery Gripper example, the probability of achieving ss by ex-
ecuting ab is the following:

Mab(SZ)

= B(s1) X Pr(s1,a,s1) X Pr(s1,b,s2) + B(s3) X Pr(ss,a,s1) x Pr(s1,b,s2)
=0.7%x1x0.954+0.3 x 0.8 x0.95

= 0.665 + 0.228 = 0.893

To achieve a higher probability of holding the block, the robot has to (try to) dry the
gripper twice.

In this chapter, we build a logic framework over the CPP models so that we can en-
rich the standard CPP problems with much more powerful goal formulas and investigate
the reasoning about actions and plans in CPP. Roughly speaking, we generalize single-
agent epistemic planning and conformant probabilistic planning into one framework.
Our approach combines conformant probabilistic planning and probabilistic dynamic
epistemic logic (PDEL), which is presented in Appendix A.2 (cf. Kooi (2003); van
Benthem (2003); van Benthem et al. (2009)). In our language, there are two kinds of
modalities: action modalities [a] and probability modalities B,. As in PDEL, the action
modality is interpreted in the semantics as an update on the belief state which is a prob-
ability distribution. The probability modality B is interpreted as p, like in the CPP
literature.

Our framework can also distinguish different conformant probabilistic plans more
precisely. Consider the model M depicted in Figure 2.1. Let the goal be to reach p-

(I 51 S92 \
\ T~ /I
X 05\ b:1 0.5 .
@08 “—-X--—--X---------]- _
v a:0.2 \, lb 1
53-P - 541D S5
Figure 2.1: M

states with threshold probability 0.5, then both @ and b are solutions. However, although
ta(p) = pp(p) = 0.5, intuitively we feel that there are differences between these two
solutions. Plan a cannot always be successfully executed, but the agent is guaranteed to
reach a p-state when a is successfully executed. Contrary to the plan a, the plan b can
always be successfully executed, but there is only 50% probability to achieve p-states
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M@ M]b
S1 52 S1 52

/ b:1 / b:1

0.8
//””Z‘”E\:G.?”gf”‘\ Jbl a:0.8 a:o.g/,g,,,,,,lf’}\
[ S3:p \54:p \‘s \/ ,’\A54'p S5 N
0.8 02 % 53:P 05 05

Figure 2.2

by doing b. In our framework, this can be expressed as B, T = 0.5 A [a](Bp = 1)
and By T = 1 A [b](Bep = 0.5). Therefore, if we care more about the probability of
achieving goals given the successful execution of the plan, a is a better solution than b.

Our framework is significantly different from PDEL since PDEL works with event
models rather than transition systems. Moreover, there is no syntax that is directly linked
to ur. This is because p, can be seen as a conditional probability weighed by the
probability of 7 being successfully executed (and in that sense it is closer to a prior
probability), namely:

a(t) = Pr(t | ex(m)) - Pr(ex(m))

where Pr(ex(m)) is the probability that 7 can be successfully executed. Pr(t | ex(w)),
which is calculated in the updated model given the execution of 7, can be expressed
in PDEL, but Pr(ex(w)) cannot be expressed in PDEL since PDEL is only concerned
with probabilities expressing belief and not with the probability of actions. However,
Pr(ex(m)) is a combination of belief probability and action probability.

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows: Section 2.2 introduces the language
and semantics, and also defines conformant probabilistic planning in terms of our logic
framework; Section 2.3 presents the axiomatics of this logic; Section 2.4 proves its
completeness; the last section concludes with some future directions.

2.2 The logic LCPP

In this section we introduce the logic of conformant probabilistic planning, and we de-
note the logic as LCPP. Besides a (somewhat limited) dynamic logic of action, the
language of LCPP also has linear inequalities of weighted probabilistic terms, which
express the probability that a sequence of actions reaches a certain set of states. This
language differs from the usual languages of PDEL in the sense that here actions are
atomic and do not have an internal structure which explicates how it changes inform-
ation. Also probabilistic expressions are indexed by sequences of actions, rather than
having no index. Of course in PDEL probability terms are indexed by agents. To keep
things simple in this chapter we focus on the single-agent case.

Definition 2.2.1 (Language) Let a countable set of propositional variables P and a
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finite set of actions Act be given. The language L cpp is defined as the following BNF':

pu=pl-oel (@A) lae | B g1+ + @nBr,on > q

where p € P, a € Act, m; € Act”, i.e. a finite string (possible empty) of actions and
q,q; € Qforeach1 <i<n.
Besides the usual abbreviations, we have the following.

E?:l QzBﬂ'L vers Z q q1B7r1 P1 + -+ QnBTrHQOn Z q

G1Brip1 > @2Bry02 = @1Bro1 4+ (—q2)Bry,p2 >0

S @B < q S (—ai)Brypi > (—q)

> i1 GiBrpi < q (X1 ¢iBr, i > q)

> iy iBrpi > q (>, qumwz < q)

S @B =q (i 4iBrioi > @) A(X 1, 4iBrpi < q)
S B # 4 (i1 @iBriei > @) V (X, @iBrpi < q)

By = B! = 1Brp—1Bun¢' =0
Ko = Bp=1

Kgp = —K-p

(a)ep = la)-e

(a1 an)p = (a1)--{an)p
Qal)w = ldeA(a)y
(a1---an)e = (a1) - (an)p

[al a'n] = [Cl1] [a"]

We call formula of the form Y, q; By, i > q as probability formula, where <t is one
of <, 2, <, >, =, 7£

Let us explain how to read the formulas of the language. Propositional variables
such as p express basic properties of a world, such as “the coin landed heads”. Then we
have standard negation and conjunction. We read formulas of the form [a]p as “after all
executions of action a it is the case that ¢”. In order to read linear inequality formulas
of the form ¢1 B, o1 + -+ + @nBr, ¥n > g we first explain how to read B,¢. The
essential idea is that it represents the probability of getting ¢ using w. More precisely,
it consists of two parts: the probability of ¢ given the successful execution of 7, and
the probability of the successful execution of 7. Roughly speaking, we have B,p =
Pr(p | ex(w)) - Pr(ex(r)). As will become more clear after introducing the semantics,
Pr(p | ex(w)) will be calculated in the updated model given the execution of 7r. In other
words, By is the non-normalized probability of ¢ in the model you get by executing
«. If 7 is not executable, this should be zero, and if it is executable it is the probability
of ¢ in the updated model multiplied by the probability of the executability of 7 in order
to undo the normalization. Now the linear equality is where we take a sum of these
terms multiplied by rational numbers and compare this sum to a rational number. The
semantics of Definition 2.2.9 will make this precise.

The language is interpreted on models which are in a sense probabilistic transition
systems. There are two kinds of probabilistic elements in these models. There is a prior
probability distribution representing the initial uncertainty of the agent, and there is a
probability function which indicates for each state and each action that can be executed
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at that state which probability one has of reaching some other state. There is one addi-
tional difference between these models and the models that also appear in some of the
CPP literature, namely that we allow actions to be unexecutable, and we allow the initial
uncertainty only to be concerned with a strict subset of the set of all states.

Definition 2.2.2 (Model) A model M is a tuple (S™, RM, prM M BM, VMY such
that

o SM L) a(finite) set of states;>
o RM C SM x Act x SM, a non-deterministic execution relation for each action;

e Pr : RM — Q% is a probability function that expresses the probability that
an action will lead to another state, such that for all a € Act it holds that

ZtERé\/‘(s) PTM(Sa a, t) =1;

o IM is a non-empty subset of S™, consisting of those states that the agent con-
siders possible;

o BM . M 5 QT is a probability distribution over states in I’ expressing the
probability of being the true initial state such that ), . 1 BM(s") = 1;

o VM. P — P(SM), avaluation function indicating for each propositional vari-
able in which set of worlds it holds.

For each s € I'™, (M, s) is a pointed model.

Given M, (s,a,t) € R is also denoted as s % t, (s,t) € RM ort € RM(s).

Before we provide the semantics, we first provide the notions needed to define how
models are updated by executing a sequence of actions, since we need those models to
interpret actions and probabilistic statements. First, we define the semantic structure that
is associated with a sequence of actions, called the set of execution paths.

Definition 2.2.3 Given M, 7 = a1 - - - ay, we call sgay - - - s, which is an alternating
sequence of states and actions, an execution path of T in M if sg € I’ and s,_1 5 s;
foreach 1 < i < n. If the action sequence is obvious, we also write the execution path
Spa1 -+ + Sp, as a sequence of states sy - - - Sp. The set of execution paths of ™ in M is
denoted as E P (7).

After executing a sequence 7, the probability the agent assigns to the states of the
model changes. Let I™|® be the set {t € SM | s = ¢ for some s € ™}, and
IM|™ = [M|91...|% where T = a; - - - a,. We use the following auxiliary notion to
update this probability.

Definition 2.2.4 Given M and m = a;---a, € Act®, the function M : IM|™ —
(0, 1] is defined as follows: for eacht € I'™

™
>

ut () = D (BM(so) XL P (s i, 50))
{SD...SnEEPM(TF)‘Sn:t}

Given T C I'M|™ and =, let X' (T) = >, cqr 12 (t), especially, p'(0) = 0.

3The restriction to a finite set of states is to make the presentation more simple. We could easily remove
this restriction and use sigma-algebras and fully general probability theory, but this would only distract from
the issues we are exploring in this chapter.
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Intuitively, 2 (¢) stands for the agent’s belief degree of reaching ¢ after the agent
performs 7.

Remark 2.2.5 Similar to the forward algorithm for computing the probability of a par-
ticular observable sequence in Hidden Markov Models (cf. e.g., Rabiner (1990)), we
can also compute ' (t) recursively by computing pX(t') for all the initial segments
7' of m and the relevant states t'.

The updated probability of the agent applies to a possibly updated set of states that
the agent considers possible. Now we define the updated probability of the agent.

Definition 2.2.6 Given M and 7 = ay ---a,, € Act® such that I'’|™ # (), function
BM|™ . IM|™ — Q is defined as follows: for eacht € I'M|T,

B0 = (s

Note that in this definition both the numerator and the denominator are non-zero
given the way we set things up. Note that by assuming that I**!|™ is non-zero it fol-
lows that E'Ppq(7) is non-empty. Since we assumed that the probability functions in
the model only assign positive probabilities and that ¢ is in 7*!|™, both numerator and
denominator are non-zero. More formally:

Proposition 2.2.7 Given M, m = a;---a, and I|™ # (), we have that BM|™ is a
probability function from I’'|™ to Q% and ¥, 1 I~ BM|™(t) = 1.

Given all these definitions, it is now easy to define the updated model.

Definition 2.2.8 Given model M = (SM, RM prM M M VMY and TM™ #0,
model M|™ is defined as (SM, RM, pr™ M7, BM|m Y M),

We use this definition of an updated model in the semantics of actions and the linear
inequalities of probabilities. The rest of the semantics is far more straightforward.

Definition 2.2.9 (Semantics) Given pointed model M, s, the truth relation is defined
as follows:

M,sEp = scVM(p)
M,sE-p <— M,sEFyp
M,sEpNYy = M,sEpand M,sEY
M,sE[alp <= forals :s> s implies M|*, s F ¢
M, sEX" 1 ¢iBrpi >q = Y, qm%(ﬂ%ﬂMlﬂ) >q
Ti s E ph

where []MI™ = {s € TMI"" | M

Remark 2.2.10 Note that if M, s is a pointed model, i.e., s € ™ and s % s then
M|?, 8" is also a pointed model, i.e., s' € [M|* = [MI",

Proposition 2.2.11 The function ' is a non-normalized probability, and it has the
following properties:
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(1) i ([eI™M7) > 0;

) QeI + 1 ([ )M = 2 ([TIM7)
() ([T =1

) p2d ([T = (L) TIMT)

PROOF  Since [ ™M™ C I™M|™, (1) is obvious by Definition 2.2.4. Since [-p]MI™ =
MI™ A []™I™ and [T]MIT = M7, (2) is obvious by Definition 2.2.4. Since
uM = BM, (3) is obvious. For (4), let 7 = a;---a, and a,4+; = a then we have
the following:

AT
=AM
= 3 (BM(so) x I PrM (i1, ai,50)

S0 Sny1E€EEPpr(ma)
{5050 CEPp ()| 3t:tERM (50) }

(BM(s0) x TP_, Pr™(siy,ai,80) x (Y Pr*(sn,a,1)))

teERM (sy)
= Z (BM(S()) x I lPr (8i—1,a4,8;))
{s0-snEEP(m)|3t:tERM (sp)}
= Z (BM (80) X H?:lpT‘M(Si,l, a;, Sl))

{s0--8n €EPm ()80 €[(a) TIMIT}

=" ([(a) TIM)

Proposition 2.2.12 Given © = aj - - - ay,, we have that i ([T]M”) = 1 if and only if
M,skE K(r)T.*

PROOF Let @) = a1+ a; foreach1 < i < nand (o) = € then it is easy to show
that M, s F K(x|) T if and only if M|™® v E (a;41)T for each 0 < 4 < n and each
ve IMmo,

From left to right: It follows by Proposition 2.2.11 that for each 0 < 7 < n, we have

MWM(iH)([[THMIﬂ(iH)) _ M%L.)([Kai—&-ﬁ—rﬂMlﬂ(i)) < ,LL_,r ([T]]M‘ (1))

Since pM([TJM™) = 1and pM([T]M) = 1, it follows thatu%)([[(aiJrﬁT]]M‘w(”) =
M%) ([[T]]MW”) for each 0 < ¢ < n. Assume that M, s ¥ K(x|) T then it follows that
there are 0 < j < n and v € I’M|™( such that M, v ¥ (a;41)T. Since v € I™M|™®),

“#Please recall that (a1 - - - an) T := (a1) - - - (an) T and (a)¢ := (a)p A [a]ep.
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it follows by Definition 2.2.4 that ,uﬂM(j) > 0. Thus, we have ;LWM(]_) ([[(ajH)T]]M'W(j) ) <
,uﬁ?‘j) ([T]MI™). Contradiction. Therefore, we have M, s K () T.
From right to left: We will show that " ([TJM7?Y) =1 foreach 0 < i < n by

induction on i. It is obvious if i = 0. If i = j+1 where 0 < j < n, uﬂM(Hl) = M%)aﬁl-
It follows by Proposition 2.2.11 that we have the following:

T(§) i+ ()
i ITIMTO ) = 2 ([aga) TIMT)

()

M%)([[<aj+1>‘l']]/‘/‘|"(”) + M%)([[ﬂaﬁl)‘l']]/\/l\"“)) - M%)([[T]]le(”)

It follows by IH that ,uﬂM(j | ([T]IM™) = 1. Therefore, we only need to show that
M%>([[_‘<aj+1>T]]M|W)) = 0. Since M, s F K(r) T, namely, M|™® v E (a;41)T
for each 0 < i < n and each v € IM|™®, we have [~(a; 1) TJM!™ = 0. Thus,
iy ([{as ) TIMT) = 0. 0

Recall that [a]y means that ¢ holds after executing a, and p2([,]M™) is the
probability of reaching ¢; by executing 7;. We will show how the semantics works by
working through an example.

Example 2.2.13
M M@
:0.5 a:0. RPN
/81:0 5\?—> S4 s7p s1 —OE’/>/54 :0.25", by STD
: 05 7 \aF{ :
\
\
\
| $2:0.3 ] $5 S8 sy 850025 S5 P
\
!

1. M,;s1 EBe(a)T =1
2. M;s1E[a]Byp=05
3. M,s1EBsp=0.5

4. M,s1 E B(a)(b)T =0.5
5. M,s1E[ablBp =1
6. M,s1 E Bgpp =0.75

1. This formula shows that initially action a is executable in the set I (where I is the
set of worlds the agent considers possible, i.e. {s1, $2, s3} indicated by the dotted
line). In this sense, the agent knows or is certain that a is executable.

2. This formula shows that after all executions of action a the agent assigns probab-
ility 0.5 to the set of p-states (i.e. the singleton state sg).
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3. This formula says that the agent assigns probability 0.5 to end up in a p-state by
successfully executing a. Remember this is the probability of the executability of
a that we found above (which was 1) multiplied with the conditional probability
of p given that a was executed, which we also found above (which was 0.5). Of
course, the result is also 0.5.

4. This formula expresses that initially the sequence of actions a and then b is ex-
ecutable with probability 0.5, because the formula is only true in so and ss.

5. This formula expresses that after a successful execution of the sequence ab it is
certain that p, because p is true in both s7 and sg.

6. This formula expresses that the probability of ending up in a p-state by success-
Sfully executing ab is 0.75. In contrast to the formula in 4 we now also take into
account that s1, Sx, S7 is an ab execution path.

We will use this logic as a tool to develop a framework for probabilistic conformant
planning, which we can now define in a precise way.

Definition 2.2.14 (Conformant Probabilistic planning) Given a model M, s, a goal
Sformula ¢, and a threshold §, probabilistic conformant planning for ¢ over M, s w.r.t.
d is to find a linear plan © € Act™ such that M,s E Brp > 0, where 7 is called a
solution to the probabilistic planning problem.

According to the above definition, to verify that 7 is a solution is to model check
B¢ > § in the pointed model. In the above example, according to item 6, if 6 < 0.75
then ab is a solution to the probabilistic planning problem for p over M, s; w.r.t. 6.

Proposition 2.2.15 Given M, s and ¢, if § = 1 then the probabilistic conformant plan-
ning problem for a non-probabilistic ¢ over M, s w.r.t. § is a standard conformant
planning problem for ¢ over M, s where the probabilities over the states and trans-
itions do not matter, i.e. M,sE Brp =1 <= M,skF K(n)ep.

PROOF  We only need to show that iV ([]™!") = 1 if and only if M, s E K (7).

From left to right: Since [p]™!" C [T]MI", it follows that M ([T]MI™) > 1.
It follows by Proposition 2.2.11 that pM([T]MI™) < pM([T]M) = 1. Therefore,
pM[TTMI™) = 1. It follows by Proposition 2.2.12 that M, s = K (x)T. Thus, we

follows by Proposition 2.2.11 that ™ ([-¢]™I™) = 0. Therefore, [~ ™M™ = (.

From right to left: Since M,s E K(r))p, we have that M,s £ K(x)T and
[-]MI™ = 0. Tt follows by Proposition 2.2.12 that M ([T]MI™) = 1. Since [-¢]MI" =
0, we have u ([-¢]™I™) = 0. It follows by Proposition 2.2.11 that u2 ([¢]M!") = 1.
O

Example 2.2.16 (The pill or surgery problem) Please consider the following scenario.
There is a disease (let p signify that the agent has the disease), which the agent certainly
has. There are two kinds of treatment available: surgery or pills. Surgery will very likely
be effective, but unfortunately surgery comes with the risk that unpleasant side-effects
may occur (let q express that these side-effects occur). Pills will certainly work, but
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only for certain genotypes of agents. For agents with the wrong genotype, allergies will
prevent the agent being able to swallow the pills. The agent believes with probability
0.8 that she has the right genotype. If she has the right genotype, surgery will not be
as likely to succeed as when she does not have the right genotype. Let’s say that if she
has the wrong genotype surgery will succeed without any side-effects with probability
0.9 and have side-effects with probability 0.1. If she has the right genotype, surgery
will succeed without side-effects with probability 0.8 and will lead to side-effects with
probability 0.2. This situation is displayed below. Here, action b is having surgery, and
action c is taking pills. Note that not swallowing the pills means that action c is not
executable (because the agent will not be able to really take the pills).

s34

By(—pA—q) =0.8 x0.84+0.2x0.9=0.82
Bc(_'p A _‘q) =038

Suppose that the goal of the agent is to become healthy with no side-effects. Let’s
say that the threshold is 0.81. Which course of action is best? As is clear from the
calculation above, plan b, i.e. surgery, will yield the desired result with probability 0.82,
whereas plan c will lead to the desired goal with probability 0.8, and so it is best for the
agent to have surgery.

2.3 A deductive system
2.3.1 Axiom system SLCPP

In this section, we provide a Hilbert-style proof system for the logic presented above. A
proof consists of a sequence of formulas such that each formula is either an instance of
an axiom or it can be obtained by applying one of the rules to formulas occurring earlier
in the sequence.

Definition 2.3.1 (SLCPP System) The axiom system SLCPP is shown in Table 2.1. We
write SLCPPP + ¢ (or sometimes just = ) to mean that the formula o is derivable in
the axiomatic system SILCPP; the negation of SLCPP + o is written SLCPP ¥ ¢ (or
just ¥ ). To say that a set D of formulas is SLCPP-inconsistent (or just inconsistent)
means that there is a finite subset D' C D such that = — \ D', where A D" := \\ ¢, ¢
if D" # 0 and N\,cpp = T. To say that a set of formulas is SLCPP-consistent
(or just consistent) means that the set of formulas is not inconsistent. Consistency or
inconsistency of a formula refers to the consistency or inconsistency of the singleton set
containing the formula.

The linear inequality axioms can be found in Definition A.2.4 of Appendix A.2.1.
Let us explain how the above axioms are to be read. We only focus on those involving
probability. Axiom T expresses that truths are assigned a positive probability. This is
because the empty sequence is always executable and we defined pointed models such
that the state is always in ™™, so it will always receive positive probability.
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AXIOMS
All instances of propositional tautologies
All instances of linear inequality axioms

DIST(a) lal(p — ) = ([a]p — [a]y)
T Kp—p
Nonneg(w) Bryp >0
PRTR(E) KT
PRF(7a) Brap < Brla)p
PRFEQ(ma)  Br({a)p A {(a)—¢) = 0 <> Brop = Br{a)p
Add() Br(p Ap) + Bx(p A=) = Bryp
ITSP (E?:l qlBﬂ'Tr:(pz > qBTFT) — BW(Z?:I quTrQSOi > Q) = B7rT
CP <a>T - ([a](Z?:l qiBr,pi > (I) « Z?:l qi Bar; i > qBaT)
DET (a)p — [a]p where ¢ is a probability formula
RULES
MP From ¢ — 1 and ¢, infer ¢
GEN From o, infer [a]p

Equivalence From ¢ <> 9, infer B, = Br1

Table 2.1: System SLCPP
(Please recall that < is one of <, >, <, >, =, #.)

Axiom Nonneg(7) expresses that any formula receives a non-negative probability
(since negative probabilities don’t make sense).

Axiom PRTR(e) expresses that the set of states that the agent considers possible is
assigned probability 1.

Axiom PRF(ma) expresses that the probability of those wa-execution paths leading
to  states, is less than or equal to the probability of those m-execution paths leading
to states where a can lead to a ¢ state. This is because executing m may lead to a state
where executing a may lead to a ¢-state, but executing a could also lead to a non-¢-state.

Axiom PRFEQ(7a) expresses the condition under which the above probabilities are
equal. This is the case if either all a-paths in 7w-reachable states lead to (-states or if
all a-paths in m-reachable states lead to non-¢-states, or in other words whenever the
probability that executing a can lead to a o-state and can lead to a non-¢-state is zero.

Axiom Add(7) expresses that probabilities are additive.

Axiom ITSP is the combination of 4 and 5. Two simple forms of ITSP are the
following.

Bep>q— B(Bep > q) =1
(Bep 2 q) = Be(Bep < q) =1

Axiom CP is essentially the definition of the update using normalization, given that
a is executable. A simple form of CP is the following.

(@)T = ([a)(Bep > q) <+ Bap > qB,T)
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Note that DET is not valid for arbitrary ). It is crucial that a is not deterministic for
basic facts.

Proposition 2.3.2 - B, 1 =0

PROOF It follows by Axiom Add(w) thatt B, T + B, L = B, T,namely - B, T +
Br1 + (—1)B,;T = 0. It follows by the axioms of linear inequality logic, addition of
coefficients, that - B, L + (0)B, T = 0. By the 0-term axiom of linear inequality logic,
it follows that - B, L = 0. O

Proposition 2.3.3 - B,po =B, T — B~ =0

PROOF It follows by Axiom Add(w) that - B,y + B, = B, T. Therefore, by
linear inequality logic, we have - B¢ = B; T — B~ = 0. a

Proposition 2.3.4 If- ¢ < x thent ¢ < (/).

PROOF  We prove it by induction on ¢. We only focus on the case of Z:.L:l GiBr, i >
q; the other cases are straightforward.

Ifp:= Z?zl qiBr,p; > g, it follows by IH that - ¢; <> ¢;(¢/x) foreach 1 < ¢ <
n. By Rule Equivalence presented in Table 2.1, we have that B, p; = By, p:(¥/x). It
follows by linear inequality logic that - ¢ <> > | ¢; Br,0:(¥/x) > q. O

Proposition 2.3.5 IfF ¢ — 1 then we have - B,y < Br.

PROOF It follows by - ¢ — 1) that = ¢ V 9 <> 1. By the Equivalence rule, we have
F Br(p V1) = Brp. It follows by Axiom Add() that = B, ((¢ V) A @)+ B ((p V
V) A=) = Br(p V), and then = Br((¢ V ¥) A @) + Bx((¢ V ¥) A =) = Brip.
Since - (¢ V ) A @ > ¢, it follows = Br((¢ V ) A ¢) = Bre. Thus, we
have b Bro + B:((¢ V ) A ~¢) = Brt. It follows by Axiom Nonneg(w) that
F B:((¢ V ¢) A —¢) > 0. Thus, we have - B < Br). O

Proposition 2.3.6 + B, T = B {(a)T

PROOF It follows by MP and GEN that - (a) Ll <> L. Thus we have - ({a)T A
(a) 1) <» L. It follows by rule Equivalence that B, ({a)T A (a).L) = B,.L. It follows
by Proposition 2.3.2 that B ({a)T A (a)L) = 0. It follows by Axiom PRFEQ(7a) that
- BraT = Byla)T. O

Proposition 2.3.7 - B, ((a)p A (a)—¢) > 0 <+ Brop < Br{a)p

PROOF (1) F Br({a)p A (a)=¢) # 0 <> Brap # Br{(a)p by Axiom PRFEQ(7a)
2)F B:({a)p A (a)=p) # 0 <> Br({ayp A (a)—p) >0 by Axiom Nonneg()

(3) Brap # Br{a)p <> Brap < Br{a)p by Axiom PRF(ma)

@A) F Bz({a)p A {a)=p) > 04> Brap < Br{a)p by (1)-(3) O
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Proposition 2.3.8 F [a](}_; | ¢iBr,pi XM qV 1)) ¢ (30 ¢iBar, i > qB, T)V[a]y

PROOF  Firstly, to make the proof shorter, let x := > .| ¢;Br,¢; > g and x/ :=
> i1 @iBar, i > g.

=

(D) F [a](x V) Ala]=x — [a]yy by normal modal logic

Q) F {a)x — (a) T Alalx by normal modal logic and Axiom DET
B)F{a)T Ala]x = x' by Axiom CP

@F(a)x = x" by2),3)

O F =X —=lal-x by®

6) = [a](x V) A=x" —[a]yp by (1)and (5)

M lal(x V) = X" Viay by (D)

“—=

(O F [a]Yy = [a](x V) by normal modal logic

Q) FXx — ({(a)T — [a]x) by Axiom CP

G x' = [a]LV]a]x by(2)

4)F [a]L — [a]x by normal modal logic

O Fx" = la]x by (3)and 4)

©)F X = [a](x Vi) by (S)

(D x"Vlald = [a](x V) by (1) and (6) U

Proposition 2.3.9 - (> | @i Brrrpi > qBrT) — B.(>"", 4iBrrpiaq) =0

PROOF  Let x be the formula )", qiBr/pi > g, and let 5 denote >, <, >, <, 7 or
=ifis <, >, <, >, =, or #, respectively. Please note that =y := Z?:l 4 Br1piXigq
and =(3°7 QiBrrii ™ By T) = Dy i Brr10i>qK, T. Then, we have the
following:

MHE-E, Qi B i > qB,T) — Br—x = B, T, by Axiom ITSP.

(2)F Bxx + Br—x = B, T, by Axiom Add ()

(3)F Br—x = B; T — B;x = 0, by (2) and Linear Inequality Logic

(4) F =(30iL) ¢iBrrpi 2 qBT) = Brx = 0, by (1) and (3) O

Proposition 2.3.10 - B¢ = B, T — B.((¢ V) A X) = Bxx

PROOF (1) F (Bro < Br(¢ V1)) A (Br(p V) <B,;T) by Proposition2.3.6
2Q)F By =B;T = B;T < B:(¢ V1) by(l)and linear inequality logic

3)F Bro = B: T — B:(pV1) =B, T by(l)and(2)

@ F Br(eV)+ Bri(pVe)=B,T byAxiom Add(w)

(S)FBW(LPV'IZ)) :BWT%BW_‘(SO\/,I/}) =0 by

6)F B (=(p V) Ax) < Bz—(¢ V1) by Proposition 2.3.6

(MFE Bx(eV ) =BT = Bz(=(pVp) Ax) <0 by (5) and (6)

8)F Br(eV 1Y) =BT = B:(=(pV1Y)Ax) =0 by (7) and Axiom Nonneg(7)
D+ B:((pVY)AX)+ Br(—(¢V)Ax)=Brx by Axiom Add(r)

(10) F Bz (¢ V1p) = Bz T — Bx((p V) A x) = Bzx by (8)and (9)

(I F Bro=BzT = B:((pVY)ANx) = Brx by 3)and(10) O
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Proposition 2.3.11 - B, =0 — B;(p A x) =0

PROOF (1) Br(¢ Ax) < Brep by Proposition 2.3.6
D F Brp=0—= Br(pAx) <0 by()
B)F Brp=0— Br(pAx) =0 by Axiom Nonneg(w) and (2)

Proposition 2.3.12 - B, =0 — B.((¢ V¢) A x) = Bz (¢ A x)

PROOF Letdg := @ A x and 67 := 1 A x. We have the followings:
(1) Bx((¢V9) Ax) = Br(do V1) by Rule Equivalence

2)F By =0— B;zdp =0 by Proposition 2.3.11

(3)F Brd1 = Br((60 V d1) Ad1) by Rule Equivalence

4 F Br(dp A1) = Br((6g V 61) A—d1) by Rule Equivalence
(5)F B:dp =0 — Br(dg A1) =0 by Proposition 2.3.11

(6)F Brep =0 — B(dg A—d01) =0 by (2) and (5)

(7 F Brp =0 — Br((6o V1) A—31) =0 by (4) and (6)

23

(8) F B<p((50 \Y (51) A 51) + Bﬂ—(((so \Y 51) AN _|51 = Bﬂ-((so V (51) by Axiom Add(ﬂ')

9)F Brp=0— Br(6oV31) = Bzd; by (3),(7) and (8)
(10) - Brp =0 — Br((¢ V1) AX) = Bz6; by (1) and (9)

a

Proposition 2.3.13 Let T := Y77 | q;Bx 1), 00 = > iy q;Bripi ™1 g, and 8y =
> i1 @i Brpi b1 B T. We have = qoBx((d0 V1) Ax) +T > q < (61 A (qoBrx +

T <z q)) V (=01 A (qoBr(1 A x) + T <z q)).

PROOF (1)F 0y = Brdg = BT by Axiom ITSP

(2)F Brdo = BT — B ((6o V) A X) = BrX by Proposition 2.3.10

(3)F 01 = Bx((d0 V) Ax) = Brx by (1) and (2)
4+ =61 — B—0g =B, T by Axiom ITSP

B)F By=6yg = BT — B;0g =0 by Proposition 2.3.3
(6)F =01 — Br0g =0 by (4) and (5)

(M F B:dp =0 — Br((0o V) AN x) = Br(¢ A X) by Proposition 2.3.12

(8)F =01 = Br((6o VY) AX) = Bz(¥» Ax) by (6)and (7)

9D qoBx((6o V) Ax) +T <2 q < (01 A(qoBrx +T 2 q)) V (=61 A (qoBr(

X)+ T <2 q)) by (3), (8) and linear inequality logic

Please note that the simplest version of Proposition 2.3.13 is

FBe((p V) Ax) <o q <> (9 ABex > q) V (o A Be(¥ A x) X2 q)

where ¢ := Z:‘L:l qip; ™1 q. Therefore, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 2.3.14 [f1) := ZZL:I qip; ™1 q then we have
(i) F B( Ax) X g+ (A Bex g q) V (m) A BeL <3 q)
(ii) F Be(¥V x) o g (WA BT Xy q) V (—1) A Bex X q)

Proposition 2.3.15 + B, (a)o > 0 = Brap >0

A
]
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PROOF (1) F Br{a)—p < Br{a)T by Proposition 2.3.5 and - (a)—¢ — {(a)T
)+ Brla)—¢ < BMT by Proposition 2.3.6 and (1)

(3)F Br({a)=p A {(a)p) > 0 —= Bra—p < Br(a)—p by Proposition 2.3.7

@)+ Br((a)=¢ A{a)p) >0 = Bramp < Bra T by (2) and (3)

O)F Bra—9 < Bra T = Braw >0 by Add(ma): F Brow + Bra—@ = Bro T
©)F Br((a)=p A {a)p) > 0= Brap >0 by (@) and (5)

(N F Br({a)=¢ A {a)p) >0 — (Br{a)p >0 — Brep > 0) by (6) and proposi-
tional logic

(8)F Br{a)p = Brap — (B ( Y >0 — Brop >0) by linear inequality logic
9 F Bz({a)~¢ A {a)p) = 0 — (Br(a)p > 0 — Brep > 0) by (8) and Axiom

PRFEQ(7a)
(10) F Br({a)—¢ A {a)p) > 0 — (Br{a)p >0 — Brop >0) by (7)and (9)
(1D F Br{a)p >0 — Brap >0 by (10) and Axiom Nonneg(ma) O

Proposition 2.3.16 If ¢ A x is inconsistent then b B (¥ V x) = Brv + Brx.

PROOF  Since ¢ A x is inconsistent, it follows that - ¢ A x <> L, and then
(YVX)Ap < 1. Itfollows by Axiom Add(w) that- B (¥ V x) A+ B (¥ Vx) A =
B (¢ V x). Since - (¢ V x) A = <> x, we have - B¢ + Brx = B (¥ V x) O

2.3.2 Soundness

In this section we show that the axiomatization presented in the previous section is sound

with respect to the semantics provided in Section 2.2. Given that the logic is built on

well-understood modal logic, we will not show that the usual modal axioms and rules

are sound. Also the part of the axiomatization concerned with linear inequalities is well-

understood and we do not show the soundness of that part either. Instead, we will focus

on the axioms and rules that deal with the interplay between actions and probability.
The flowing shows that Axiom Nonneg() is valid.

Proposition 2.3.17 F B, > 0

PROOF It follows by Definition 2.2.4 that u ([¢]™!") > 0 for each model M. O

The flowing shows that Axiom PRTR(e) is valid.
Proposition 2.3.18 F KT

PROOF ~ We only need to show that F B, T = 1. Given a model M, since [T]M =
IM, it follows that pM([T]M) = 1. o

In order to prove the soundness of PRF(7a), we first prove two auxiliary proposi-
tions. The first is about the relation between probabilities in a model after an action and
probabilities preceding the action.

Proposition 2.3.19 Given model M and I’ |™ # (), we have uﬁf‘lw(t) = uM,(t)/
M(IM|™) for each t € SM.
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PROOF
M
()
= > (BMI7(s0) x T, Pr7™ (5,1, a4, 1))
{50 -5nEEPpq 7 (7")|sn=t}
= 1/u(IMm) > (1 (s0) x T PrV (5501, a4, 54))

{s0:sn €EPp = (1) |55, =1}
= MM ) ( 2.
{50--8n EEPpqm (1) |sn=t} {s}--s, EEPp(m)|s!, =50}

BM(so) x I, Pr’™(s)_,,a}, s}) x 17, Pr'™

I ™

(Si—la Qs Si)

= 1/u(IMm) > (" (o) > T Pr (s, ai, 50))

{UO“'um+neEPM (Wﬂ/)‘um+":t}
= (O /u (IM7)

d

Using Proposition 2.3.19, we can prove the second auxiliary proposition that ex-
presses that updating a model with a composed action is the same as updating the model
sequentially, first with the one component of the action, then the other component.

Proposition 2.3.20 Given model M and I'M|™™ + (, we have M|™|™ = M|™™".

PROOF  We only need to show that BMITI™ (t) = BMI™ (t) for each t € IM|™",
, MI"
BMIT (1) = W
s (IM])
M MM
P () /0" (1] .
= s by Proposition 2.3.19
D sermpnn Ham (8) ) (IM]™)
1k (t)
D sermpnnt Hiptr (8)

_ My

Using Proposition 2.3.20, we can show the soundness of PRF(7a).
Proposition 2.3.21 F B,,» < B (a)e.

PROOF  Given model M, we only need to show that 1 ([ip] M1™) < uM([{a)p]MI7).
If IM|™ = () then pM ([]™™) = 0. Since M ([(a)e]™!") > 0, it is obvious. If
Mm@ £ (), we have that for each ¢ € [o]MI™ C I™M|™, there exists s € I™™|™ such
that s < t. Moreover, it follows by Definition 2.2.4 that for each ¢ € [ M |7,

priy = > u}(s) x Pr*'(s,a,t)
{s€IM|7|s—>t}
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We then have the following:

tra(lelM™)
= Yiepopmime tia(t)
M
Zte[[w]}/"”” (Z{SEIM|7’|Si>t} /'LT./:A(S) x Pr (Saa7t))

M
2 et | zrefppmime sty (8) X (ie(ormimenns ey P (5,a:1))

IN

M
z:{seIMI’r | 3te[p]MI™ 523t} it (s)

Z{SEIMI” L] MIT s S5y puM(s) by Proposition 2.3.20

ZsE[Ka)ea]]M‘” ' (s)
= ' ([(@)el™")

The soundness of this axiom is used in the proof of the soundness of PRFEQ(7a).
Proposition 2.3.22 F B, ({(a)p A (a)—¢) = 0 <> Brap = Br{a)y

PROOF  Given a pointed model M, s, we only need to show that M, s E B, ({a)p A
{a)—) = 0iff M, s F Brop = By (a)p. This is obvious if I |™@ = (). Next, we only
focus on the case of I™"|™® # (). We have the following:
M, s ¥ Brop = Br{a)p
M ([l < pM([(@)e]™”) by Proposition 2.3.21
&there exists s € ™™ such that M|™, ' ¢ for some t’ € R (s) and
( Z PrM(s, a, t)) <1 by the proof of Proposition 2.3.21
te([]M™ NRM(s))
&there exists s € ™M™ such that M|, ¢ ¢ for some t' € R (s) and
M™%t o for some t € RM(5s)
othere exists s € ™™ such that M|™, s E (a)o A (a)—p
S ([a)e A (a)=]M7) >0
SM, s Br({a)yp A {a)—p) =0

O

The next axiom for which we prove soundness is ITSP. This axiom is a scheme for
many different formulas. We abstract from the (in)equality expressed. We call the ax-
iom introspection, because it is closely related to the usual axioms 4 and 5 in epistemic
logic that express positive and negative introspection, respectively. Since an inequal-
ity is a negation, this scheme captures both positive and negative introspection in our
probabilistic setting.

Proposition 2.3.23 & (321", ¢iBrrii > qB:T) — Br(321L, ¢iBrpi >4 q) =
B, T
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PROOF If M,skE > ", 4iBrri i 2 q By T, namely, POENE #ﬁ,([[%]]/\/ﬂ”/) B
q - M ([TIM7), we need to show M, s F B (3.1, ¢iBrp; < q) = B T, namely,
P (D2 @ Brrps 02 q]M17) = e ([TIM7). I M| = 0, it s obvious.

Next, we focus on the situation of /*|™" £ (. To show pM ([0, ¢; Brripi 5
gM™) = X (ITIM7), we only need to show that [} 7, ¢;Brg; b ¢[MI" =
IM|™. By semantics, we only need to show > 7, ¢; - uﬁfllﬂ([[api]]M‘ﬂm) > q. Since
M £ 0, it follows by Propositions 2.3.20 and 2.3.19 that z 2" ([ M7 ) =
M ([l M7 )/ (IM)™). Therefore, we have > 7, g; - uﬁf_w ([ < g if
and only if S0, i - 24, (LM ) b - ([TIM). 0

The last axiom for which we prove soundness is CP, an axiom about conditional

probability. It expresses the relation between prior and posterior probability in our set-

ting.

Proposition 2.3.24 = (a) T — ([a](3 1, ¢iBr,0i X q) <> > ¢iBar,0i X1 B, T)
PROOF  Given a pointed M, s F and s % ¢ for some ¢t € S, we need to show

that M, s E [a](31 1 ¢iBr,pi ™ q) <> Y11 ¢iBar,pi > qB,T. Since M, s E

[a](31; @iBr,pi < q) ifand only if M|*, ¢ E > | ¢; By, ; > q. Thus, we only need

to show M|%, ¢t E D" | ¢;Br,; > g if and only if M, s E 3" | ¢;Bar, i > qB,T.

It is obvious if IM\‘”” = P forall 1 < ¢ < mn. Next we only focus on the case of
IM|ami £ (forall 1 <4 < n.

M|*tE ST 4iBrpi g

Sy gl (T M) g

S g ([l M“™ ) g by Proposition 2.3.20

Sy @i/ (I - ([s] ™™ )¢ by Proposition 2.3.19
Sy Gittan, (Lol ™17) b qug (IM]%)  due to p (IM]%) > 0
M, sE Z?:l qiBar; i X} qB, T

t ¢t 0O

d

Now we are ready to prove the soundness lemma, which can be proven by induction
on the length of the proof. We will leave the proof to the reader.

Theorem 2.3.25 (Soundness) For each formula o, = ¢ implies E .

2.4 Completeness

In this section we show that the axiomatization presented in Section 2.3.1 is complete
with respect to the semantics we presented in Section 2.2. One important strategy that
has been employed to prove completeness for dynamic epistemic logic is to use reduc-
tion axioms (see for instance van Benthem et al. (2006)). Reduction axioms are a way
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of relating what is the case after an announcement to what is the case before an an-
nouncement. Unfortunately that strategy is not available here because the agent cannot
know beforehand what will be the case after an action without any information about
the model. We will, however, try to reduce the language to certain forms and prove
completeness with respect to this restricted language.

Our proof of the completeness for LCPP is divided into three steps: first, we reduce
the language Ly cpp to its subset L' pp; second, we define nonstandard models and show
that each formula ¢ € L{pp is satisfiable in nonstandard models implies it is also
satisfiable in standard models defined in Section 2.2; third, we construct a canonical
nonstandard model and show the truth lemma.

2.4.1 Normal form

In this subsection, we will show that each formula can be reduced to a certain form. Be-
fore defining the language of that form, we first define the language without probability,
which is the normal language of modal logic.

Definition 2.4.1 The language L7 55°¢ is defined as the following BNF:

Yu=pl= | (@AY)]|laly
where p € P and a € Act.

With the language £ pp°°, we now define the language with special form.

Definition 2.4.2 The language L -pp is defined as the following BNF:

=Y |qBnY+  +aBr, Y > gl e | (pAp)
where 1 € L]55°¢, m; € Act™, and q,q; € Q for each 1 <1i < n.

Itis obvious that L7 (p5%° C L{cpp and LT -pp C Licpp. Please note that for each for-
mula in £ pp the probability operator B, only appears outside a modal logic formula.
In other words, there are no nesting occurrences between B, and B, and between B
and [a].

The rest of this subsection will show that each formula ¢ € £y cpp can be reduced to
be equivalent to a formula ¢’ € L] pp. To make the proof easier, we first define a notion
of conjunctive normal form in a similar way as it is defined in propositional logic.

Definition 2.4.3 (Conjunctive Normal Form) A formula ¢ € L;cpp is in conjunctive
normal form if it is a conjunction of disjunctions of ‘literals’, where a ‘literal’ is a
formula of the form p, —p, [a]h, —[a]y), 22;1 4B, = qor ﬁ(z;;l ¢iBr i > q),
where 1 and 1); are also in normal form.

Since modal formulas and probability formulas are seen as propositional letters in
conjunctive normal form, it is routine to show the following proposition.

Proposition 2.4.4 For each formula ¢ € Lycpp, there exists a formula ¢’ € Lycpp such
that = @ < @' and ¢’ is in conjunctive normal form.

Next, we define a notion which reflects a formula’s complexity on the depth of nest-
ing between probability operator and action operator.
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Definition 2.4.5 (Nesting Degree) Degree of a formula or an item is defined as follows.

d(p) =0

(=) = d(p)

d(e N) = mazx{d(p),d(¥)}
d([a]y) B 1+ d(p) if a probability term occurs in ¢

N 0 else
d(zz 1 q;B m, Pi > Q) = mal‘{d(Bﬂ.;(pi) | 1< < n}
1+d if a probability term occurs in

d(Bry) _ (¢) ifap 1y @

0 else

Please note that d(y) = 0 for each ¢ € L -pp. Moreover, for each ¢ € Licpp if
d(p) = 0then ¢ € L pp. Therefore, our task is to reduce ¢ € Ly cpp to a formula ¢’
such that d(¢") = 0. To make the proof shorter, we need the following two propositions.

Proposition 2.4.6 Given [a]) € Licpp and d([a]y) = 1, there exists a formula ¢ such
that d(p) = 0 and - ¢ < [a]1.

PROOF  Since d([a]y)) = 1, ¢ cannot be of the form [b]y or —[b]x. Without loss of
generality, we assume ) is in conjunctive normal form and [a]t) := [a](¢1 V- - Vb, V')
where d([a]y)’) = 0 and forall 1 < i < n, ¢; := Z;’;l i, ij Xi; = ¢i and for all
1 <35 < iy, d(ij Xi;) = 0. By induction on n, we will show that there exists a
formula ¢ with d(y) = 0 such that F [a]y) < .

Ifn=1,[dy = [a)(3], ¢;Br,x; > gV Y'). Letg = (37 ¢jBan,Xs >
qB,T)V[a]y’ then we have d(¢) = 0. It follows by Proposition 2.3.8 that - [a]y) <> .
If [a]y) == [a](1 V -+ V Ypy1 V) where ¢ = Zj 1 9i; B, Xi; = ¢; for each
1<i<n+lLety := (Z;"1Q1-Bam X1, = @ BaT) Va](p2 V-V ihnyr V)
then we have d(zj 141, Ba7T1 X1, = B, T) = 0. It follows by Proposmon 2.3.8
that F [a]y) <> ¢'. By 1nduct10n on 7, it follows that there exists a formula ¢’ such that
d(¢" = 0) and F " 4 [a] (o V -+ V by V). Let 9 := (2,2 g1, Bam, X1, >
q1B.T) V ¢ then we have d(¢) = 0. It follows by Proposition 2.3.4 that - ¢ « ¢'.
Since - [a]y) <> ¢, it follows that - [a]y) <> . O

Proposition 2.4.7 Given ¢ € Licpp, ¢ = Yy @i Br,0i > ¢ and d(p) = 1, there
exists a formula ¢’ such that d(¢') = 0and b ¢ < ¢'.

PROOF  Without loss of generality, assume that each ¢; (1 < ¢ < n) is in con-
junctive normal form. Since d(¢) = 1, it follows that at least one ¢; has a probab-
ility literal for some 1 < 7 < n. Assume that ¢ has a probability literal, namely
= (X721 BryxXj ¢V X") A X" Then ¢ is of the form g1 Br, (3272, Br X <

q \/ X)AX")+ 3 4iBr i 2 q where d(By/xj) = 0 forall 1 < j < m. Let
k be the number of occurrences of probability literals in ¢1,--- , @,. We prove it by
induction on k.

If k£ = 1, it follows that d(B,(x” A x”")) = 0 and d(By, ;) = 0forall 2 < i < n.
Let 1 := q1Br, X"+ i—y Brypi > qand g := q1 B, (X" AX"")+3"1—5 BriXi > ¢-
It follows that d(¢1) = d(¥2) = 0. Let ¢’ := ((3_7L; Brn/Xj 2 ¢'BxT) Ath1) V
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(32721 Brrt X5 200 Bx T) Ap). Since d(371; Brrr X 21q'BxT) = 0, it follows
that d(’) = 0. It follows by Proposition 2.3.13 that - ¢ <> ¢'.

Ifk =h+1landh > 0, Let ¢y := 1 Br, X" + >ty Br,pi > g and g :=
@1 Br, (X" AX") + X0, Br,xi > q. It follows that d(1)2) = 1 and the number of oc-
currences of probability literals in x”/ A X", @2, -+ , oy is h. It follows by IH that there
exists a formula 1} such that d(¢5) = 0 and b 19 <> 5. If d(1p1) = 1, it follows that
the number of occurrences of probability literals in "/, 2, - - - , ¢y, is less than or equal
to h. It follows by IH that there exists a formula ¢} such that d(1]) = O and F 91 <> 9].
Let " := (32721 Brry X 20 ¢/ B T) A1) V (23275 Brry X 2 ¢/ B T) Ath2) and
¢ = (20, Brn X 24 BxT) ANpp) V QIO Brni X ' BxT) A1bj). Since
d(ZT:l Brrs Xj > ¢'BzT) = 0, we have d(¢') = 0. It follows by Proposition 2.3.13
that = ¢ <> ¢”. It follows by Proposition 2.3.4 that - ¢’ <+ . Therefore, we have
R ]

Now, we are ready to prove the reduction proposition.

Proposition 2.4.8 (Reduction) For each formula ¢ € Licpp, there exists a formula
o' € L7 cpp such thatt= ¢ < ¢'.

PROOF  We only need to show that there exists o’ such that d(¢’) = 0and F ¢ + ¢'.
We prove this by induction on d(¢). It is obvious if d(p) = 0. If d(¢) = n + 1,
without loss of generality, we assume ¢ is in conjunctive normal form. It follows by
Proposition 2.3.4 that we only need to show that for each literal ) in ¢ there exists
a formula v’ such that - ¢ > ¢’ and d(¢') = 0. By IH, this is straightforward if
d(¥) = n. If d(¢) = n+ 1, ¢ is of the form [a]¢’, =[a]¢’, D1 | ¢;Br, Y0} > q or
=3 qiBr, ) > g. We only focus on the case of [a]y)’ and Y. | ¢;Br, 1} > g; the
other cases are similar.

If ¢ := [a]y’ and d([a]y’) = n + 1, it follows that d(¢') = n. By IH, it follows
that there exists a formula x’ such that - ¢’ + X’ and d(x’) = 0. Thus, we have
F ¢ < [a]x’ and d([a]x’) < 1. If d([a]x’) = 1, it follows by Proposition 2.4.6 that
there exists a formula y such that - x <> [a]x’ and d(x) = 0. It follows that - ¢) +> .

If ¢ := > " ¢;Br,0 > qand d(¢)) = n + 1, it follows that d(¢}) < n for
all 1 < i < n. By IH, it follows that for each ¢ there exists a formula X’ such
that - ] > x} and d(x}) = 0. It follows that = ¢ « > "  ¢;Br,x; > ¢ and
A 6iBr X > q) < 1. d(X1, ¢:Br,x; > q) = 1, it follows by Proposition
2.4.7 that there exists a formula x such that = >""" | ¢; By, x} > ¢ <> x and d(x) = 0.
It follows that - v <> x. O

Due to the soundness of SLCPP, the above proposition also indicates that the ex-
pressive power of the full language £y cpp is the same as its fragment L] -pp. The rest of
this chapter will focus on formulas in L pp.

2.4.2 Nonstandard model

Recall the models and the semantics defined in Section 2.2. There are two kinds of
probabilities in a model, and the probability representing the agent’s initial uncertainty
needs to be updated in the semantics. These will cause too much troubles if we directly
construct the canonical model. Our strategy is working on alternative models, which
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are defined below. To avoid confusion, we call the model and the semantics defined
in Section 2.2 standard model and standard semantics. In this subsection, firstly we
will define nonstandard models and nonstandard semantics, then we will show that if
a formula ¢ € LFpp is satisfiable in nonstandard models, then it is also satisfiable in
standard models.

Definition 2.4.9 (Nonstandard Model) A nonstandard model, denoted as IR, is a tuple
M = (ST R I L | e Act™}, V) such that

S £ () is a finite set of states,
R™ C SM »x Act x S™,

Ifm

is a non-empty subset of S™,
o p: ™ — [0,1] is a function such that

1. pPY(I™) = 1 and 42 (s) > 0 for each s € I™";

2 pB (M) = p({s € I | B2 (s) # 0)) and p2i(s) > 0 for each
= Iﬁﬁ‘ﬂa;

3 uP(E) < pP({seI™™ |3t € E: 5 5 t}) foreach E C I™|™;

4. p(B) < pX{s € ™" |3t € E: s 5 t}) for each E C I™|™ such
that R (s) N E # () and R (s) \ E # () for some s € I™|™;

o VWP 5 P(ST).

Please note that I™*|™ is defined in the same way as it is in Section 2.2. There
are two differences between nonstandard models and standard models: first, there are
no transition probabilities in nonstandard models; second, the functions ., of standard
models are calculated by two kinds of probabilities (see Definition 2.2.4) while they
are predefined in nonstandard models, but intuitively they are the same thing. The re-
quirements of the functions 1> of nonstandard models make sure that there are indeed
transition probabilities such that 2 are calculated in the way shown in Definition 2.2.4.

Definition 2.4.10 (Nonstandard Semantics) Let N be a nonstandard model. Given a
state s € S™ and a formula » € LEEES, 1 being true at M, s, denoted as M, s, I 1h,
is defined the same as the standard semantics. Given s € I™ and ¢ € Ll oppy M, s,1F @
is defined as follows:

M,slF—p <<= Mskp
MslE(pAY) <= Mslkpand M, sk
M,s b3 qiBrpi 2q — Sy ar([p]P) >q

where [o] 7' = {s € I™ M, s Ik g}

™

Note that a probability formula is only evaluated on states in ™. Moreover, there
is no updating in nonstandard semantics. The reason is that in nonstandard semantics
we only care about formulas in £ pp. Formulas in £7pp cannot express the agent’s
uncertainty after she performs an action. Therefore, there is no need to update the model.

The following proposition is crucial, which shows that our strategy of working on
nonstandard models does make sense.
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Proposition 2.4.11 Given ¢ € L[ qpp, if it is satisfiable in nonstandard models then it
is also satisfiable in standard models.

PROOF  Let 91 be a finite nonstandard model such that 90, u I-  where u € I, We
need to show that there exists a standard pointed model in which ¢ is true. We only need
to show the following claims.

The only differences between standard models and nonstandard models are probab-
ilities. Recall Definition 2.2.4, and we know that in standard models, 1, is calculated by
the probability B and the probability Pr,. Since p. in nonstandard models is the same
as B in standard models, the first claim is to show that there exist such functions Pr,,
that Pr,, is a probability distribution and that p, in nonstandard models coincides with
1 Which is calculated by this Pr, and pu.. The idea of the claim proof is that we list a
set of inequalities based on the probability 1, in nonstandard models and the conditions
that Pr, needs to satisfy, and then we show the inequality set is satisfiable by using
Theorem A.2.7.

Claim 2.4.11.1 Given ma € Act®, if I™|™* +# (), there exists a function PrY: :
R (rom sy may — QF such that ZteRgﬂ(s) Pr(s,t) = 1 for each s € I™|"
where a is executable at s, and that 3 ¢ ron = |1e g (5)} p(s) - Prt(s,t) = p(t)
foreacht € I™|™.

Proof of claim 2.4.11.1: Intuitively, Pr™ (s, t) represents the probability of reaching #
by performing @ in s. Let I™|™ = {s1,---, 8, , 5, } such that a is executable at
each s; where 1 < ¢ < n and a is unexecutable at each s; where n < j < n'. Let
IM|™@ = {t;,--- ,t;,} then the relation R?* on I™|™ x I™|™@ can be roughly depicted
as follows.

Ifm|ﬂ'a

We now describe a set of linear inequalities over variables of the form x(; ;) for
(sist;) € RYY|(1o|x x y2|=a). The variable z(; ;) represents 12 (s;) - Pr% (s, t;). For
each (s;,t;) € RYY|(fo|xxm|ra), to make sure Pr(s;,t;) > 0, we only need to
request that

'r(i,j) > 0. (21)

For each 1 < ¢ < n, to make sure theRgm(Si) Pr?f}l(si,tj) = 1, we only need to
request that '

Yo @y = Hr (). 2.2)

t;€RT(s4)

For each 1 < j < m, to make sure Z{sielm‘\W\tjeR?(si)} R (si) - Prt(si,ty) =
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uP (t;), we only need to request that

> (i g) = Hag (t7)- (2.3)

{si€I™|"[t;€RT (s:)}

Next, we only need to show that the set .S of linear inequalities described in (2.1) to
(2.3) has a solution. By Theorem A.2.7, we only need to show that

> 0z ;5 >0 (2.4)

(50,85 ERT o | m gy 7a

is not a possible legal linear combination of S. If possible, let x> (s;) = a; and
pPL(t;) = b then there exists a scheme (cf. Definition A.2.6) of S as shown in Table 2.2
such that

(i 51y > 0 for some (Si/, tj/) S R?|u9ﬂ‘ﬂxu9ﬁ‘ﬂ'a; 2.5)
d(i,j) = u(i gy + i +w; = 0 for each (s;,t;) € Ry [yyomjmqqmijra;  (2.6)
d=—up+mra + - +rpay +wiby + -+ wpby =0 2.7)

where r; =15, _; — 15, and w; = wéj_l — wéj foralll <:<nand1l<j<m.

Let a group G be a minimal subset of I™|™® such that for each t € G if s % ¢
and s % t' for some s € I™|" then ¢’ € G. It is obvious that I™|™ can be di-
vided into several such groups. Without loss of generality, assume one of these group is
{t1,--- ,tn}, and we will write it as {1,--- , h} for abbreviation. For each j € G, let
Dj ={1<i<n|(sit;) € Ry =xym=a}, which is the set of all the numbers
4 such that s; € Iim|7T and s; LN t;. For each i € D, since d(i,j) = 0and ug 5 = 0,
it follows that w; < —r;. Given j € G, we use Top; 1O denote the maximal number in
{ri | @ € Dy}. Since w; < —r; forall i € Dj, it follows that w; < —r,,,. Without
loss of generality, we assume that r,,, < --- < r,, . We use Dy ; as an abbreviation for
D1 U---UD;. It follows by Definition 2.4.9 that ZieDl , @i = by + - - - + by, and that

> iep, , @ > b1+ -+ by foreach k < h. We then have the following:

h
Zz’EDLh riai + Zj:l w;b;
h
< ZiGDl,h i + Zj:l ~Tw; bJ
h

< Ty (ZiEDl a; — bl) + ZieDl,h\D1 Tia; + Zj:Q T bj
< Tw, (ZiEDl,g a; — by — b2) + ZZ‘ED1,;L\D1,2 it + Z;n=3 T bj 28)

h
< Ty, - (ZieDl,h a; + Ej:l _bj)
=0

For the reason why foreach 1 < k < h,

% h
Ty, (ZieDM ai+ i *bj)kJF ZieDLh\DMc T ) g *ijhbj
+1
< Twypy (ZieDl,(Hl) ai + 355 —bj) + ZieDl,h\DL(kH) it + D i _pyo —Tw,bj



34 CHAPTER 2. A LOGIC FOR CONFORMANT PROBABILISTIC PLANNING

up 2 0 Z(Si»tj)eRg)qum\“xufm\”“ Oz(; = -1 (0,0)
ue,1) =0 2(1,1) >0 (1,1
i) =0 (i j) >0 (i, 9)

Tll = 0: thERgn(sl) x(lvj) > ax (15 +)

ry > theRgf“(sn —T(1,9) >—a; (1,-)
Té"—l >0 thejo’(sn) L(n,5) 2 an (TL, +)

T3y 2 0 Dt eRM (s) ~E(m.d) > —an (n,—)

wy >0: Z{sieﬁﬁ\ﬂtleRgﬁ(si)} Ti1y =2 b (+.1)

wy >0 Z{sielm|“|tleR2n(sj)} —xG1) > —b1 (—,1)
Woy 1 20 Z{sielmﬂ’rltmeR?’(si)} Tim) 2 bm (+,m)
wym =0 Z{si619n|"|tm€R2‘n(si)} —T(i,m) = —bm (—,m)
dayzay + - +dij2ag >d (0).

Table 2.2: Scheme

(Scheme is a systematical way to get a logical consequence of a set of inequalities (cf. A.2.6). In
this table, the inequality (0) is a logical consequence of all the inequalities above the line provided
that some u;/ ;) is positive. Each of (0,0) ... (—,m) stands for an inequality. For example, (1, 1)
stands for w1 1y - (1,1) > u(1,1) - 0 where u(y,1) is a non-negative coefficient. The inequality
(0,0) is based on 0 > —1; each of (1,1) to (g, j) is based on the inequality (2.1); the inequalities
(1,+) and (1, —) are based on the equation (2.2); the inequalities (+, 1) and (—, 1) are based on
the equation (2.3).)
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we have the following.

T (Xiep, , @ + Z?:l =bj) + X iepim\py , Tili T+ Z?:kJrl —Tw; b

< T“’k(zieDLk a; + 25:1 —=b;j) + Twy s ZieDkH\Dl,k a;
+ 25Dy n\Dy s, T T E;'L:k+1 ~Tuw;bj

< Twps Liep, , @i Z?:l =bj) F Twisr i Dysi\Da e i 2.9)
+ 2 ieD1 i \Dy s, Ti% + D1 ~Tw;bj

= ka+l(22€D1 (ogny @it Zk+l —b;) + ZieDlyh\Dl‘(k“) Ty
+ Zj=k+2 —Tw,;bj

Because of the property of group, it follows that if G and G’ are two different groups,
andt € G, € G’ then D; N Dy = (). Assuming I™*|™ is divided into [ groups, it

follows that
d=—ug+ Z ( Z ri; + Z wjbj) (2.10)
1<k<l i€Dg, FEGk

Since d = 0, —ug < 0 and Zz’eDc ria; + Z]EG w;b; < 0 for each group G, it follows
thatug = 0and >, 71ia; + ;e w;b; = 0. It follows that each inequality of (2.8)
or (2.9) equals 0, especially,

Z ria; + ijbj = Z ria; + Z —’I“wjbj =0. (2.11)

i€Dg JjEG i€Dg JEG

Moreover, by (2.9), we have that foreach 1 < k < h,

T (Y a,+z = Tu (Y a,+z (2.12)

1€D & 1€D1 &
E Ti0i = T,y E a;. (2.13)
i€Dg1+1\ D1,k i€Dg4+1\ D1,k

Since ZIGDI L Qi+ Z] 1 —b; > 0, it follows by (2.12) that r,, = 7y, for each
1 < k < h. Next, we will show that for each 1 < k < h, namely ¢, € G, i € Dy,
implies r; = r,,, . For the case of k = 1, it is obvious from (2.8). For the case of k¥ + 1,
ifi € Dgyq \ D1k, it is obvious from (2.13). If ¢ & Dyy1 \ D1k, it follow by IH that
7§ = T'y,, for some k' < k. Since 7, = 7y, ,, forall1 <k < h, it follows that r, it
follows that 7; = 7, , -

By (2.5), we have known that w ;s jy > 0. Since r; = ry and d; j1y = ug 4y + 75 +
wj = 0forall ¢ € Dy, it follows that w(; ;1) = uy j foralli € Dj:. Since ugy jy > 0,
it follows that Tw, +wj < 0, namely w;, < —Tw,,- Thus, for the group G such that
j' € G, we have the following

Z maiJrijbj < Z riai+2—rwjbj.

i€Dg jeG i€Dg JEG
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This is in contradiction with (2.11). Therefore, (2.4) cannot be a legal linear combination
of .S, and it follows by Theorem A.2.7 that S has a solution.

Therefore, there exists a function Pr " on R |( 9|7 x 2 |=a) Which is defined as
PrP (si,t;) = ” )/ (s;) for each (sz, t;) € RY| (o= o |ray. It follows from
(2.1)t0 (2.3) that Priy « RYY| (o ymijray — QT such that -, pon oy Privg (5,1) = 1
for each s € 7™ where a is executable at s, and that Y- yon = |sc gon (5} Har' (5) -
Pr% (s,t) = u2 (t) for each t € I™ |7, [

Please recall that an execution path 0 € E Py (ay - - - a,,) is an alternating sequence
of states and actions, spaq - - - $n, where sgp € I™ and s;_1 —» s; foreach1 < i < n
(see Definition 2.2.3). Given o := sgaj - - $p, we use T(o) to denote the last state
sn, and p(o) to the action sequence ay - - - ay,. [0]7 denot the set
{o € EPy(n) | T(0) = t}, which is the set of 7w-executions leading to ¢.

Next, we construct a standard model based on the execution paths of 1. The stand-
ard model 901® is defined as follows.

CRl = {0 € EPpy(n)| 7€ Act™}

R™* = {(0,a,0") | a € Act|,,0’ = oat}
Pr(o,a,0at) = Prp(g)a( (0),1)

I =

B™ =

V7 (p) = {o|T(0) e V"(p)}

where Prgj(zo)a is the function which is shown in Claim 2.4.11.1.

Claim 2.4.11.2 For each © € Act* and eacht € I™|", we have 2% ([0]F) = u2*(t).

Proof of claim 2.4.11.2: By the definition of 90t®, it is obvious that o € I™" [T iff T'(0) €
I™|™ for each ¢ € S™". By induction on 7 we will show that 2" ([0]7) = 2 (t). It
is obvious for the case of €. For the case of ma, we have the following.

Hw (loat]7") = 155 ({o'at | s € I, t € R¥(s),0" € [o]7})

= Z Z ,um o'at)
{seI™|"[teRT (s)} o' €[o]T

= Z Z 12 (o) - Pr™ (o) a, o' at)
{seI™|"[teRT (s)} o' €[0]T

= Z Yo w (o) Prii(s,)

= Z Priy(sit) Y 7 (o)

{s€I™|"[teRY(s)} o'€lo]7

= > PrYi(s,t) - 2 (s) (by TH)
{seI™|"|te R (s)}

= 12 (¢) (by Claim 2.4.11.1)

Therefore, we have shown that 2" ([o]7) = 2 (t) for each t € I™|™. [
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Claim 2.4.11.3 Given ) € LEz55%%, 0 € S™, and w € Act®, ifo € I™' |, we have
Me|™, 0 B iff M, T (o) IF .
Proof of claim 2.4.11.3: It is easy to show by induction on . |

Claim 2.4.11.4 For each formula v € L} -pp and each s € ™" we have M®, s E Y iff
M, s Ik .

Proof of claim 2.4.11.4: We prove it by induction on . For the case of ¢ € L 55°°, this
has been shown in Claim 2.4.11.3. We only focus on the cases of Z:L:l @i Br, i > q;
the other cases are straightforward.

For the case of ¢ := >."" | ¢;Br,¥; > g, we only need to show /,L;m([[dzl ;m) =
12 ([:]™ ™). Please note that there is no probability formula occurring in 1; since
d(y) = 0. We have the following.

p ([ddy)) = > pms (t)
{teI™|™i| M, tikep; }
= > 12 ([o]7) (by Claim 2.4.11.2)

{teI™|™i |9, tl-p; }

= > > (o)

teIM|™i {o1 o] |9, tap; }

Z Z 12 (o) (by Claim 2.4.11.3)

teIM™i {g'clo]] M |™i,0'F; )}

= > 2 (o)

{oeI™M®|™i |9 |™i, ok}
= p2r ([:]™1)

2.4.3 Canonical nonstandard model

Up to now, we have shown that each ¢ € £ cpp can be reduced to a formula ¢’ € EECPP
(Proposition 2.4.8) and if a formula ¢’ € L pp is satisfiable in nonstandard models, it
is satisfiable in standard models (Proposition 2.4.11). To show that SLCPP is complete
with respect to standard models, we only need to show that each SLCPP-consistent
formula ¢ € L pp is satisfiable in nonstandard models.

Let ¢ € L7 -pp be consistent. Next, we will construct a canonical nonstandard model
for ¢ and show the truth lemma. The canonical model will be built by levels, and the
number of its levels will be bounded by the modal depth of . The notion of modal
depth is defined in the following.
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Definition 2.4.12 (Modal Depth) The modal depth of a formula 1y € Licpp, denoted
as md(yp), is defined as follows.

md(p) =0

md(—p) = md(y)

md(y Ay’ = max{md(y), md(y')}

md([a])) = 1+ md(y))

md(3"7, ¢iBr i 2 q) = maz{|mi| +md(y;) |1 <i<n}

where |7;| is the length of the sequence ;.

Here are some notions before we construct the model for . We use Act|,, to denote
the set of actions occurring in ¢, and (Act|,)” to denote the set of sequences whose
length is no bigger than n and whose actions are in Act|,. If s is a finite set of formulas,
we use ¢ to denote /\wes . Let ~p = x if ¢ = —yx, otherwise, ~ = —p. Itis
obvious that = —t) < ~1). We use Sub™ () to denote the set Sub(p) U {~) | ¢ €
Sub(p)}, where Sub(¢p) is the set of all subformulas of ¢.

Let md(¢) = h. Next, we will define the canonical nonstandard model for . Note
that it is no harm to assume h > O since - ¢ «> @ A [a] T.

Definition 2.4.13 I'} and Atom; (where 0 < k < h) are defined as follows.
e k=h

- I7 ={¢ € subT(¢) | md(y)) =0, € LFpp°}s

- Atom; = {s | s is a maximally consistent subset of T'{ };
o k<hbutk>0

- Tf = {¢ € sub™(p) | md(y) < h—k, ¢ € Licpp™
U {sub* ((a)ps) | @ € (Act],), s € Atomi,,

- Atomj = {s | s is a maximally consistent subset of T’} };
e k=0

- T§ = sub™(p)
U{sub™ (Be(1 A+ A;) > 0) [ b1, -+ by € sub™ () N LTcpp™®
U {sub® (Be(m)ps < 0) | s € Atom{, 7 € (Act|,)*,1 <k < h};

- Atom§ = {s | s is a maximally consistent subset of '} }

By induction on k, it is easy to show that all 'y and all Atom ], are finite. Since each
Atomy, is the set of all maximally consistent subset of I'}, we have the following two
propositions.

Proposition 2.4.14 For each 0 < k < h, we have =\/ Atom? Ps
Proposition 2.4.15 For each v € T'Y, we have - 1 <> \/{SeAmmees} Vs

Let u be a set in Atomn] such that ¢ € u. Please note it follows by Lindenbaum’s
lemma that such a set u exists.
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Definition 2.4.16 (Canonical Nonstandard Model) The canonical model ONY is defined
as follows:

ST = {(s,k) | s € Atom{,0 < k < h}

R™0 = {((s,k),a, (t,k+ 1)) | ¢s A (a)p, is consistent, a € Act|,}

I = {(s,0) | s and u contain the same probability literals}

o V(p) = {(s,k) | p € s} for each p € sub™ ()

7}

u;m“ is defined latter.

where a probability literal is a formula of the form > | qib; < qor ~(3"_; qith; <
q)-

Proposition 2.4.17 For each (s, k) € S™% and (a)y € subt(p), (a)Y € s iff there
exists (t,k +1) € S such that 1 € t and (s, k) % (t,k + 1).

PROOF  We leave the proof of left-to-right to the reader. Please note that it follows by
the definition that k& < h since (a)y € s and s € Atomj,. Assume that (a)y) € s and
that there does not exist (t,k + 1) € S™u such that ¢y € t and (s,k) = (t,k + 1).
It follows that for all ¢ € Atome: if ¢ € t then @4 F [a]—p;. Letty,--- ,t, be all
the sets in Atom; 1 such that ¢ is a member of them. It follows by Proposition 2.4.15
that = ¢ < @i V -+ V@, . Moreover, since F ¢, — ([a]-ps, A -+ Alales, ), it
is easy to show that - @5 — [a]—. This is in contradiction with (a)y) € s and the
assumption that s is consistent. Therefore, we have shown if (a)1) € s then there exists
(t,k+1) € ST such that ) € tand (s, k) = (t,k + 1). O

With the proposition above, we have the following proposition immediately, which
is the “truth lemma” for formulas in £F 5p°°.

Proposition 2.4.18 For each ) € sub™ (p) N LE552¢ and each (s, k) € S™, we have
M, (5, k) I 0 iff 6 € .

Next, we will focus on the probability formulas. We will show that there exist func-
©
tions ,u?rn“ to make sure the probability formulas are true.

Proposition 2.4.19 Given (s, k) € S™ and © € (Act|,)¥, (s,k) € I™V|™ implies
F @y = Brps > 0.

PROOF  For the case of K = 0 and 7 := ¢, let ¢ € s be a probability literal, and let
X = A(s \ {¢}). By Proposition 2.3.14 and Proposition 2.3.2, it is easy to show that
F Beps < 0 < —pV Bex < 0. Since (s,0) € I™%, it follows that - ¢, — ).
Thus, we have - ¢, A Beps < 0 — By < 0. Since - @5 — Y, it follows by
Axiom T that = ¢, — Bc.x > 0. By Definition 2.4.13, it follows that B,y > 0 € FS’.
Thus, we have B.x > 0 € s, and consequently B.x > 0 € u. Therefore, we have
F @y A Beps <0 — L, and consequently - ¢, — Bcps > 0.

For the case of k + 1 and 7a, it follows by (s, k + 1) € I™|™ that there exists
(w,0) € I™% such that (w,0) =% (s,k + 1). According to Proposition 2.3.15, by
induction on T, it is easy to show that - B.(ma)i) > 0 — Brat) > 0. Since w and u
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share the same probability formulas and B.(ma)ps > 0 € T'{, by Axioms T, we only
need to show that (ra)ps € w. Next we will show it by induction on 7. It is obvious
for the case of a. For the case of ma, we have that (w,0) = (w', k) = (s,k + 1)
for some (w’, k) € S™i. It follows by induction on 7 that (7)@,, € w. Moreover,
since (a)ps € w’, we have - @, — (), and -, — (a)ps. Therefore, we have
F ow — (ma)@s, and consequently (ma)ps € w. a

Proposition 2.4.20 If Bty > 0 € u then there exists (s,0) € I™ such that 1) € s.

PROOF Let D be the set of all the probability literals in w. We then only need to
show that D U {¢} is consistent. If it is not, we have - ¢p — —). It follows
by Axiom PRTR(e) that B.(—¢p V —p) = 1. It follows by Proposition 2.3.14 that
F —-¢pV B~ = 1. Since - ¢, = ¢p, we have - ¢, = B~ = 1. By Axioms
PRTR(e) and Proposition 2.3.3, it follows that - ¢,, — B¢ = 0. This is in contradic-
tion with By > 0 € w. Therefore, D U {1} is consistent. O

Proposition 2.4.21 If (7)) € s for some (s,0) € S™, there exists (t,|n|) € S™
such that (s,0) = (t,|7|) and 4 is consistent with t.

PROOF  We prove it by induction on 7. It is obvious if 7 := €. If it is 7wa, it follows by
induction on 7 that there exists (s', |7|) € S™ such that (s,0) = (s, |7|) and {a)) is
consistent with s’. Next, we only need to show that there exists (¢, |wa|) € S™% such
that (s, |7|) = (t,|mwal) and 1) is consistent with ¢.

We construct an appropriate ¢t € Atomi’;al by forcing choices. Enumerate the for-
mulas in Flfral as X1, , Xm. Define Dy to be {¢}. Then v A {(a)¢p, is consistent.
Suppose that D; is a formula set such that ¢+ A (a)@p; is consistent where 0 < j < m.
Therefore,either for D’ = D; U {x;41} or for D’ = D; U {—x;41} we have that
s A {a)pps is consistent. Choose D, to this consistent expansion, and let ¢ be
D,, N I“fml. Thus, we have t € Atomﬁml, s A {a)py is consistent and ¢ is consistent

ma

with 1. Therefore, we have (s, |7|) = (¢,|7al) and (s,0) =% (t,|ral). a

Proposition 2.4.22 Given (s, k) € S™ and © € (Act|,)¥, (s,k) ¢ I™0|™ implies
F @y = Brps =0.

PROOF  For the case of £ = 0 and 7 := ¢, without loss of generality, assuming
-1 € wand ¢ € s for some probability literal ¢» € T'f. Let x := A(s \ {¢}). By
Proposition 2.3.14, it follows that = B.ps > 0 <> 9 A Bcx > 0. Therefore, we have
F ¢u A Beps > 0 — L, and consequently - ¢,, = Beps < 0. It follows by Axiom
Nonneg(¢) that - ¢, — Beps = 0.

For the case of k + 1 and ma, by Axiom Nonneg(e), we only need to show
©u = Braws < 0. If @, A Braws > 0 is consistent, it follows by Axiom PRF(7a)
that o, A B {ma)ps > 0 is consistent. Since B.(ra)ps > 0 € I'$, it follows that
B.(ma)ps > 0 € wu. It follows by Proposition 2.4.20 that (wra)ps € w for some
(w,0) € I™Z. By Proposition 2.4.21 that there exists (v,k + 1) € S™% such that
(w,0) =% (v,k + 1) and @, is consistent with v. This means that s = v, and
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then (s,k + 1) € I™|ra. This is in contradiction with our assumption. Therefore,
wu N\ Bras > 01s not consistent, and consequently - ¢, — Br,¢s = 0. O

Proposition 2.4.23 - B, .1¢; = E{seAtomfﬂlwies} Bryps if >y @iBr,bi > q €
sub™ (o).

PROOF It can be easily shown by Proposition 2.3.16 ]

As we said before, Proposition 2.4.18 is the “truth lemma” for formulas in £ 5p°°.
Before we show the “truth lemma” for formulas in £ pp, we fist need to show the fol-
lowing proposition, which says that there exists probability functions to ensure probabil-
ity formulas. The proof idea is that based on Propositions 2.4.19 — 2.4.23, we list all the
conditions that probabilities in nonstandard models need to satisfy (cf. Definition 2.4.9)
and show that these condition formulas are consistent. Then, these consistent condition
formulas will generated a consistent set of inequalities. Finally, by the completeness of
linear inequality logic, there exists a solution for these inequalities.

Proposition 2.4.24 There exists functions ,u?rnﬁ R | — QT where m € Act” such
that Y is a nonstandard model and that ", ¢; Bx, i > q € wiff Y7, qipim ™ (D;) >
q where D; = {(s,|m;]) € I™VC|™ | 4; € s} foreach Y ;| q;Br,bi > q € sub™ ().

PROOF  Firstly, it follows from Proposition 2.4.14 that - T <« \/seAtomg’ ps. By
Axioms PRTR(¢) and Proposition 2.3.16, it follows that

= Z Bep, =1 (2.14)

s€ Atom§
By Proposition 2.4.19, for each (s,0) € ™% we have
ut Beps >0 (2.15)
By Proposition 2.4.22, for each (s,0) & ™%, we have

ub Beps =0 (2.16)

Secondly, it follows by Proposition 2.4.14 and 2.4.15 that - T VseAtomf | Vs

and = (a) T < Ve arome Ny Tes) ¥s- By Proposition 2.3.6 and proposition 2.3.16, it

|
follows that
F ) Braps = > Brps (2.17)

s€Atom? {s€ Atom?_|(a)T€s}

Tal | 7|

By Proposition 2.4.19, for each (s, |ra|) € I™%|™®, we have
Ut Braps >0 (2.18)
By Proposition 2.4.19, for each (s, |ra|) g I™%|™®, we have

Ut Braps =0 (2.19)
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Thirdly, for each state set £ C [ myg |7, it follows by Proposition 2.3.16 that -
Bra Vi, jna))er Pt = 2_(1,|ra|)e Brar. For each (¢, |ma|) € E, it follows by Pro-
position 2.4.15 that - (a)p; <> V{seAtomf laypres} Ps: What is more, since

(@) (V¢ jrapee €t) < V(¢ ra)yc 5 (@)t we have that

R IGAVARARS Y, o.

(t,|ma|)eE {sGAtomfﬂ|3(t,|7ra\)€E:(a>Lpt€s}

By Axiom Add(r), we have

F Bﬂ'<a>( \/ SDt) = Z Brps.

(t,|mal)EE {seAtomi"w‘\El(t,\ﬂ'a\)EE:{a)gatEs}

By Axiom PRF(ma), we have - Bra V (; raper ©t < Br(a)(V (4 raj)er #t). There-
fore, we have

Y Brapr < > Brps (2.20)

(t,|wa|)eE {seAtomr;l|E|(t,|7Ta|)€E:<a>Lpt€s}

Moreover, for each set £ C I™|™@ if there exists (s, |n|) € I™|™ such that
R™(s,|n|)NE # (@ and R™ (s, |n|)\ E # 0, namely (¢, |7a|) € Eand (¢, |7a|) ¢ E
for some (i, |7al), (¢, |7wa|) € R™i(s,|r|), it follows that - ¢, — ¢p (let pp =
V(t,jxaer ) and = oy — —@p. Therefore, we have b (a)¢i A (a)pr — (a)pp A
(a)~pp. Since F ¢, — (a)p; A (a)py, it follows that = ¢, = (a)pr A (a)—¢E.
Therefore, we have - B¢, < B.({(a)pg A {a)—¢g). It follows by Proposition 2.4.19
that u - B, (a)vg A (a)—¢pg > 0. Thus, by Proposition 2.3.7, we have u b Br,¢or <
Br{a)pr, namely u - Bro Ve 0t < Br \ cpla)p:. Therefore, we have

ub Y Brap < > Bros @21

(t,|mal)€E {(s,|7)€I™E |~ |3(L,|ra])EE:(a)ps s}

Furthermore, for each y := Z?:l qiBr, i > q € sub™(p), if x € u, it follows by
Proposition 2.4.23 that

ub Y (g > Br,0s) > q (2.22)
i=1 {seAtom“’;il | €8}
If x & u, we have
uk Y (g > Brps) <4 (2.23)
i=1 {seAtom{  |v;€s}

Finally, we can now construct a set of linear inequalities by replacing B in for-
mulas of (2.14) to (2.23) by variables x s ||), Which represents u;mﬁ (s, |m|). Since u is
consistent, it follows that this set of linear inequalities is also consistent. By complete-
ness of the linear inequality system, this inequality set has a solution. We define u;mf
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by assigning u;mf(s, |7|) the value of x,(, J)- It follows by (2.14) to (2.21) that 9%
is a nonstandard model. For each x := Zl 14iBr b > q € sub™ (), it follows by

(2.22) and (2.23) that x € wiff >, (Iz'/iwi ({s € Atomw| | ¥; € s}) > ¢q. By (2.16)
and (2.19), we have that u?rj}i(s, |7|) = 0 for each (s, |m;|) & I™|™. Therefore, we
have fir ({s € Atom? | | ¥ € s}) = 1 (D). O

Proposition 2.4.25 For each formula 1 € sub™ () and each (s,0) € ™%, we have
M, (s,0) I ¥ iff ¥ € .

PROOF  We prove it by induction on 9. Since ¢ € L} pp, it follows that sub™ (¢) C
£ECPP. By Proposition 2.4.18, we only need to focus on the case of Z?:1 @i Br, i > q.
Please note that if ¢ := > | ¢;Br,; > qand ¢ € sub™(p) then ¢; € LE55°°. We
have the followings.

miv (Sv O) I Z%Bwﬂ/% Z q

n
me me
= E Gitor; " [0il " = q
=1

where [ ]7" = {(t,k) € I |™ | IME, (1, k) = i)
(Please note that by induction on 7 it is easy to show

that (¢, k) €

™ implies k = ||)

n
m‘?
= Zqium"Di >q
i=1
where D; = {(¢, |m;]|) € " V; €t}

(since ; € L{pp°c, by Proposition 2.4.18 we have [[wi]]wmfi =D,

s

= Y qBrhi > qEu (by Proposition 2.4.24)
=1

= Y B >q€s (by (5,0) € I™)
i=1

O

By Proposition 2.4.18 and Proposition 2.4.25, the following proposition follows im-
mediately.

Proposition 2.4.26 If ¢ € L] pp is consistent then it is satisfiable in nonstandard mod-
els.

Now we are ready for the completeness of SLCPP in standard models.

Theorem 2.4.27 (Completeness) For each formula o € Licpp, E @ implies = .
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PROOF  We only need to show that if = is consistent then — is satisfiable in standard
models. If = is consistent, it follows by Proposition 2.4.8 that there exists a formula
¢ € L3pp such that = = <> ¢ and ¢’ is consistent. It follows by Proposition 2.4.26
that o’ is satisfiable in nonstandard models. By Proposition 2.4.11, it follows that ¢’
is satisfiable in standard models. It follows by the soundness that - is satisfiable in
standard models. O

2.5 Decidability

This section will show that the problem whether a formula ¢ € Ly cpp is satisfiable
in standard models is decidable. First, we show that the problem whether a formula
¢ € L{cpp is satisfiable in nonstandard models is decidable. Second, we show that a
formula ¢ € LPpp is satisfiable in standard models if and only if it is satisfiable in
nonstandard models. Since each ¢ € Lj cpp can be reduced to be a formula ¢’ € EECPP,
thus the decidability of ¢’ in nonstandard models will lead to the decidability of ¢ in
standard models.

Given ¢ € L] pp, We use || to denote the length of ¢ and use f(|¢|) to denote the
size of the canonical nonstandard model. It is obvious that f(|¢|) € N. We use ||¢|| to
denote the length of the longest coefficients that appear in (.

Proposition 2.5.1 If ¢ € L]-pp is satisfiable in nonstandard models then it is also
satisfiable in a nonstandard model with at most f(||) states where the value assigned
to each state by ;i is a rational number with size of O(r||¢|| + rlogr), where r =

O(MI«:I +2f(\w\))_

PROOF If ¢ € LJpp is satisfiable in nonstandard models, it follows by Proposi-
tion 2.4.11 that ¢ is satisfiable in standard models. By the soundness of SLCPP with
respect to standard models, we have that ¢ is consistent. As it is shown in the proof of
completeness, ¢ is satisfiable in the canonical nonstandard model whose size is f(|¢]).
Next, we will show that for each t € ™|, u;mi (t) is a rational number whose size
can be bounded by O(r||¢|| + 7log ). Please note that we only need to care about the
action sequence 7 € (Act|,)™4%).

In the proof of Proposition 2.4.24, we know that the value of uﬂmﬁ (t) is determ-
ined by the system of linear inequalities listed by (2.14)—(2.23) in the proof of Proposi-
tion 2.4.24. Next, we will show how many linear inequalities are listed by (2.14)—(2.23).

By (2.22) and (2.23), for each x of the form Y.~ | ¢;1); > g and x € sub™(¢p), there
is a corresponding linear inequality. Therefore, (2.22) and (2.23) list at most || linear

inequalities into the system.
o

(2.14)—(2.16) are the requirements that the function ,uim“ needs to meet. They list 5
linear inequalities into the system. Please note that the linear inequality 1 + - - -2 = ¢
is two inequalities in the system, thatis, 1+ - -z > gand (—1)z1+- - (—1)zp < —¢q.

(2.17)—(2.21) are the requirements that the function ,uﬂmaf needs to meet for each
ma € (Act|,)™¥ ). Given Ta € (Act|,)™* %), (2.17)~(2.19) list 5 linear inequalities.
(2.20)—(2.21) list 2 linear inequalities for each E C I™%%|™®. Since I™ | C ™ and

the size of S™ is f(|¢|), there are at most 2f(I#)) such subset E. Therefore, (2.17)—
(2.21) list at most 5 + 2 x 2/U#D linear inequalities for each 7a € (Act|,)™4¥).
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Since there are at most ||/#/sequences in (Act|,)™%¥), thus (2.17)~(2.21) list at most
lo[1#1(5 4 2 x 27(#D) linear inequalities in the system.

Therefore, (2.14)—(2.23) list at most || + 5 + || 1#!(5 + 2 x 27(#D) linear inequal-
ities in the system of linear inequalities. Since || 4+ 5 + [|/¢!(5 + 2 x 27(#Dy < o)
there are at most r linear inequalities in the system. It follows by Theorem A.2.8 that
there exists a probability function 2 such that the value assigned to each state by p>"
is a rational number with size of O(r||p|| + rlogr). O

The following proposition follows immediately.

Proposition 2.5.2 Given ¢ € L[ qpp, the problem whether ¢ is satisfiable in nonstand-
ard models is decidable.

Next, we show that the problem whether ¢ € LFpp is satisfiable in standard models
can be reduced to the problem whether ¢ is satisfiable in nonstandard models.

Proposition 2.5.3 © € L} pp is satisfiable in standard models if and only if ¢ is satis-
fiable in nonstandard models.

PROOF  Due to Proposition 2.4.11, we only need to show that if ¢ € L pp is satis-
fiable in standard models then it is also satisfiable in nonstandard models. Given a stand-
ard model M = (SM,RM,PTM,IM,BM, VM) with M, s E ¢ for some s € I,
we define the nonstandard model M* as follows.

SM' _ SM
R./\/l' _ RM
I./\/l' _ IM
VM' _ VM
" =

Please note that ;2! is defined in Definition 2.2.4.
First, we need to show that M?* is indeed a nonstandard model. We need to show
the following claim.

Claim 2.53.1 1. pM*(IM*) = 1 and M (s) > 0 for each s € M,

2wt ggff'"wa) — @M ({5 € TMU|T | RM" (s) # 0) and p8° (1) > 0 for each
tel T((L’.

3 MU E) < pM({se M T |3t € E s 5 t}) for each E C TM |7,

4 pME) < M {s e M T |3t € E: s 5 t}) for each E C IM°|™ such
that R (s) N E # () and R (s) \ E # 0 for some s € IM"|™,

Proof of claim 2.5.3.1:

1. Since pM* = BM, this is obvious.
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. First, we show p2° (t) > 0 given t € I™M"|™. Since t € [M"[™® = M| it

follows that there is a sequence Spay - - - 5, such that sg € ™, s, Gt Si+1 for

all0 <4 < n,and s,, = t. It follows that BM(s() > 0, PrM(si, ai+1,8i+1) >0
for all 0 < i < n. It follows by Definition 2.2.4 that X (t) > BM(sg) x
HlePrM (si—1,a;,s;). Since BM(so)xﬂyzlPrM(si_l, ai,s;) > 0and pﬂMa' —
pM, it follows that p° () > 0.

Second, let D = {s € I'™M"|™ | RM"(s) # (0} then we will show p " (IM° ™) =
pM® (D). By the definition, we only need to show p (IM|™*) = M (D') where
D' = {s € IM|" | RM(s) # 0}. If IM|™ = (), it is obvious. If TM|™® £ (), it
follows that IM|™@ = [T]MI™ and D’ = [(a) T]™I". By Proposition 2.2.11, it
follows that pM (I™M|™) = pM(D’).

. We only need to show that u(E) < pM({s € M| |3t € E: s % t}) for

each E C IM|™ Given E C IM|™, let D = {s ¢ IM|" |3t € B : 5 5 t}.
If E = (, it is obvious. If E # (), for each t € E, there exists s € D such that
s = t. Moreover, it follows by Definition 2.2.4 that for each ¢ € F,

pray = Y p(s) x Pr(s,a,t)
{s€D|s-t}

We then have the following:

A0
= Yicr lna(t)
= Yier (Z{seD\siﬁ} 1" (s) % PTM(s,a,t))
= Y.ephy'(s) x (Zte(EmRQA(s)) PrM(s,a,t))
Seepint(s)  since 0 < 3 ¢ prpms) PrM(s,a,t) <1
1! (D)

IN

. Given u € I'M|™ and E C IM|™, there are v,v’ € R (u) such that v € E and

v' € E. We need to show pM(E) < pM(D) where D = {s € I'™M|™ | 3t €
E :s % t}. In 3. above, we have shown that M (E) < M (D) since for each
seD:

P (Y PrM(san) < M)
te(ENRM(s))
which is due to
0< Z PrM(s,a,t) <1.
te(ENRM(s))

However, since there are v,v’ € R (u) such that v € E and v’ ¢ E, thus we
have

0< Z PrM(u,a,t) < 1.
te(ENRM(u))
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Therefore, we have

M () x ( Z PTM(u,a,t)) < pM(w).
te(ENRM (u))

Since u € D, it follows that M (E) < uM(D).

|

Second, by induction on the formula 1), it is easy to show that M*®, ¢ IF ¢ if and only

if M|™,t F ¢ foreach ¢ € LE55°°, each t € S™M, and each 7 € Act® with t € TM|™.
Third, we will show M?®, u I ¢ if and only if M, u F ¢ for each ¢p € LF-pp and
each u € I’™. We prove it by induction on 9. Please note that 1) € L pp. Due to the
second step, here we only focus on the case of Y., ¢;Bx,1; > q. Since u,/:’t = u{,‘f.,
we only need to show [¢;[M™ = [,]21". Since ¢; € LEc55%°, it follows by the
second step that [1;]M1™ = [v;]21". O

Now, we are ready to show the decidability of LCPP in standard models.

Theorem 2.5.4 (Decidability) Given ¢ € Licpp, the problem whether  is satisfiable
in standard models is decidable.

PROOF  Assume the nesting degree of ¢ is d(¢) = k. It is obvious that k£ < |p|. Let
@1, -+, p; where i < k be the subformulas of ¢ such that d(¢;) = 1forall 1 < j <.
The proofs of Proposition 2.4.6 and Proposition 2.4.7 supply procedures to reduce each
¢; to a formula ¢} such that = ¢; <> ¢’ and d(¢}) = 0. Since the length of each
; is finite, the procedures can be terminated in a finite number of steps. We can then
obtain the formula ¢ by replacing each ¢; with ¢’ Tt follows that d(¢') = k — 1. By
Proposition 2.3.4, we have - ¢ + ¢'. If k — 1 > 0, we do the same procedure for ¢’.
Therefore, we can obtain a formula ) in a finite number of steps such that - ¢ <> ¢ and
d(y) = 0.

It follows by the soundness that ¢ is satisfiable in standard models if and only if % is
satisfiable in standard models. Since ¢ € L] pp, it follows by Proposition 2.5.3 that ¢
is satisfiable in standard models if and only if it is satisfiable in nonstandard models. By
Proposition 2.5.2, the problem whether 9 is satisfiable in nonstandard models is decid-
able. Therefore, the problem whether ¢ is satisfiable in standard models is decidable. O

2.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, we developed a logical framework for conformant probabilistic planning.
As we argue, this approach differs from existing approaches to conformant probabilistic
planning by focusing on a logical language with which to specify plans. Rather than
thinking of goals of plans as subsets of the set of nodes of a probabilistic transition
system, our framework allows one to think of the goal as a formula, which may be more
convenient when we formulate goals that are probabilistic in nature. (Say: some message
should arrive with probability greater than 0.9.) We believe that this contribution to the
field of planning is very much worthwhile.
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The particular logic we developed allows for reasoning about conformant plans and
their probabilistic consequences. We provided an intuitive semantics, which makes it
clear how probabilities change as actions are undertaken. We also provided a complete
axiomatization of the logic, which shows that it is rather well-behaved for a logic that
deals with conformant probabilistic planning.

In the future, we hope to expand this work so it can deal with multi-agent scenarios,
where different agents may have different pieces of information about the state of the
transition system and where different agents may not share the same prior probability
distribution over the set of nodes of the transition system. We also hope to implement
(part of) the framework so that one can actually use it for planning, even though initially
we will only deal with toy examples. Still, even though these will be toy examples,
we believe the addition of a logical language to a conformant probabilistic planning
scenario, will already show its use in those cases.

Another direction for future research is to generalize the models by allowing states
to be partially observable through sensors that map the true state of the world onto
observable tokens, which is called Partially Observable Markov Decision Processes
(POMDPs). For POMDP planning, the plan is usually a policy mapping of belief states
onto actions (cf. (Geffner and Bonet, 2013)). Therefore, to deal with the reasoning in
POMDP planning, we also need to expand the language in order to be capable of talking
about policies.

Furthermore, with a possible implementation in mind, future research will include
determining the complexity of algorithms for model checking and planning, which will
make a comparison with standard Al approaches to planning feasible.



Chapter 3

Knowing how with intermediate
constraints

3.1 Introduction

Standard epistemic logic proposed by Hintikka (1962) studies propositional knowledge
expressed by “knowing that ¢”. However, there are very natural knowledge expressions
beyond “knowing that”, such as “knowing what your password is”, “knowing why he
came late”, “knowing how to go to Beijing”, and so on. In particular, knowing how
received much attention in both philosophy and AL

In philosophy, researchers debate about whether knowledge-how is also proposi-
tional knowledge (cf. Fantl (2008)). In Al, dating back to McCarthy and Hayes (1969),
McCarthy (1979), and Moore (1985), people already started to look at it in the setting of
logics of knowledge and action. However, there still is no consensus on how to capture
the logic of “knowing how” formally (cf. the recent surveys Gochet (2013) and Agotnes
et al. (2015)). The difficulties are well discussed in Jamroga and Agotnes (2007) and
Herzig (2015) and simply combining the existing modalities for “knowing that” and
“ability” in a logical language like ATEL (see van der Hoek and Wooldridge (2003))
does not lead to a genuine notion of “knowing how”.

In Wang (2015a, 2016), a new approach is proposed by introducing a single new
modality ICh of goal-directed knowing how, which includes formulas KCh(v, ¢) to ex-
press that the agent knows how to achieve states in which ¢ is true given a precondition
that ¢. The models are labelled transition systems which represent the agent’s abilit-
ies, inspired by Wang (2015b). Borrowing the idea from conformant planning in Al
(cf. Smith and Weld (1998); Yu et al. (2016)), KCh(1), ) holds globally in a labelled
transition system if there is a plan such that from all the i-states this plan can always
be successfully executed to reach some -states. As an example, Figure 3.1 depicts
a model, where s; are places connected by corridors () or stairs (w).2 The formula
KCh(p, ¢) holds in this model, since there is a plan ru which can always work to reach a
g-state from any p-state. In Wang (2015a), a sound and complete proof system is given,

I'This is an extended version of joint work with Yanjing Wang (Li and Wang (2017)).
2This is a variant of the running example used in Wang and Li (2012).
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S1 T 89 i Pp—"—> 83 P —"—>S4:q —"—> S5

Figure 3.1

featuring a crucial axiom capturing the compositionality of plans:
COMPKh (Kh(p,r) ANKh(r,q)) = Kh(p,q)

However, as observed in Lau and Wang (2016), constraints on how we achieve the
goal often matter. For example, the ways for me to go to New York are constrained
by the money I have; we want to know how to win the game by playing fairly; people
want to know how to be rich without breaking the law. Generally speaking, actions have
costs, both financially and morally. We need to stay within our “budget” in reaching
our goals. Apparently, such intermediate constraints cannot be expressed by Kh(v, @)
since it only cares about the starting and ending states. This motivates us to introduce a
ternary modality JCh™ (1), x, ¢) where x constrains the intermediate states.

In the rest of the chapter, we first introduce the language, semantics, and a proof
system of our logic in Section 3.2; in Section 3.3, we give a non-trivial completeness
proof of the proof system; in Section 3.4, we show that our logic is decidable; in the last
section, we conclude with future directions.

3.2 The logic KHM

This section will introduce the logic of knowing how with intermediate constraints, and
we denote the logic as KHM.

3.2.1 Syntax and semantics

Firstly, we introduce the language of KHM. Besides the common boolean operators,
there is a ternary modality to express knowing how and the intermediate constraints.
This ternary modality was first proposed and discussed briefly in Wang (2016).

Definition 3.2.1 (Language) Given a countable set of proposition letters P, the lan-
guage Lxuy of KHM is defined as follows:

p:=L]p|-e|(@Ae)| Kh"(¢, 0, ¢)

where p € P. We will often omit parentheses around expressions when doing so ought
not cause confusion. We use the standard abbreviations T, oV and ¢ — 1), and define
Uy as Kh™(—p, T, L). U is intended to be an universal modality, and it will become
clear after defining the semantics.

Kh™(¢, x, @) expresses that the agent knows how to guarantee ¢ given v while
taking a route that satisfies y (excluding the start and the end). Note that the formula
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Kh™( A x, x, @ A x) expresses knowing how with inclusive intermediate constraints.
Note that the binary know-how operator in Wang (2015b) can be defined as ICh(1), ¢) :=
KR® (4, T, ).

The language is interpreted on models which are labelled transition systems. The
model illustrates what actions the agent can do in each state.

Definition 3.2.2 (Model) Given a countable set of proposition letters P, a model is
essentially a labelled transition system (S, Act, R, V') where:

e S is a non-empty set of states;

o Act is a set of actions;

o R: Act — 2%%% is a collection of transitions labelled by actions in Act;
o V : S — 2% is avaluation function.

We write s % t if (s,t) € R(a). For a sequence ¢ = aj ...a, € Act* (Act* is all

the finite sequence generated by actions in Act), we write s = t if there exist Sy . . . Sy,
ai az An—1 QAnp

such that s — sy — -+ —— 8, —> t. Note that o can be the empty sequence ¢

(when n = 0), and we set s < s for all s. Let oy, be the initial segment of o up to ay, for

k < |o|. In particular let 0y = €.

Note that the labels in Act do not appear in the language. The graph in Figure 3.1
represents a model. We also call an action sequence a plan. Normally, we say that a plan
o is executable in a state s if there exists a state ¢ € S such that s 2 ¢, which means
the agent can do ¢ in the state s. Next, we define a notion “strongly executable”” which
means the agent will never fail if she performs a plan in a state.

Definition 3.2.3 (Strongly executable) We say 0 = ay - - - a,, is strongly executable at
s" ifforeach 0 < k < n: s" 25 t implies that t has at least one Qf41-SUCCESSOF.

Intuitively, o is strongly executable at s if you can always successfully finish the
whole o after executing any initial segment of ¢ from s. For example, ab is not strongly
executable at s; in the model below, though it is executable at s;.

o Sg —b—>S4 : @

S1:p ~a
53

Definition 3.2.4 (Semantics) Suppose s is a state in a model M = (S, Act, R, V), we
then inductively define the notion of a formula ¢ being satisfied (or true) in M at state
s as follows:

M,sE L never

M,sEp — peV(s).

M, sE —p = M,sFp.

M,sEpAY — M,sEpand M,sE .

M, sEKh"(,x,p) <= thereexistsaoc € Act™ such that for each s’ with

M, s" E ), o is strongly x-executable
at s’ and Mt = ¢ for all t with s' 5 t,
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where we say 0 = ay - - - a, is strongly x-executable at s' if:
e o is strongly executable at s', and
o s I timplies M, t E x forall 0 < k < n.

It is obvious that € is strongly x-executable at each state s for each formula x. Note
that Ch™(¢, L, @) expresses that there is a 0 € Act U {e} such that the agent knows
doing o in 1-states can guarantee ¢, namely the witness plan ¢ is at most one-step. As
an example, Kh®(p, L, 0) and Kh™(p, 0, ¢) hold in the following model for the witness
plans a and ab respectively. Note that the truth value of ICh™ (¢, x, ) does not depend
on the designated state.

I
513P\H 5t d
S3 . 710

Now we can also check that the operator U defined by KCh™(—1), T, L) is indeed a uni-
versal modality:

[ M,sEUp & forallt € S, M,tF ¢ |

3.2.2 A deductive system

In this subsection, we provide a Hilbert-style proof system for the logic KHM. A proof
consists of a sequence of formulas such that each formula either is an instance of an
axiom or can be obtained by applying one of the rules to formulas occurring earlier in
the sequence.

Definition 3.2.5 (Deductive System SKHM) The axioms and rules shown in Table 3.1
constitute the proof system SKHM. We write SKHM + ¢ (or sometimes just = @) to
mean that the formula ¢ is derivable in the axiomatic system SKHM, the negation of
SKHM F ¢ is written SKHM ¥ ¢ (or just ¥ ). To say that a set D of formulas is
SKHM-inconsistent (or just inconsistent) means that there is a finite subset D' C D
such that = = \ D', where N D" := N\ cp, @ if D" # 0 and \ ,cy ¢ := T. To say that
a set of formulas is SKHM-consistent (or just consistent) means that the set of formulas
is not inconsistent. Consistency or inconsistency of a formula refers to the consistency
or inconsistency of the singleton set containing the formula.

Note that DISTU, NECU, TU are standard for the universal modality /. 4KhmU and
4KhmU are introspection axioms reflecting that JCh™ formulas are global. EMPKhm cap-
tures the interaction between U/ and Kh™ via the empty plan. COMPKhm is the new com-
position axiom for Ch™. UKhm shows how we can weaken the knowing how claims.
ONEKhm is the characteristic axiom for SKHM compared to the system for binary Ch,
and it expresses the condition for the necessity of the intermediate steps.

Remark 3.2.6 Note that the corresponding axioms for COMPKhm, EMPKhm and UKhm in
the setting of binary KCh are the following:

COMPKh  Kh(p,q) A Kh(g,r) — Kh(p,r)
EMPKh  U(p — q) = Kh(p,q)
UKh U — p) NU(qg— ¢') NKh(p,q) = KD, q')
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Axioms
TAUT all tautologies of propositional logic
DISTU Up NU(p — q)) — Ug
TU Up —p
4KhmU Kh™(p,0,q) = UKKh"(p,0,q)
5KhmU —Kh™(p,0,q) = U-KRh"(p,0,q)
EMPKhm Ulp— q) — Kh"(p, L, q)
COMPKhm  (Kh™(p, 0,7) A Kh™(r,0,q) AU(r — 0)) = Kh™(p, 0,q)
ONEKhm (KKh™(p, 0,q) A =Kh"(p, L, q)) = Kh™(p, L, 0)
UKhm U — p)AU(o— ) NU(qg— ¢') NKR™(p,0,q))
— Kh*(p', 0, q)
Rules
wp 2PV 1; v NECU u%’ SUB ;ﬁ;}

Table 3.1: System SKHM

In the system SKH of Wang (2015a), UKh (which is called WKKh there) can be de-
rived using COMPKh and EMPKh. However, UKhm cannot be derived using COMPKhm and
EMPKhm. In particular, Kh™(p', L,p) A Kh®(p,0,q) — Kh™(p',0,q) is not valid due
to the lack of U(p — o), in contrast with the SKH-derivable Kh(p',p) A Kh(p,q) —
KCh(p', q) which is crucial in the derivation of UKh in SKH.

Below we derive some theorems and rules that are useful in the later proofs.

Proposition 3.2.7 We can derive the following in SKHM.:

4U Up — UUp
50U —Up — U-Up
ULKhm U — p) NKR™(p,0,q)) — KR (p', 0,q)
UMKhm (U(o = ') NKh™(p,0,q)) = Kh™(p, 0, q)
URKhm U(qg — ¢') NKR™(p,0,q")) — Kh™(p,0,q")
UNIV U-p— Kh*(p, L, L)
REU from o < Y prove Up < U
RE from @ < 1 prove x <> X’
where ' is obtained by replacing some occurrences of @ in x by 1.

PROOF REUis immediate given DISTU and NECU. 4U and 5U are special cases of 4KhmU
and 5KhmU respectively. ULKhm, UMKhm, URKhm are the special cases of UKhm. To prove
UNIV, first, note that —p <> U(p — L) due to REU. Then due to EMPKhm, we have
U-p — Kh™(p, L, L). RE can be obtained by an inductive proof on the shape of ¥,
which uses UKhm and NECU for the case of ICA™(-, -, -). O
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Next, we will show that SKHM is sound with respect to the semantics provided in
Section 3.2.1. Firstly we show that axioms EMPKhm, COMPKhm, ONEKhm, and UKhm are
valid.

Proposition 3.2.8 FU(p — ¢q) — Kh™(p, L,q)

PROOF  Assuming that M, s E U(p — q), it means that M,t E p — g forall¢ € S.
Given M, t F p, it follows that M, ¢t F ¢. Thus, we have ¢ is strongly | -executable at t.
Therefore, we have M, s F ICh™(p, L, q). O

Proposition 3.2.9 F ICh™(p, 0,7) A Kh™(r,0,q) AU(r — 0) — Kh®(p, 0, q)

PROOF  Assuming M, s E ICh™(p, 0,7) AKCh™(r, 0,q) AU(r — 0), we will show that
M, s E Kh™(p,o0,q). Since M, s E Kh™(p, o,7), it follows that there exists o € Act™
such that for each M, u E p, o is strongly o-executable at u and that M, v E r for each
v with u % v. Since M, s E IKCh™(r, 0, q), it follows that there exists o/ € Act* such
that for each M, v’ E r, ¢’ is strongly o-executable at v" and that M, ¢ ¢ for each ¢
with o' 2 t. In order to show M, s E ICh™(p, 0, q), we only need to show that oo’ is

strongly o-executable at u and that M, t’ E ¢ for each ¢’ with u LN t', where u is a
state with M, u F p.

By assumption, we know that ¢ is strongly o-executable at w, and for each v with
u % w, it follows by assumption that M, v E r and o’ is strongly o-executable at v.
Moreover, since M, s £ U(r — o), it follows that M, v F o for each v with u % v.

Thus, oo’ is strongly o-executable at u. What is more, for each ¢’ with u =2 ¢/, there

is v such that u <> v <> ¢ and M, v E r, it follows by assumption that M, t' E q.
Therefore, we have M, s £ Kh™(p, 0, q). |

Proposition 3.2.10 £ Kh™(p, 0,q) A =Kh™(p, L, q) — Kh™(p, L, 0)

PROOF  Assuming M, s E ICh™(p,0,q) A =Kh™(p, L, q), we will show that M, s F
Kh™(p, L, 0). Since M, s E ICh™(p, 0, q), it follows that there exists o € Act™ such that
for each M, u E p, o is strongly o-executable at v and M, v E ¢ for all v with u = v.
If o € Act U {e}, it follows that M, s E Ch™(p, L, q). Since M, s E =KCh"(p, L, q),
it follows that o & Act U {e}. Thus, 0 = ay - - - a,, where n > 2. Let u be a state such
that M, u F p. Since 0 = a; - - - a, is strongly o-executable at u, it follows that a; is

executable at u. Moreover, since n > 2, we have M, v F o for each v with « N
Therefore, we have M, s E Kh®(p, L, 0). ]

Proposition 3.2.11 £ U(p' — p) AU(o — o) ANU(¢ — ¢) AN Kh"(p,0,q9) —
Kh(p',0',q")

PROOF  Assuming M ;s E U(p' — p) AU(o — o) NU(q — ¢') N Kh™(p,0,q),
we will show that M, s £ KCh"(p', 0, q’). Since M,s E Kh™(p, 0, q), it follows that
there exists o € Act™ such that for each M, u F p: o is strongly o-executable at u and
M, v E ¢ for each v with u = v. Let s’ be a state with M, s’ E p’. Next we will show
that o is strongly o’-executable at s’ and M, v E ¢/ for all v’ with s % ',
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Since M, s EU(p' — p), it follows that M, s’ E p. Thus, o is strongly o-executable
at s’ and M, v’ k= ¢ for each v' with s’ % v’. Since M, s E U(o — o), it follows that
o is strongly o'-executable at s’. Since M,s F U(q — ¢'), it follows that M, v’ E ¢’
for each v’ with s’ = v'. a

Since U is a universal modality, DISTU and TU are obviously valid. Since the mod-
ality KCh™ is not local, it is easy to show that 4KhmU and 5KhmU are valid. Moreover, by
Propositions 3.2.8-3.2.11, we have that all axioms are valid. Due to a standard argument
in modal logic, we know that the rules MP, NECU and SUB preserve a formula’s validity.
The soundness of SKHM follows immediately.

Theorem 3.2.12 (Soundness) SKHM is sound w.r.t. the class of all models.

3.3 Deductive completeness

This section will prove that SKHM is complete w.r.t. the class of all models. For the
same reason as in Wang (2015a), we will build a canonical model for a given maximally
consistent set (MCS). The reason is that the semantics of JCh™ formulas does not depend
on the current state. Thus if they are true, they are true everywhere in the model. It
follows that we cannot build a single canonical model to realize all the consistent sets
of Lxym formulas simultaneously. Instead, for each maximally consistent set of Lxpm
formulas we build a separate canonical model.

However, the canonical model here is much more complicated. The reason is that in
the canonical model in Wang (2015a), each knowing-how formula KCh (v, ¢) is realized
by a one-step witness plan, which does not work here. Some knowing-how formulas
here, such as ICh™ (¢, x, ¢) A =Kh™(¢, L, ), require their witness plans to have more
than one step. Therefore, we need a new method to construct the canonical model. There
are two new features for the canonical model here. Firstly, the state of the canonical
model is a pair consisting of a maximally consistent set and a marker which will play
an important role in defining the witness plan for ICh™-formulas. Secondly, formulas of
the form ICh™ (v, L, ¢) are realized by one-step plans, and formulas like ICh™ (1, x, ) A
—ICh™ (1), L, ) are realized by two-step plans. Moreover, we deal with the second step
of the plan differently from the first step of the plan.These features will become clear in
the following context.

Definition 3.3.1 We say that a set A of formulas is maximally consistent in Lxgpy if A
is consistent, and any set of formulas properly containing T is inconsistent. If A is a
maximally consistent set of formulas then we say it is an MCS.

Let I be an MCS in Lgyym. In the following, we will build a canonical model for I'.
We first prepare ourselves with some auxiliary notions and some handy propositions.

Given a set of Lxum formulas A, let Algpe and A|_xps be the collections of its
positive and negative h™ formulas:

Algne ={0 10 = Kh™(¢, x, ¢) € A};

Alxcpe = {0 | 0 = -KCh™ (¢, x, ) € A}
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Definition 3.3.2 Let O be the set of all MCS A such that Alicps = T|xcpa.

Note that ®r is the set of all MCSs that share the same Kh™ formulas with I'. The
canonical model for I' will be based on the MCSs in ®p. Since every A € Pr is
maximally consistent, the following proposition shows an obvious property of ®r.

Proposition 3.3.3 For each A € ®r, we have that Kh™(¢,x, ) € T if and only if
Kh™ (0, x, ) € A for all K™, X, ) € Lxum-

By a standard argument of Lindenbaum’s lemma (cf. Blackburn et al. (2001)), we
have the following proposition.

Proposition 3.3.4 [f A is consistent then there is an MCS T" such that A C T.

The following proposition reveals a crucial property of ®r, which will be used re-
peatedly later.

Proposition 3.3.5 If o € A forall A € Op thenUp € A forall A € Pr.

PROOF  Suppose ¢ € A for all A € ®r, then by the definition of ®r, ¢ is not
consistent with T'|xcp= U T'| < jcp=, for otherwise T'|cpa U T —jcpe U {0} can be extended
into a maximally consistent set in @ due to Proposition 3.3.4. Thus there are formulas

Kh™ (11, X1, 01)s +- -0 KA (Vr, Xk, k) € T'|icnn and formulas —ICh™ (41, X7, 1), - -»
ﬁ]Chm(z/fl/a XZ, 902) € T'|-xn= such that

FCN\ KR @ xo o) A\ KRG, @) = .
1<i<k 1<5<1
By NECU,
FUC N\ KB xie) A\ KRR, G, #5) = @)
1<i<k 1<5<1
By DISTU we have:

l_u( /\ Khm(quaX'nwl)/\ /\ ﬁKhm(¢§7X;7<P;))—>USD

1<i<k 1<5<i

Since KA™(11, Xx1,%1)s s K™Yk, Xk, 0k) € T, we have UKA™ (Y1, x1,01)s ---»
UK (Y, Xk, pr) € T due to 4KhmU and the fact that T" is a maximally consistent set.
Similarly, we have U—/CR™ ({1, X1, 1), ..., U=KR™ (Y], X}, ;) € T due to 5KhmU. By
DISTU and NECU, it is easy to show that = U(p A ¢) <> Up A Ug. Then due to a slight
generalization, we have:

Z/{( /\ Khm(/wHXw@L)/\ /\ _‘Khm(w_;vx_/p(p;))er

1<i<k 1<5<1

Now it is immediate that U/ € T". Due to Proposition 3.3.3, U/ € A forall A € &p. O

Proposition 3.3.6 Given ICh™(¢, T,¢) € ' and A € ®r, if b € A then there exists
A’ € ®r such that p € A,
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PROOF  Assuming KCh"(¢), T,p) € I'and ¢ € A € ®p, if there does not exist
A’ € ®r such that ¢ € A’, then —p € A’ for all A’ € ®r. It follows by Pro-
position 3.3.5 that U/~ € T, namely Kh"(p, T, 1) € T. Since U(p — L) and
Kh®(, T,p) € T, it follows by COMPKhm that KCh®(¢), T, L) € T namely, U—) € T.
By Proposition 3.3.3, we have that {—) € A. It follows by TU that =) € A. This is in
contradiction with 1) € A. Therefore, there exists A’ € ®r such that p € A’. O

Before building the canonical model for I', we firstly define the set of actions that
would be part of the canonical model.

Definition 3.3.7 The set of action symbols Actr is defined as below.

Actr ={(¢), L, @) | Kh"(¢, L, ) € T}U
{(x¥,0) | KR™ (¥, x, ), ~Kh™(1h, L, @) € T'}

The first part of Actr is meant to handle the formulas h™ (v, L, ). These formu-
las can be witnessed by plans whose length are at most 1, and there are no intermediate
states in such plans. The second part of Actr is to handle the cases where the interme-
diate state is indeed necessary: —=/KCh™(1), L, ¢) makes sure that you cannot have a plan
to guarantee ¢ in less than two steps.

In the following we build a separate canonical model for the MCS T, for it is not
possible to satisfy all h™ formulas simultaneously in a single model since those formu-
las are evaluated globally. Even if Kh™(¢), x, ¢) and =/Ch™ (1), X, ) are both consistent,
they cannot be true in the same model. Because the later proofs are quite technical, it
is very important to first understand the ideas behind the canonical model construction.
Note that to satisfy a Kh™ (¢, x, ) formula, there are two cases to be considered:

(1) Kh™(, L, ) holds and we just need a one-step witness plan, which can be
handled similarly using the techniques developed in Wang (2015a);

(2) Kh™(¢), L, ¢) does not hold, and we need to have a witness plan which at least
involves an intermediate x-stage. By ONEKhm, Ch™ (v, L, x) holds. It is then tempting
to reduce ICh™(¢, x, ) to Kh™(¢, L, x) A KCh™(x, X, ¢). However, this is not correct
since we may not have a strongly y-executable plan to reach a y-state from every x-
state. Note that ICh™ (1), x, @) and KCh™(¢), L, ) only ensure that we can reach ¢-states
from yx-states that result from the witness plan for Kh™(¢), L, x). However, we cannot
refer to such y-states in the language of Lyuy. This is why we include ¥ markers in
the building blocks of the canonical model. A label x¥ roughly tells us where this state
“comes from”. 3
Definition 3.3.8 (Canonical Model) The canonical model for T is a quadruple M§{. =
(S¢, Actr, R, V¢) where:

o S¢={(Ax¥) | x €A € ®r, and ((x?¥, ) € Actr for some ¢ or (1, L, x) €
Actr)}. We write the pairin S as w, v, - - -, and refer to the first entry of w € S
as L(w), to the second entry as R(w);

w Tl iff g € L(w) and B(u') = o¥;

3In Wang (2015a), the canonical models are much simpler: the state of the canonical model is just MCS
and the canonical relations are simply labelled by (¢, ) for Kh(v, ) € T'.
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v
o w M>c w' iffR(w) = x¥ and p € L(w');

o pe Ve(w)iff p € L(w).
For each w € S, we also call w a v-state if {p € L(w).

In the above definition, R(w) marks the use of w as an intermediate state. The same
maximally consistent set A may have different uses depending on different R(w). We

. . . v,
will make use of the transitions w @) ) o) . w' where R(v) = x¥. Note

Y
that if R(w) = x¥ then w MC v for each g-state v. The non-trivial part of the later

proof of the truth lemma is to show that adding such transitions and making them to be
composed arbitrarily will not cause some Kh™ (1), x, ¢) € L(w) to hold at w.

We first show that each A € ®r appears as L(w) for some w € S°€.
Proposition 3.3.9 For each A € ®r, there exists w € S€ such that L(w) = A.

PROOF  Since - T — T, it follows by NECU that - U(T — T). Thus, we have
U(T — T) e I'. It follows by EMPKhm that JCh™(T, L, T) € I'. It follows that a =
(T, L, T) € Actr. Since T € A, it follows that (A, TT) € S¢. ad
Since I € ®r, it follows by Proposition 3.3.9 that S¢ £ ).

Proposition 3.3.5 helps us to prove the following two handy propositions which will
play crucial roles in the completeness proof. Note that according to Proposition 3.3.5,
to obtain that U in all the A € ®r, we just need to show that ¢ is in all the A € ®r,
not necessarily in all the w € S°.

Proposition 3.3.10 Given a = (', L, ") € Actr, If for each y-state w € S° we have
that a is executable at w, then U(yp — ') € T.

PROOF  Suppose that every /-state has an outgoing a-transition, then by the definition
of R¢, ' is in all the v)-states. For each A € ®r, either ¢ € A, or¢) € A thus ¢’ € A.
Now by the fact that A is maximally consistent it is not hard to show p — ' € A
in both cases. By Proposition 3.3.5, U(v) — ') € A for all A € ®r. It follows by
I'e Op thatU(yp — ') € T O

Proposition 3.3.11 Given w € S¢and a = (1, L,¢') or (x¥, ') € Actr such that a
is executable at w, if p € L(w') for each w' with w % w' then U (¢’ — @) € T.

PROOF  Firstly, we focus on the case of a = (¢, L, ¢’). For each A € ®r with
¢ € A, we have v = (A, ¢'¥) € S¢. Since (1, L, ') is executable at w, it means
that ¢ € L(w). By the definition, it follows that w - v. Since ¢ € L(w') for each w’
with w = w0/, it follows that ¢ € L(v). Therefore, we have p € A for each A € ®r
with ¢’ € A, namely ¢’ — ¢ € A forall A € &r. It follows by Proposition 3.3.5 that
U — ) €T

Secondly, we focus on the case of a = (x¥,¢’). For each A € ®p with ¢’ € A,
it follows by Proposition 3.3.9 that there exists v € S° such that L(v) = A. Since a is
executable at w, it follows that w — v. Since ¢ € L(w’) for each w’ with w o, it
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follows that ¢ € L(v). Therefore, we have shown that ¢’ € A implies ¢ € A for all
A € ®r. It follows by Proposition 3.3.5 that U (¢’ — ¢) € T. O

To make the proof of the truth lemma shorter, we need the following proposition.

Proposition 3.3.12 Given a non-empty sequence o = ay ---a, € Act] where a; =
(i, L, @) ora; = <X;/"i,<pi>f0r each 1 < i < n, we have Kh™(¢, x, ¢;) € T for all
1 <i < nifforeachy-state w € S¢:

e o is strongly executable at w,
o w st implies x € L(t') forall1 < j < n.

PROOF  If there is no t-state in S¢, it follows that =) € L(w’) for each w’ € S¢. It
follows by Proposition 3.3.9 that =) € A for all A € ®p. By Proposition 3.3.5, we
have Y—) € T'. By UNIV, Kh®(¢), L, L) € T". Since - L — x and - L — ¢. Then by
NECU, we have - U (L — x) and - U(L — ). By UMKhm and URKhn, it is obvious that
Kho(4, x. ) € T.

Next, assuming v € S€ is a ¥-state, we will show ICh™ (¢, x, ¢) € I'. There are two
cases: n = 1 orn > 2. For the case of n = 1, we will prove it directly; for the case of
n > 2, we will prove it by induction on .

Y1

o n = 1. If ay is of the form (x"*, 1), by the definition of 27, it fol-
lows that R(w) = qul for each 1-state w. Let x( be a formula satisfying that
F xo ¢ x1 and xo # x1. By the rule of Replacement of Equals RE, it follows
that (x0*,01) € Actr. Let w' = (L(v), x3*) then it follows that w’ € S°. Since
¢ € L(v), then we have ¢y € L(w’). However, since R(w') = y!* # Xg“,
o = (x¥", 1) is not executable at the v-state w’. This is in contradiction with
the assumption that o is strongly executable at all ¢-states. Therefore, we know
that a; cannot be of the form (x!*, 1).

If ay = (Y1, L, ¢1), it follows that Kh™ (1)1, L, 1) € T. Since a; is executable
at each 1)-state, it follows by Proposition 3.3.10 that U(¢y — 1) € T. Since
K™ (41, L, p1) €T, it follows by ULKhm that Kh®(¢), L, 1) € I'. By NECU and
UMKhm, it is clear that ICh™ (¢, x, ¢1) € T.

e n > 2. By induction on 4, next we will show that Kh™ (1, x, ¢;) € I for each
1 <7 < n. For the case of ¢ = 1, with the similar proof as in the case of n = 1,
we can show that a; can only be (¢1, L, 1) and U(¢p — 1) € T'. Therefore
by UKhm we have Kh®(¢, x,¢1) € I'. Under the induction hypothesis (IH) that
KCh™ (¢, x, ¢i) € T for each 1 < ¢ < k, we will show that Ch™ (¢, X, vr+1) € T,
where 1 < k < n — 1. Because o is strongly executable at v, it follows that there
are w’, v’ € S€ such that

ay ap—1 ,  aw , Okt an
v e w v . t.

Moreover, for each ¢’ with w’ %3 ¢ we have x € L(t'). It follows by Proposition
3.3.11 that U (o — x) € T (A). Proceeding, there are two cases of ag1:
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- ag+1 = (Y41, L, @ry1). Since o is strongly executable at v, it follows that

for each ¢ with w' =% # we know that ai+1 is executable at each ¢'. Tt

follows by the definition of ki) g Yr4+1 € L(t'). Moreover,

since ay, is executable at w’, it follows by Proposition 3.3.11 that U (¢ —
Yr+1) € T'. Since ax+1 € Actr, it then follows that ™ (Yg+1, L, 0k+1) €
T. It follows by ULKhm that h™ (g, L, pr+1) € . Since - U(L — x),
it follows by UMKhm that Ch™ (¢, X, ¢k+1) € I'. Since by IH we have that
Kh™(¢, x, pr) € T, It follows from (A) and COMPKhm that Ch™ (¢, X, Yk+1) €
.

- Ayl = <X1;fi+11 ,¥k+1). Since o is strongly executable at v, it follows that
for each t’ with w’ =% # we know that a1 is executable at t’. Then we
have that R(t') = xzjﬁl for each ¢/ with w’ 2% ¢/,

Note that the action aj, cannot be of the form <Xﬁk790k>- Suppose it can
be, let v/ = (L(v/),xg’““) where - xo < Xra1 and xo # Xra1. Since
w25 o', it follows that 5, € L(v’). Then it follows by the definition of

transitions that w’ %> v”. However, we know that R(v") # X;fﬁl thus

ag+1 = <XZT{1 , Pr+1) is not executable at v”’. This is in contradiction with
the strong executability. Therefore, we know that a; cannot be of the form

(XLF, o).

Now ar = (¢, L, k). Since w' 5 o' and apy; = <X11i}i+11780k+1> is

executable at v/, we have R(v') = o} = xgﬁl by definition of transitions.

It follows that ¥, = 111 and @ = xg+1. Since ar41 € Actr, it follows
that JCA™ (Yg+1, Xk+1, Pk+1) € [. Thus, we have Kh™ (Y, ok, pr+1) € T
By (A) and UMKhm we then have that Kh™ (¢g, X, gr+1) € T (V). If k =1,
by Proposition 3.3.10 it is easy to show that U/(¢» — 1) € I'. Then by
ULKhm we have Ch™ (), x, pr+1) € T'. If k& > 1, there is a state w’ such that

a ap_2 g —1 ay Ap+1 An
1 / /
v e w w v e t.

Since o is strongly executable at v, it follows that for each ¢/ with w” 2£=%s

. .. L,
t’ we have ay, is executable at ¢’. It follows by the definition of M,

it follows that v, € L(t') for each ¢’ with w” SETL ¥, Since ay_q is
executable at w”, it follows by Proposition 3.3.11 that U (pr—1 — i) €
I".Moreover, since v —— #' for each #' with w” =% ¢, it follows that
X € L(t'). Thus by Proposition 3.3.11 again, we have U (pr_1 — x) € I.
Since we have proved (V), it follows by ULKhm that h®(@r—1, X, Pk+1) €
T". Since by IH we have Ch™ (¢, x, pr—1) € T, it follows by COMPKhm that

Kh™(¥, X, prt1) €T

Now we are ready to prove the truth lemma.

Lemma 3.3.13 (Truth Lemma) For each ¢ and each w € S¢, we have M, w E ¢ iff
© € L(w).
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PROOF  Boolean cases are trivial, and we only focus on the case of h™ (¢, X, ¢).

Left to Right: If there is no state w’ such that M$, w’ E 4, it follows by IH that
—1p € L(w') for each w’ € S°. It follows by Proposition 3.3.9 that —¢) € A for all
A € ®r. By Proposition 3.3.5, we have Y1) € L(w). By UNIV, Kh™ (¢, L, 1) € L(w).
Since L — yandF L — ¢. Then by NECU, we have - U (L — x) and - U(L — ¢).
By UMKhm and URKhm, it is obvious that Kh™(¢, x, ¢) € L(w).

Next, assuming M., v F ¢ for some v € ¢, we will show ICh™ (), x, ¢) € L(w).
Since M§, w E Kh™(1, x, @), it follows that there exists ¢ € Act™ such that for each

¢ w' E 1: o is strongly y-executable at w’ and M, v’ E ¢ for all v/ with w’ 7 v'.
There are two cases: o is empty or not.

e o = c. This means that M§, w’ E ¢ for each M§, w’ E 9. It follows by IH that
1 € L(w') implies ¢ € L(w’). Thus, we have ¢y — ¢ € L(w’) forallw’ € S€. By
Proposition 3.3.9, we have ¢ — ¢ € A forall A € ®r. It follows by Proposition
3.3.5 that U(¢p — ¢) € L(w). It then follows by EMPKhm that Ch™ (), L, ¢) €
L(w). By NECU and UMKhm, it is easy to show that h™(, x, ¢) € L(w).

e 0 =aj -a, where foreach 1 < i < n, a; = (5, L,p;) ora; = <X§Z’i,<pi>.
Since o is strongly x-executable at each w’ with M., w’ k= 1), it follows by IH that
for each v)-state w': o is strongly executable at w’ and w’ 5 ¢’ implies x € L(t')
for all 1 < j < n. By Proposition 3.3.12, we have that Kh™ (¢, x, ¢n) € L(v).
Since M, v E 9 and o is strongly x-executable at v and M, v” E ¢ for each
v with v L v”, it follows that there exists v’ such that a,, is executable at v’
and M§, 0" E ¢ for each v with v' 2% v”. (Please note that v = v if n = 1.)
Note that a,, is either (1, L, ,,) or (x¥", ©,). It follows by Proposition 3.3.11
and TH that if U(¢,, — ¢) € T, then we have U(p, — ¢) € L(v). It follows by
URKhm and Proposition 3.3.3 that ICh™ (v, x, ) € L(w).

This completes the proof for w E Kh®(¢, x, @) implies Kh™ (¢, x, ¢) € L(w).

Right to Left: Suppose that ICh" (1), x, ¢) € L(w). We need to show that M$, w F
KCh™(1, x, ¢). There are two cases: there is a state w’ € S° such that M§,w’ E 9 or
not. If there is no such state, it follows M, w E ICR™ (3, x, ¢).

For the second case, let w’ be a state such that M$, w’ E . It follows by IH that
1 € L(w’). Since we already have Kh™ (¢, x, ¢) € L(w), it follows by Proposition 3.3.3
that Ch™ (¢, x, ) € T'. Since - U(x — T), it follows by UMKhm that Kh™ (¢, T, ) € T
It follows by Proposition 3.3.6 that there exists A’ € ®r such that ¢ € A’. There are
two cases: Kh™(¢, L, ¢) € T or not.

o KCh™(¢p, L, ) € I. It follows that a = (¢, L, ) € Actp. Therefore, we have
v = (A", p¥) € S° Since 1» € L(w’), it follows that w’ % v. Thus, a is
strongly y-executable at w’. What is more, ¢ € L(v') for each v’ with w’ % o'
by the definition of the transition. It follows by IH that M%, v’ E ¢ for all v" with
w' % v'. Therefore, we have M§, w E KCh™(1), X, ) witnessed by a single step
o.

e —[Ch"(¢, L,¢) € T'. It follows by ONEKhm that Ch™ (¢, L, x) € I'. We then
have a = (¥, 1,x) € Actr and b = (x¥, ) € Actr. Since Kh™(3p, L,x) € T
and F U(L — T), it follows by UMKhm that Ch™ (¢, T, x) € I'. It follows by
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Proposition 3.3.6 that there exists A” € ®p such that x € A”. Therefore, we
have t = (A", x¥) € S°. Since there exists A’ € & with p € A’, it follows by
Proposition 3.3.5 that there is ¢’ € S such that L(t') = A’. Now, starting with
any -state, a is clearly executable and it will lead to a y-state, and then by a b
step we will reach all the ¢ states. Therefore, by IH, we have that ab is strongly

x-executable at w’, and that for all v' with w’ b o we have MG v E e
Therefore, we have M, w E KCh™(¢, x, ¢). Note that we do need a 2-step o in
this case.

O

Now due to Proposition 3.3.4, each SKHM-consistent set of formulas can be ex-
tended to a maximally consistent set I'. Due to the Truth Lemma 3.3.13, we have
¢ (T, TT)ET. The completeness of SKHM follows immediately.

Theorem 3.3.14 (Completeness) SKHM is strongly complete w.r.t. the class of all
models.

3.4 Decidability

In this section, we will show that the problem whether a formula (¢ is satisfiable is
decidable. The idea is that we will show that ¢y has a bounded small model if ¢ is
satisfiable. From the truth lemma and the completeness theorem, we already know that
if ¢y is satisfiable then it is satisfiable in a canonical model. However, a canonical model
is infinite. Our method is to make the filtration of a canonical model through a finite set
generated by g and to show the filtration model is a bounded small model.

Firstly, we will define the set through which we will make the filtration of a canonical
model. Different from the standard filtration method in modal logic (see Blackburn et al.
(2001)), this set is not only closed under subformulas, but we add KCh®(¢, L, ) and
KCh™(, L, x) for each formula KCh™ (1), x, ¢) in the set.

Definition 3.4.1 (Subformula Closed) A set of formulas A is closed under subformulas
if for all formulas p, v, x: if ~p € Athen o € A; if oAy € Athenp € Aandp € A;
ifICR™ (1, x, ) € Athen) € A, x € Aand ¢ € A.

Definition 3.4.2 Let ® be a subformula closed set. cl(®) is the smallest set such that:
o & C (D),

o IfKh™(¢, x,¢) € ®and x # L then £ICh™ (¢, L, @), LKA (¢, L, x) € cl(P).

If ® is a set generated by a single formula, it is obvious that ¢l(®) is finite. The
formula set ¢l(®) is the set we need for our filtration method.

Before building the filtration model, we firstly define the action set that is to be part
of the filtration model. From the proof of the truth lemma, we know that each formula
ICh™ (v, x, @) that is true in a canonical model is witnessed by the plan (1, L, ¢) or the
plan (¢, L, x)(x¥,¢). Since in the filtration model we only care about the formulas
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in the closure cl(®), thus we only need the actions in Actpne(s). Remember Defini-
tion 3.3.7:

ACtFﬁcl(@) :{<¢7 J—> QD> | Khm(¢7 La (P) € (F N Cl(q)))}U
{(X?,0) | Kh™ (1, X, @), ~"KR™ (¥, L, @) € (T' N cl(®))}

It is obvious that Actrne(e) € Actr.

Let I" be a maximally consistent set and let Mf. be the model defined in Defini-
tion 3.3.8. Next we will define the filtration of M through c/(®). Before that, we first
define an equivalence relation «~ (g over the state set S¢. Let s, ¢ be two states in S°.
The equivalence relation «~ () is defined as below.

5 e o) t = My, s F piff Mf,tF @ forall p € cl(®), and

a is executable on s iff a is executable on ¢ for all @ € Actrnc(a)-

We denote the equivalence class of a state s of M§. with respect to «ws ;@) by [s|ci(a)s
or simply |s| if no confusion will arise.

Definition 3.4.3 (Filtration) The filtration of M$. through cl(®), denoted by (M) =
(SF, Act! | Rf V1), is defined as below.

° Sf = {|s|cl(<1>) | S € SC}
° Actf = ACtFﬂcl(@)~

e Foralla € Act!, |s| % |t| iff there are s' € |s| and t' € |t| such that s %5 t'.

e Forallp € cl(®), p € VI(|s]) iff M, s FE p.

To show the filtration lemma, the key is to show that a formula has a strongly ex-
ecutable plan in the original canonical model if and only if it has a strongly executable
plan in the filtration model, which is what the following two propositions show.

Proposition 3.4.4 Giveno = a; ---a, € (Act’)*, n € Nand |s| € S7, if o is strongly
executable on |s| in (M) then o is strongly executable on all s' € |s| in M§.

PROOF  We prove it by induction on the length of ¢. It is obvious if o = €. Next we
will show that the proposition holds for o = a; - - - ap41.

If a; - an41 is strongly executable on |s|, it is obvious that a; - - - a,, is strongly
executable on |s|. It follows by the IH that a; - - - a,, is strongly executable on all ' €
|s|. Given s’ € |s|, we will show that a; - - - a,, 41 is strongly executable on s’. Since
ay - - - ay is strongly executable on |s|, by Definition 3.2.3, we only need to show that if
s 2% ¢ then an+1 1s executable on £.

If s 22 ¢, thatis, s —% 81 -+ —2 ¢, it follows that |s| 2% |t|. Since aj - - - Gny1
is strongly executable on |s|, it follows that a,,y; is executable on |¢|. Therefore, there
exists ¢’ € |t| such that a,,; is executable on t’. It follows by the definition of « that
an+1 1S executable on . O
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Proposition 3.4.5 Given a = (¢, L,x) € Actf, b = (x¥, ) € Actf, and s € S°, the
following two propositions hold.

1. If ab is strongly executable on s then ab is strongly executable on |s|.

2. If |s| = |t| and |t| LN |v| for some |t|,|v| € S' then there exits t' € |t| and
v’ € |v] such that s % ' and t/ b,

PROOF In the following, we will prove the two propositions, respectively.

1. If ab is strongly executable at s, it follows that there are ¢, v € S¢ such that s % ¢

and ¢ i> v. What is more, by the form of the actions a and b, it follows by
Definition 3.3.8 that t = (A, x¥), ¥ € L(s), and ¢ € L(v).

Since a is executable on s, it follows that a is also executable on |s|. To show
that ab is strongly executable on |s|, we only need to show that b is executable on
each |to| € ST with [s| & |to]. If |s| = |to|, it follows that there are s” € |s
and t' € |to| such that s’ < #'. By the form of a, it follows that #' = (A’, x¥).
Since ¢ € L(v), it follows by Definition 3.3.8 that ¢’ Ly v. Therefore, we have

[t'] KN |v|, that is, | o] LN |v|. Thus, b is executable on |¢g|.

2. If |s| % |t], it follows that a is executable on some s’ € |s|. By Definition 3.3.8
and the form of the action a, it follows that ¢ € L(s’) because a is executable on
s'. Tt follows by the truth lemma that M$., s’ E 4. Since s € |s], it follows that

£, s F 1. By the truth lemma again, we have ¢ € L(s).

If |¢] KN |v|, it follows that there are ¢’ € |t| and v" € |v| such that ¢/ KNS By
Definition 3.3.8 and the form of the action b, it follows that ¢ = (A’, x¥). Since

1 € L(s), it follows that s = ¢'. Thus, we have s = ' and ¢/ LS

Now we are ready to prove the filtration lemma.

Lemma 3.4.6 (Filtration Lemma) For each formula ¢ € cl(®), (M), |so| E ¢ iff
Mt s0 F .

PROOF  We prove it by induction on . We restrict our attention to the case of
Kh™(1, x, ¢); the other cases are trivial.

Left-to-Right. If (M$)7||so| E KCh™(¢, x, ), next we will show that M§., s F
ICh® (1), x, ). Firstly it follows that there exists o € Act/ such that for all |s’| with
(M) |8'| E 1 o is strongly x-executable on |s'| and (M$.)/, |t'| E ¢ for all [¢'| with
'l = 1t

To show M$., so F ICh™ (1, x, ), let s be a state such that M¢., s F 4. Then we
only need to show that o is strongly y-executable on s and Mg, ¢ F ¢ for all ¢ with
s % t. Since M§, s E 1), it follows by the IH that (M$)f, |s| E ¢. Therefore, o is
strongly executable on |s|. It follows by Proposition 3.4.4 that o is strongly executable
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ons. Leto = aj - - - ay, then for each 0 < k < n: s 7% t implies |s| 2% |¢|. Tt follows

by the IH that o is strongly x-executable on s and M., t = ¢ for all ¢ with s it
Right-to-Left. If M$, sy F Kh™(¢), X, ¢), next we will show that (M$)/,|so| F

Kh™(, x, ). If MG, so E K™%, X, ¢), it follows by the truth lemma that ICh™ (¢, x, ) €

So, and then KCh™(¢), x, ¢) € T'. There are two cases.

e x = L. We have Kh"(¢), L,p) € T, and then (¢, L,p) € Actr. Since
Kh®(¢, L,p) € so, by the proof of the truth lemma, it follows that for all s
with M§, s E 9 (¢, L, p) is strongly executable on s and M&, ¢ E ¢ for all ¢

with s 2% ¢,

Since we also have (1, 1, ¢) € Act/, to show (M), [so| E KR™ (3, X, ), we
only need to show that for all |s| with (M), |s| E 4 (3, L, ) is strongly ex-
ecutable on |s| and (M), [t| F ¢ for all |t| with |s] KZESLN [t]. If (M), |s| E
1, it follows by the TH that M., s = ). Therefore, (¢, L, ¢) is (strongly) execut-

able on s, and thus it is (strongly) executable on |s|. If |s] KZSSLN [t], it follows

that there are s’ € |s| and ¢’ € |¢| such that s/ LN By the IH, we know that
£, 8" E 1. Therefore, we have M¢, ' E ¢, and it follows by the IH again that
(ME) [t F .

o x # L. If westill have M, so E ICh™(¢, L, ), by the same proof, we will have
(M) |so] B KR®(, L, ¢), and thus (ME), |so| F Kh™(1), x,¢). Next we
will focus on the situation of M¢., so # ICR™ (¢, L, ). If M$, so ¥ ICh™ (¥, L, @),
it follows by the truth lemma that =KCh®(¢, L, ) € T'. By Definition 3.4.2, we
know that ICh™ (1), x, ¢) and —/Ch™ (1), L, ) are also members of ¢l(®). Thus we
have b = (x¥, ¢) € Act/. What is more, since KCh™ (1, x, ) and ~/Ch™(¢), L, )
are in T, it follows by Axiom ONEKhm that Xh™(¢), L, x) € T'. Since we also have
Kh™(1p, L, %) € cl(®) by Definition 3.4.2, it follows that a = (¢, L, x) € Act/.

It is obvious that the actions « and b are also in Actr. By the proof of the truth

lemma, we know that for all s with M., s ¢ ab is strongly x-executable on s

and M§., t E ¢ for all ¢ with s 4P, ¢. To show that (M) |s0| E KR™(9, X, ©),
next we will show that for all |s| with (M§)7, |s| E v: ab is strongly executable

on |s|, and (M), [t| E x and (ME)/, |v| E ¢ for all |¢| and |v| with |s| <5 |¢]
and |¢| LN [v. If (M&), |s| F 1, it follows by the TH that M, s I 9. Therefore,
ab is strongly executable on s. It follows by Proposition 3.4.5 that ab is strongly
executable on |s|. If |s| < |¢] LN v

, it follows by Proposition 3.4.5 that there

are t’ € |t| and v’ € |v] such that s = #/ 2 o', Thus we have M.t E x and
¢, v’ F . It follows by the IH that (M%), |t| £ x and (ME)7, |v] F .

a

Proposition 3.4.7 (Small Model Property) If g is satisfiable then it is satisfiable in
a model with at most 2% states where k = |cl(®)| and ® is the subformula closure
generated by ©g.

PROOF  If ¢y is satisfiable, it follows by soundness that it is consistent. By Linden-
baum’s lemma, ¢, can be extended to be a maximally consistent set I'. By the truth
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lemma, we have M§, s F ¢ where s = (I', TT). It follows by the filtration lemma
that ¢y is satisfiable in the model (M$.)/. Bach state |¢| in (M$)/ corresponds to a pair
(A, X) where A C cl(®) is the set of formulas that are true in [¢| and X C Act/ is the
set of actions that are executable on |t|. Since there are at most k actions in o/, there
are at most 2¥ action set X. Since there are also at most 2* formula set A, there are at
most 22 pairs of (A, X). Therefore, there are at most 22* states in the filtration model

(ME)7. o

Theorem 3.4.8 (Decidability) KHM is decidable.

PROOF  With the small model property, this can be proved by a standard argument
presented in Blackburn et al. (2001). O

3.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, we generalized the knowing how logic presented in Wang (2015a) and
proposed a ternary modal operator Ch™ (1), X, ) to express that the agent knows how to
achieve ¢ given v while taking a route that satisfies y. We also presented a sound and
complete axiomatization of this logic. Compared to the completeness proof in Wang
(2015a), the proof here is more complicated. The essential difference is that, to handle
the intermediate constraints, a state of the canonical model here is a pair consisting of a
maximally consistent set and a marker of the form y¥ which indicates that this state has
a (v, L, x)-predecessor.

Moreover, we showed that the logic KHM is decidable via a filtration method. The
filtration here is defined on the canonical model, and it cannot be extended to all models.
That is because the KCh"-formulas have special witness plans in the canonical model,
which allows us to select a subset of the whole action set. This filtration method can
be applied to the logic presented in Wang (2015a) and shows that the logic with binary
knowing-how operator KCh is decidable.

One interesting topic related to this chapter’s topic is relaxing the strong execut-
ability in the semantics. Intuitively, strongly executable plans may be too strong for
knowledge-how in some cases. For example, if there is an action sequence o in the
model such that doing o at a -state will always make the agent sfop on ¢ states, we can
probably also say the agent knows how to achieve ¢ given 1. For instance, [ know how
to start the engine in that old car given the precondition that it is in good condition. I just
need to turn the key several times until it starts, and five times should suffice, at most.
Please note that there are two kinds of states in which the agent might stop: either states
that the agent achieves after doing o successfully, or states on which the agent is unable
to continue executing the remaining actions. In Chapter 4, we will discuss the logic of
knowing how with this kind of plans.

Another interesting related topic is to consider contingent plans which involve con-
ditions based on the knowledge of the agent. A contingent plan is a partial function on
the agent’s belief space. Such plans make more sense when the agent has the ability of
observations during the execution of the plan. To consider contingent plans, we need to
extend the model with an epistemic relation. We can then express knowledge-that and
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knowledge-how at the same time, and discuss their interactions in one unified logical
framework. We discuss the logic of knowing how with contingent plans in Chapter 5.

For future research, besides the obvious questions of model theory of the logic, we
can extend this logic with the public announcement operator. Intuitively, [f]¢ says that
0 holds after the information 6 is provided. The update of the new information amounts
to the change of the background knowledge throughout the model, and this may affect
the knowledge-how. For example, a doctor may not know how to treat a patient with
the disease since he is worried that the only available medicine might cause some very
bad side-effects. Let p mean that the patient has the disease, and let  mean that there
are bad side-effects. Then this can be expressed as ~Kh™(p, -7, —p). Suppose a new
scientific discovery shows that the side-effect is not possible under the relevant circum-
stance, then the doctor should know how to treat the patient, which can be expressed as
[=r]KR™(p, =, —p).*

4However, the announcement operator [¢] is not reducible in Lxpm as discussed in Wang (2016).
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Chapter 4

Knowing how with weak
conformant plans

4.1 Introduction

Epistemic logic proposed by Hintikka (1962) is a modal logic concerned with reasoning
about knowledge. It formalizes propositional knowledge, the knowledge of the form
“knowing that”, by means of a modal formula ¢ which expresses that the agent knows
that ¢ holds. It interprets knowledge-that in terms of agents’ uncertainty. The agent
knows that ¢ at a state s if and only if he can rule out all the —p epistemic possibil-
ities at s. Epistemic logic is widely applied in theoretical computer science, artificial
intelligence, economics, and linguistics (see van Ditmarsch et al. (2015)).

However, knowledge is not only expressed by “knowing that”, but also by other ex-
pressions, such as “knowing how”, “knowing what”, “knowing why”, and so on. Among
all these expressions, “knowing how” (and the knowledge-how that it expresses) is the
most discussed.

In artificial intelligence, beginning from McCarthy and Hayes (1969) and McCarthy
(1979), researchers started to study what it means for a computer program to “know
how” to achieve a state of affairs ¢ in terms of its ability. In particular, Moore (1985) is
highly influential on representation of and reasoning about knowledge-how and ability.
Please note that Moore did not clearly distinguish between knowledge-how and ability.
According to Moore, there are two possible ways to define the agent’s knowledge-how:

(I) There exists an action a such that the agent knows that the performance of a will
result in ¢;

(IT) The agent knows that there exists an action a such that the performance of a will
result in (.

Let ¢(a) express that performing a will make sure that ¢. The first is a de re definition
of knowledge-how (Ja : Kp(a)), and the second is a de dicto definition (K3a : ¢(a)).
Moore pointed out that the first definition is too strong and the second is too weak. For

I'This is based on the paper Li (2017).
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example, if we only know that there exists a method to guarantee that ¢ but without
knowing the identity of the method, we cannot say that we know how to make sure
that ¢. On the other hand, in real-life context, we might say to a friend that “I can be
at your house at 8pm” without knowing in advance exactly what action we will adopt.
Therefore, Moore proposed an adapted, but very complicated version of the definition.
Moore’s formalism has inspired a large body of work in artificial intelligence on know-
ledge and ability (see the surveys by Gochet (2013) and Agotnes et al. (2015)).

In logic, the framework of Alternating-time Temporal Logic (ATL) (cf. Alur et al.
(2002)) is concerned with reasoning about agents’ abilities in game structures. By
adding the knowledge operator to this framework, ATEL (van der Hoek and Wooldridge
(2003)) can express that the agent knows that there is a strategy to enforce ¢ from the
current state. However, the reading is still a de dicto reading of knowledge-how, and
it is too weak to define knowledge-how. To solve this problem, researchers proposed
different solutions (cf. Herzig et al. (2013); Belardinelli (2014); Herzig (2015)), such
as making the strategy uniform, or specifying the explicit actions in the modality (e.g.,
knowing that performing abc will achieve ).

In the above-mentioned works, knowledge-how is usually expressed in a very rich lo-
gical language involving quantifiers or various complicated modalities. However, start-
ing from Plaza (1989), Hart et al. (1996), and van der Hoek and Lomuscio (2003), logi-
cians attempted to formalize some knowledge-wh, such as “knowing whether”, “know-
ing what” etc., as a whole modality, in a similar way in which epistemic logic deals with
knowledge-that. The recent works Fan et al. (2014), Fan et al. (2015), Gu and Wang
(2016), and Wang (2015a) are in line with this idea.

In particular, Wang (2015a) proposed a single-agent logic of knowing how, which
includes the modal formula KCh(v), ) to express that the agent knows how to achieve
o given the precondition 1. The models are labelled transition systems which reflect
an agent’s ability. Thus the models are also called ability maps. The formula KCh(v, x)
is interpreted in a de re reading of knowledge-how: there exists an action sequence
(also called a plan) o such that (1) performing o at each -state the agent will achieve
a -state; and (2) the plan is not supposed to fail during the execution. In automated
planning, such a plan is called a conformant plan (cf. Smith and Weld (1998); Ghallab
et al. (2004)). Consider Figure 4.1 which represents a map of a floor in a building where
the agent can go right(r) or up(u).> According to Wang’s interpretation of knowledge-
how, the agent here knows how to achieve g given p because there is a conformant plan
ru (first moving right then moving up) for achieving ¢-states from p-states.

Sg S7 1 q S8 1 4q

ot

r— Sg I Pp—T—> 83 1P —T—> Sy

S1 T—> S5 q
Figure 4.1

However, the demands that a conformant plan asks may be too strong, in the sense
that the execution of the plan will never fail. Intuitively, we are still comfortable to say

2This is a variant of the running example used in Wang and Li (2012).
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“we know how to achieve ¢ given " if we will always end up with a (-state when
the execution of the plan terminates, whether or not all parts of the plan have been
completed. For example, let ¢ be true only on the state s5 in Figure 4.1. Then there
will be no conformant plans for achieving the only g¢-state s; from p-states, but we
still say that “we know how to achieve the g-state from p-states” because we can get
there by moving right at most three times. The plan of moving right three times is
not a conformant plan since the execution of the plan starting from s3 will fail at ss,
but this plan will still guarantee our achieving the g-state s5 in the sense that we will
always end up with s5 when the execution of the plan terminates. We call it a weak
conformant plan. A weak conformant plan for achieving ¢-states from 1)-states is a
finite linear action sequence such that the execution of the action sequence at each -
state will always terminate on a (-state, either successfully or not. Intuitively, a weak
conformant plan is enough for our knowing how to achieve ¢ given 1.

In this chapter, we interpret knowledge-how as there being a weak conformant plan
for the agent achieving the goal. Compared to the interpretation of Wang (2015a), our
interpretation is weaker, but more realistic. We also present a sound and complete ax-
iomatic system. It shows that this weaker interpretation results in a weaker logic. The
composition axiom in Wang (2015a)

(Kh(p,r) NKh(r,q)) — Kh(p, q)

is not valid under this weaker interpretation. Even though the logic is weaker, the proof
of its completeness is non-trivial. We also define an alternative nonstandard semantics.
By reducing a decidable problem on our weaker semantics to a decidable problem on
this alternative nonstandard semantics, we show that this logic is decidable.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows: Section 4.2 introduces the language
and semantics and presents a deductive system; Section 4.3 shows the completeness of
the deductive system; Section 4.4 proposes an alternative semantics for our logic and
shows that our logic is decidable; in the last section, we conclude with future directions.

4.2 The logic KHW

This section will introduce the logic of knowing how with weak conformant plans, and
we denote the logic as KHW.

4.2.1 Syntax and semantics

In this section, we will introduce the language and the semantics. The language has first
been proposed in Wang (2015a). Differently from the knowing-how modality /Ch used
in Wang (2015a), we use the modality JCh" here, and the superscript indicates that this
logic is weaker.

Definition 4.2.1 (Language) Given a countable set of proposition letters P, the lan-
guage Lxpw is defined as follows:

=T Ipl-pl (@A) | Kh¥ (e, p)

where p € P. We will often omit parentheses around expressions when doing so should
not cause confusion. We use the standard abbreviations 1., oV 1 and ¢ — 1. We define
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Up as Kh¥(—p, L). U is intended to be a universal modality, and it will become clear
after we define the semantics.

Intuitively, the formula Ch¥ (1), ) expresses that the agent knows how to guarantee
 given 1) since she has a weak conformant plan to achieve (-states from each -state.

The language is interpreted on models which are labelled transition systems. The
model is also called an ability map because it represents the agent’s abilities, i.e. it
illustrates what actions the agent can do in each state.

Definition 4.2.2 (Model) A model (also called an ability map) is essentially a labelled
transition system (S, Act, R, V') where:

e S is a non-empty set of states;

o Act is a set of actions (or labels);

o R: Act — 2%%% is a collection of transitions labelled by actions in Act;
o V : S — 2% is a valuation function.

We write s < t ort € Ry(s) if (s,t) € R(a). For a sequence o = a; ...a, € Act®,
. o . . aiy az an—1 An

we write s — t if there exist S . .. Sy, such that s — sg — --- —— s, —> t. Note

that o can be the empty sequence € (when n = 0), and we set s = s for any s. Let oy,

be the initial segment of o up to ay for k < |o|. In particular let oy = €. We say that o

is executable at s if there is t such that s = t.

Note that the labels in Act do not appear in the language. The graph in Figure 4.1
represents a model. We also call an action sequence a plan. We say a plan o is executable
in a state s if there exists a state ¢ such that s 75 ¢.

As discussed in Section 4.1, we will interpret knowledge-how as there being a weak
conformant plan for achieving the goal, that is, the agent will always terminate on a goal
state when performing the plan. Next, we will formally define the set of states on which
the agent will terminate when performing a plan.

Definition 4.2.3 (Terminal States) Given a state s € S and an action sequence o =
aj---a, € Act”, TermiSs(s, o) is the set of states on which the agent might terminate
if she performs o in s. Formally, it is defined as

TermiSs(s,0) = {t|s 5 t,0or3i <n:s 75 tandt has no a;,, successor}.

In particular; let TermiSs(s,e) = {s}. If s = t forall t € TermiSs(s, ), we say o
is strongly executable at s.

Considering the following model, we have TermiSs(s1,ab) = {ss3, s4}.

o S9 b—> S4 1 @

S1:p ~a
53

Definition 4.2.4 (Semantics) Suppose s is a state in a model M = (S, Act,R,V).
Then we inductively define the notion of a formula ¢ being satisfied (or true) in M at
state s as follows:
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M, sET always

M,sEp — peV(s).

M, sE —p — M,sF .

M,sE (@A) — M,sEpand M,sF 1.

M, s EKh* (i, ¢) <= there exists 0 € Act™ such that for each w € [¢]

and each t € TermiSs(w, o) we have Mt E .
where [ = {s € S| M,sE ¢}

We also call the semantics defined here as the standard semantics, to distinguish it
from the nonstandard semantics defined in Section 4.4. Now we can also check that the
operator I{ defined by Ch¥(—¢, L) is indeed a universal modality:

[M,sEUp < forallt € S, M,tF ¢ |

Under this semantics, the composition axiom in Wang (2015a),
(KR*(p,r) NKR*(r, q)) = Kh*(p, q),

is not valid. The following example presents a model in which the composition axiom
is not true.

Example 4.2.5 Model M is depicted as follows.

S1:p—a—>83:T —b—>S5:q

So 1P, T —b—>S4:q

o M,s1 E Kh¥(p,r) since there is a weak conformant plan a. Please note that
after executing a on so the agent will terminate on s itself.

o M, sy E Kh¥(r,q) since there is a weak conformant plan b. After executing b on
each r-states, either ss or sa, the agent will achieving on a q-state.

o M, sy ¥ Kh¥(p,q) since there are no weak conformant plans for achieving q-
states from p-states. Particularly, ab is not a weak conformant plan. The perform-
ance of ab on sy will result in a g-state s, but executing ab on p-state so will
terminate on Ss itself.

The composition of two weak conformant plans might not be a weak conformant
plan any more. Just as shown in Example 4.2.5, a is a weak conformant plan for achiev-
ing r-states from p-states, and b is a weak conformant plan for achieving g-states from
r-states, but the composition ab is not a weak conformant plan for achieving g-states
from p-states. There is no weak conformant plan for achieving g-states from p-states in
this example.

4.2.2 A deductive system

In this subsection, we provide a Hilbert-style proof system for the logic KHW and show
it is sound on the standard semantics.
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Definition 4.2.6 (SWKH System) The axiomatic system SWKH is shown in Table 4.1.
We write SWKH = ¢ (or sometimes just & ) to mean that the formula ¢ is derivable
in the axiomatic system SWKH; the negation of SWKH F ¢ is written SWKH ¥ ¢ (or
just ¥ ). To say that a set D of formulas is SWKH-inconsistent (or just inconsistent)
means that there is a finite subset D' C D such that = —~ \ D', where AN D" := /\ ,c p, ¢
if D' # 0 and /\goe(b @ = T. To say that a set of formulas is SWKH-consistent
(or just consistent) means that the set of formulas is not inconsistent. Consistency or
inconsistency of a formula refers to the consistency or inconsistency of the singleton set
containing the formula.

Axioms
TAUT Tautologies for propositional logic

DISTU  (Up AU(p — q)) — Uq

TU Up—p

4WKhU  Kh¥(p,q) — UKR"(p,q)

BWKhU  —Kh¥(p,q) = U-Kh*(p,q)

EMPWKh  U(p — q) — KR (p, q)

UWKh (U = p) AU(q— ¢') NKR¥ (p,q)) = Kh* (0, ¢')

Rules
p 0,0 =P
(0
®
NECU L
Up
¥
SUB
©[Y/p]

Table 4.1: System SWKH

All the axioms here except UWKh are also axioms in the axiomatic system addressed
in Wang (2015a), where UWKh is deducible from the composition axiom. As observed
in Example 4.2.5, the composition axiom is not valid by our semantics. This means that
the system here is strictly weaker than Wang (2015a)’s system, which is in line with the
fact that here knowledge-how is interpreted in a weaker way. However, even though the
system is weaker, the proof of its completeness is non-trivial. We will explain why in
the next section.

Proposition 4.2.7 - Ux AUY — U(x N )

PROOF

(HDFx— (¥ = (xAv¥)) by propositional logic

Q) FU(x = (¥ — (xA¥))) by Rule NECU

B)FUx = U — (x A1) by Axiom DISTU

WU = (xAY)) = Uy — U(x AP)) by Axiom DISTU
S)FUx — UY = U(x A1) by (3)and (4)
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6)FUx NUY — U(x Np) by propositional logic O

Next, we show that SWIKH is sound with respect to the standard semantics.
Proposition 4.2.8 EU(p' — p) AU(q — ¢') ANKR¥(p,q) — Kh¥(p', ¢)

PROOF  Assuming that M, s EU(p" — p) AU(q — ¢') AKh¥(p, q), we need to show
that M, s E KCh*(p’,¢'). Since M, s E KCh¥(p, q), it follows that there exists o € Act™
such that for each w € [p] and each ¢ € TermiSs(w,o) we have M,t F ¢ (x).
In order to show M, s E Kh¥(p’,q’), we only need to show that M,t’ E ¢’ for each
w’ € [p'] and each t’ € TermiSs(w', o).

Given w’ € [p'], it follows by M, s E U(p' — p) that w’ € [p]. Due to (x), we
have that for each t’ € Termiss(w’,0): M, t’' F ¢, namely t’ € [¢]. Moreover, since
M,s EU(qg — ¢'), we have [q] C [q']. Therefore, we have that ¢’ € [¢'], namely
Mt E ¢, foreacht’ € TermiSs(w’, o). Thus, we have that M, s E Kh¥(p',¢'). O

Since U is a universal modality, DISTU, TU and EMPWKh are obviously valid. Because
the modality Ch¥ is not local, it is easy to show that 4WKhU and 5WKhU are valid. Along
with Proposition 4.2.8, we have that all axioms are valid. Moreover, due to a standard
argument in modal logic, we know that the rules MP, NECU and SUB preserve a formula’s
validity. Therefore, the soundness of SWKH follows immediately.

Theorem 4.2.9 (Soundness) SWKH is sound on the standard semantics.

4.3 Deductive completeness

This section will show that SWKH is complete with respect to the standard semantics.
For the same reason as in Wang (2015a), we will build a canonical model for a given
maximally consistent set (MCS). The reason is that the semantics of JCh* formulas does
not depend on the current state. Thus if they are true, they are true everywhere in the
model. It follows that we cannot build a single canonical model to realize all the consist-
ent sets of Lxpw formulas simultaneously because both ICh¥ (1), ) and —/Ch¥ (1, @) can
be consistent. Instead, for each maximally consistent set of Lxyw formulas, we build a
separate canonical model.

However, the canonical model in Wang (2015a) does not work here because the
composition axiom is not valid here, just as shown in Example 4.2.5. We need a new
method to construct the canonical model. The canonical model here is also based on a
given maximally consistent set I', but there are some critical differences. First, the state
of the canonical model is a pair consisting of a maximally consistent set and a marker.
The marker plays an important role in defining the binary relations of actions. Second,
each knowing-how formula is realized by a weak conformant plan consisting of two
actions.

Definition 4.3.1 We say that a set A of formulas is maximally consistent in Lxgw if A
is consistent, and any set of formulas properly containing T is inconsistent. If A is a
maximally consistent set of formulas then we say it is an MCS.

Let I" be an MCS in Lggw. In the following, we will build a canonical model for T'.
We first prepare ourselves with some auxiliary notions and some handy propositions.
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Given a set of Lxpw formulas A, let A|xps and A|_xpe be the collections of its
positive and negative h¥ formulas:

Alicps = {6 € A | s of the form KCh¥ (1, p) };
Alojcns = {0 € A| s of the form —KCh* (¢, )}

Definition 4.3.2 Let O be the set of all MCS A such that Alcps = T|icpe.

Note that ® is the set of all MCSs that share the same Kh™ formulas with I'. The
canonical model for I' will be based on the MCSs in ®p. Since every A € & is
maximally consistent, the following proposition shows an obvious property of ®p.

Proposition 4.3.3 Foreach A € ®r, we have Kh* (¢, @) € T ifand only if Ch* (¢, p) €
A for all Kh* (¢, ©) € Lkuw-

By a standard argument of Lindenbaum’s lemma (cf. Blackburn et al. (2001)), we
have the following proposition.

Proposition 4.3.4 If A is consistent then there is an MCS T" such that A C T..

The following proposition reveals a crucial property of ®r, which will be used re-
peatedly later on.

Proposition 4.3.5 If o € A forall A € O thenUp € A forall A € Pr.

PROOF  Suppose ¢ € A for all A € ®r, then by the definition of ®r, —¢ is not con-
sistent with T'|)cp= UT | o jcpe, for otherwise T'|icps UT | < jcne U{ ¢} can be extended into a
maximally consistent set in @ due to Proposition 4.3.4, which contradicts the assump-
tion that o € A forall A € ®r. Thus there are KCh¥ (¢1, 01), - .., Kh¥ (g, k) € Tlxcpe
and =/IChY (Y1, ¢1), ..., 7KCR* (Y], ¢}) € T'|-xnv such that

FON KR @) A\ KR, ¢)) = .
1<i<k 1<5<i
By NECU,
FuC N\ KR o) A N\ KR, 95) — o).

1<i<k 1<5<1
By DISTU we have:

FuC N\ KR ) A N\ KR (), 0)) = U

1<i<k 1<5<1

Since Kh*(¢1,01), ..., Kh¥" (g, ox) € Tlicas, it follows that UKK" (¢, 1), ...,
UKR* (Y, pr) € T due to 4WKhU and the fact that T' is a maximally consistent set.
Similarly, we have U=KCh* (¢, ¢1), ..., U=Kh¥ (¢}, ¢);) € T' due to SWKhU. By Pro-
position 4.2.7, it follows that

UCN KR @ip) A\ KR W5, 05) €T

1<i<k 1<5<i

Now it is immediate that U/, € I". Due to Proposition 4.3.3, Uy € Aforall A € &p. O
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Proposition 4.3.6 Given Kh¥(1,p) € T'and A € Pr, if p € A then there exists
A" € Op such that p € A

PROOF  Assuming Kh¥(¢),p) € T'and ¢ € A € P, if there does not exist A’ € dr
such that ¢ € A/, it means that = € A’ for all A’ € ®r. It follows by Proposition
4.3.5thatf—~p € T, and thenU(¢ — L) € T'. Since U(p — L) and Kh¥ (¥, ) € T, it
follows by UWKh that ICh¥ (¢, 1) € T', namely U{—) € T. By Proposition 4.3.3, we have
that Y—p € A. It follows by TU that =) € A. This is in contradiction with ¢ € A.
Therefore, there exists A’ € ®r such that ¢ € A’. a

Next, we will construct the canonical model for the MCS I'. It is crucial first
to understand the ideas behind the canonical model construction. Besides satisfying
ICh¥ (1), ), the canonical model also needs to meet the following two requirements.

(1) Generally, Kh¥(¢, @) cannot be satisfied by a one-step plan. Otherwise, the
canonical model will always satisfy the formula that KCh¥(p, —p) A Kh¥(—p,q) —
KCh¥(p, ¢) which is not a valid formula. Therefore, in the canonical model, h¥ (1), )
will be realized by a two-step plan (¢, 1Y) (Y, ). If we already reach a p-state by the
first step (¥, ¥¢), we do not need to go further anymore. If we arrive at a —p-state by
(1, 1), then we need to make sure that doing the second step (¢, ¢) on this state will
achieve only (-states.

Q) If (¢, ) (P, ) is a weak conformant plan for Kh™ (1), ), then (1), 1) must
be executable on at least one —)-state. The reason is that if (), 1¢) is only executable
at 1)-states then the canonical model will always satisfy Kh¥ (¢, @) — Kh¥(¢¥ V @, )
which is not a valid formula. If we allow (1), ) also executable at —)-states, we must
treat the step from ¢-states and —ip-states differently. Otherwise, the canonical model
will always satisfy Kh¥ (1, ) — Kh"(T,p). Our method is that the step (¥, 1)
starting from 1)-states will reach only states marked with ¥ . This is why we include
1 markers in the building blocks of the canonical model besides maximally consistent
set.

Definition 4.3.7 (Canonical Model) The canonical model for T is a quadruple M$. =
(S¢, Actr, R, V°) where:

o S¢={(AYp) | A€ P, Kh" (¢, ) € T'}. We write the pair in S as w,v, - - -,
and refer to the first entry of w € S as L(w), to the second entry as R(w);

Actr = { {1, p), (Yo, @) | Kh* (¥, @) € T},

w P = I € L(w) then R(w') = dip;

o w P e R(w) = R(w') = thp, ~¢ € L(w) and ¢ € L(w');

e peV(w) < peL(w).

For each w € S, we also call w a v-state if i € L(w).

3In Wang (2015a), the canonical models are much simpler: we just need MCSs and the canonical relations
are simply labelled by (v, ¢) for ICh(), p) € T



78 CHAPTER 4. KNOWING HOW WITH WEAK CONFORMANT PLANS

Please note that S¢ is non-empty because (I', TT) € S°. We first show that each
A € ®r appears as L(w) for some w € S°.

Proposition 4.3.8 For each A € ®r, there exists w € S° such that L(w) = A.

PROOF  Since - T — T, it follows by NECU that - &/(T — T). Thus, we have
U(T — T) € T. Tt follows by EMPWKh that Kh¥*(T,T) € I'. Thus, we have that
(A, TT) € 5. a

Since ' € @, it follows by Proposition 4.3.8 that .S° = ().
The following proposition indicates that in the canonical model each knowing-how
formula /Ch (1), ) is realized by a plan whose length is no more than 2.

Proposition 4.3.9 If there is 0 = ay---a, € Actf where n > 3 such that for each
p-state w € S€ and each state t € TermiSs(w, o) we have @ € L(t), then there exists
o' =a}---a) € Actp where k < n — 1 such that for each v-state w € S° and each
state t € TermiSs(w, o) we have p € L(t).

PROOF  Let s be a ¢-state such that s —», ¢ for some ¢t € S°. If there is no such a
state, it is easy to show that TermiSs(w,0) = TermiSs(w,o,_1) for each i-state
w, and then ¢’ = ay - --a,_1 satisfies the conditions. Next we proceed the proof by
considering the following two cases according to the form of a;.

e a; = (Y11, 1) We will show that o’ = € satisfies that for each -state w € S°
and each state t € TermiSs(w,oc’) we have ¢ € L(t). We only need to show
that v — ¢ € A for each A € ®r. If not, there exists A’ € Pr such that
{,~¢} C A’. Let x be a formula such that - x < ; and x # 7. Since
F x — T, it follows by NECU and EMPWKh that ICh¥(x, T) € T'. Then we have a
P-state w’ = (A, xT) € S Since x # 11, a; is not executable on w’, and then
we have {w'} = TermiSs(w’, o). Since —¢ € L(w’), this is in contradiction
with our assumption. Thus we have ¢ — ¢ € A for each A € ®r.

e a1 = (1, ¢141) There are two cases based on the form of as:

— ag = (9, Yap9) There are two cases: U)o € T' or not.

* Thereisno A € ®r such that -y, € A. Leto’ = ay - - - a,,. Given a 9-
state w, next we will show that if ¢ € TermiSs(w,o’) then ¢ € L(¢).
For each t € TermiSs(w,o’) we have w 2%, t/--- %, t where
2 < k < n. Duo to 5 € L(w), it follows by the definition of L2,
that ¢’ = (A’ 1ops) for some A’ € &p. What is more, for each s’
with s =5, s/, we have s’ =%, ¢/ duo to 1), € L(s"). (Please note s
is the state we mentioned at the beginning of the proof.) It follows that
t € TermiSs(s, o). It follows by assumption that ¢ € L(t).

* There exists A € @ such that =), € A. Let s’ = (A, 141 ) for some
—tpy € A. It follows that s —», &’ and s’ 2, t’ for each t' € S°.
Leto’ = a3 - - a,. Given a 1-state w, we have s 2 s 2% w. For
each ¢ € TermiSs(w,o’), it follows that ¢ € TermiSs(s, o). Thus,
we have o € L(t). Therefore, o’ satisfies the conditions.
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— ag = (apa, o) There are two cases: U(1) — 1) € T or not.

* There exists A € ®p such that ¢», )1 € A. In this case, it must be
that ¢ € A’ for each A’ € ®p. If not, let ¢ = (A’ ¢hpa) where
o € A, F 1y <> ol and 1hy # 1h5. Let w be a state such that
{¢), =1} C L(w). It follows that w % ¢ and as is not executable
att. Thus, t € TermiSs(w,o). By assumption, we have ¢ € L(t).
Contradiction. Therefore, we have ¢ € A’ for each A’ € ®r. Then,
o’ = e satisfies that for each ¢-state w and each ¢t € TermiSs(w,o’)
we have ¢ € L(¢).

* There is no A € ®r such that ¢, )1 € A. Thus, we have ¢); € L(s).
(Please note s is the state mentioned at the beginning of the proof.)
Since s —. 51—, so for some s1, 59 € S, it follows by the defin-
ition of a1 and as that 1y = 9 and 7 = o. Firstly we will show
that o3 — @ € A for all A € ®p. If not, there is A’ € ®r such
that {1, ~p} C A’. Lett = (A’,1)1¢1) then we have s % t and
ay is not executable at ¢. Thus, we have t € TermiSs(s,o). Since
- € L(t), it is in contradiction with our assumption. Therefore, we
have o1 — ¢ € Aforall A € Op (xx).

Let 0’ = ajas. Given a v-state w, for each t € TermiSs(w,o’), there
are two cases: w a—1>c t and as is not executable at ¢, or w a—1>c w’ a—2>c
t. Both of them have that 1 € L(t). It follows by (xx) that ¢ € L(%).

O
Now we are ready to prove the truth lemma.
Lemma 4.3.10 (Truth Lemma) For each @, we have M§.,w E ¢ iff ¢ € L(w).

PROOF  Boolean cases are trivial, and we only focus on the case of ICh¥ (¢, ).

Left to Right: Supposing ICh¥ (1), p) € L(w), let a1 = (P, ) and as = (Y, ),
then we will show that M§., ¢ E ¢ for each w € [[¢] and each t € TermiSs(w, ajas).
Given w € [¢] and ¢ € TermiSs(w, a1az), we will show that M.t E . By IH, we
only need to show that ¢ € L(¢). For t € TermiSs(w, ajaz), there are two cases:

e w 5, tand ay is not executable at t. Since w € [¢], it follows by IH that
¥ € L(w).By the definition of %, we have R(t) = 1. Due to ¢ € L(w) and
KCh® (¢, @) € T, it follows by Proposition 4.3.6 that ¢ € A’ for some A’ € Pr.
Thus, (A’, 1) is a state in S°. Then, there is only one reason left for as not
executable at ¢, that is, =y ¢ L(¢). Therefore, we have ¢ € L(?).

o w X, w' X, t for some w’ € S¢. By the definition of <2, it follows that
¢ € L(1).

Right to Left: If M&, w E ¢, we assume that 0 = ay - - - a, € Act] is the shortest
action sequence such that Mt E ¢ for each w € [¢] and each t € TermiSs(w, o).
It follows by Proposition 4.3.9 and IH that n < 2. Let us consider the following two
cases: n = 0orn > 0.
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e n = 0 Itmeans o = e. It follows by IH that ¢ € A implies ¢ € A forall A € Or.
Therefore, we have v — ¢ € A forall A € ®@r. It follows by Proposition 4.3.5
that U(¢p — ¢) € T'. By EMPWKh, we have that Kh¥ (¢, ) € T. It follows by
Proposition 4.3.3 that h¥ (), ¢) € L(w).

e 1 > ( There are three cases.

— a; cannot be of the form (11, p1). If a1 = (Y101, 1), we can show
that vy — ¢ € A for all A € ®p. If not, there is A € & such that
{¥,—~¢} C A. Let x be a formula such that - ¢y <> x and ¢); # x. Due
told(x — T) € T, it follows that Kh¥(x, T) € T. Thust = (A,xT)isa
state in S°. By IH, we have M., t F 1. Since a; is not executable at ¢, we
have t € TermiSs(t, o). Therefore, M, t F ¢. By IH, we have ¢ € L(¢).
Contradiction. Thus, we have v — ¢ € A for all A € ®r. By IH, we have
that M$., ¢ E ¢ for each w’ € 4] and each t € TermiSs(w’,€). This is in
contradiction with our assumption that ¢ is the shortest and n > 0.

- a, cannot be of the form (¢, Ynon). If an, = (¥n, Ynpn), we can show
that o € A forall A € ®p. Otherwise, there is A’ € @ such that —p € A/,
lett = (A’,¢npp). Since o is the shortest, it follows that there is a state w’
such that M§, w’ E ¢, w'’ In=ly  vand a, is executable at v. Then we have
v 2. t. Thus, we have that w’ 7. t. It follows that t € TermiSs(w’, ).
Thus, we have M§.,t E . It follows by IH that ¢ € L(¢). Contradiction.
Thus, we have ¢ € A for all A € ®r. By IH, we have that M¢.,t F ¢ for
each w’ € [¢] and each ¢ € TermiSs(w’, €). This is in contradiction with
our assumption that o is the shortest and n > 0.

- a1 = (1, P11) and az = (1hagpa, @2).

Firstly, we show that there is no A € ®r such that {¢), 7)1} C A, namely
U — 1p1) € T. If there is such a MCS A, let w be state such that L(w) =
A. Tt follows that w %, ¢ for all t € S¢. Then, it must be that ¢ € A’ for
all A’ € ®p. Otherwise, let t = (A’,¢hp2) where ~p € A/, - ) <> 1y
and ¢}, # 5. Tt follows that w 2%, . t and as is not executable at ¢, namely
t € TermiSs(w,aqaz). It follows that M{, ¢ F ¢, and then by IH that
¢ € L(t) = A’. Contradiction. Thus, we have ¢ € A’ for all A’ € Pr.
Then, o’ = e satisfies that for each w € [¢/] and each ¢t € TermiSs(w,¢)
we have Mg, t E . This is in contradiction with o = ajay is the shortest
one. Therefore, we have there is no A € ®p such that {¢), 1)1} C A. It,
then, follows by Proposition 4.3.5 that U (¢ — 1) € T.

Next, we will show that there is no A € ®r such that {¢1, ¢} C A,
namely U(p; — ¢) € T'. Since o is the shortest, we assume that w’, ¢y, to
are states such that w’ 5. t; —2. to and w' € [#]. It follows that
Y1 = 9 and @1 = ¢o. If there is A € ®r such that {1, ~¢} C A,
let t = (A,¥1¢1). It follows that w' 5, t; 2, t. Thus, we have
t € TermiSs(w’,ajaz). It follows that M., ¢ E ¢, and then by IH that
¢ € L(t) = A. Contradiction. Thus, we have shown that there is no A €
®r such that {1, ¢} C A, and then by Proposition 4.3.5 that U (o1 —
) € T. Due to a; € Actr, we have Kh"(¢1, 1) € T'. Since we have
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shown that U (1) — 1) € I'and U(p1 — ) € T, it follows by UWKh that
Kh¥ (1, ¢) € T, and then Kh¥ (1), ) € L(w).

|

The key of the completeness proof is to show that each SWKH-consistent set is
satisfiable. Due to a standard Lindenbaum-like argument, each SWKH-consistent set of
formulas can be extended to a maximally consistent set I'. Due to the truth lemma, we
have that M, (I, TT) E I'. The completeness of SWKH follows immediately.

Theorem 4.3.11 (Strong Completeness) SWKH is strongly complete on the standard
semantics.

4.4 Decidability

This section will show that the problem whether a formula ¢ is valid with respect to
the standard semantics is decidable. The strategy is that we firstly define a nonstandard
semantics and then show that ¢ is valid with respect to the standard semantics if and
only if ¢ is valid with respect to the nonstandard semantics. Next, we show that ¢ has a
bounded small model if ¢ is satisfiable with respect to the nonstandard model.

Definition 4.4.1 (Nonstandard semantics) Given a pointed model M, s and a formula
@, we write M, s |k ¢ to mean that ¢ is true at M, s with respect to the nonstandard
semantics |F. The nonstandard semantics |- is defined by the following induction on
formula construction.

M,slET always
M,slFp — s e V(p).
M, sk —p = M,slF .

M,slEp Ay < M, sk pand M, s I+ .
M, sl ICh¥ (1, p) <= there exists a € Act® such that for all M, u IF 1) :
a is executable at w and M, v |- ¢ for all v € R, (u)

where Act® = Act U {e}. To say ¢ is valid with respect to the nonstandard semantics,
written |+ ¢, means M, s I&  for all pointed model M, s.

In this nonstandard semantics, the knowledge-how is interpreted almost the same
as in Moore’s first interpretation (I). The only difference is that the witness action for
the knowledge-how might be epsilon €. Intuitively, this means that if ¢ is true in each
1p-state then we know how to achieve ¢ given ¥ trivially by doing nothing.

Let M, s I Uy be defined as M, u IF ¢ for all w € S. It is easy to show that

M, slFUp <= M, sk Kh¥(-p, 1)

To show that F ¢ if and only if I ¢, since the axiom system SWKH is sound and
complete with respect to the standard semantics, we only need to show that SWKH is
also sound and complete on the nonstandard semantics.

Since ICh¥ is also a universal modality, it is easy to verify that SWKH is sound on
the nonstandard semantics.
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Proposition 4.4.2 (Soundness w.r.t. nonstandard semantics) IfF ¢ then |- ¢.

Next, we will show that SWKH is complete on the nonstandard semantics. The key
is to construct a model for a given consistent formula ¢ such that ¢ is satisfiable in the
model on the nonstandard semantics.

Here are some notions before we construct the model for . We use Sub(p) to
denote the set of all sub-formulas of (. Let ~1) = y if ¢ = =y, otherwise, ~1) = —).
It is obvious that = —) <> ~1). We use Sub™ (i) to denote the set Sub(p) U {~ | ¢ €
Sub()}.

Similar to the completeness of SWIKH to the standard semantics, the model we are
going to construct here is based on maximally consistent sets in the set Sub™ (¢p).

Proposition 4.4.3 If T is a consistent subset of Sub™ () then there exists an MCS B in
Sub™ (o) such that T C B.

PROOF  Let ® be the set of all MCSs in Sub™ (¢). It is easy to show that - \/ , 4 A.
Assume that there is no A € ® such that I' C A. It follows that there is ) € I such that
~1) € A. Thus, we have A - —. Since - —¢p — — AT, it follows that A - - AT.
Therefore, - \/ ;.4 A — = AT, and then we have = = AT'. This is in contradiction
with T" being consistent. Thus, we have that there exists A € ® such that " C A. O

As we did in Section 4.3, here we will construct the model based on a given MCS in
Sub* (). Let A be an MCS in Sub™ (). We use ©4 to denote Aljpx U A|-xcpe. The
model based on A is defined in the following.

Definition 4.4.4 The model M* = (S, Act?, R4, VAY is defined as follows.
e SA = {Bisan MCS in Sub™ () | (Blin U B|-xcn) = 04},

o Act® = {(x,¥) | Kh*(x,v) € ©4};

« B pr oy X € Band ) € B, for each (x, V) € Act™;

e p € VA(B) <= p € B, foreachp € Sub*(yp).

The domain S is non-empty because A € S“. Next, we will show the truth lemma
for this model. Before that, we first prepare ourselves with some useful handy proposi-
tions.

Proposition 4.4.5 04 U \ 64

PROOF Let A ©4 := 0; A 0y where 0 := Kh¥(x1,¢1) A -+ A Kh¥(Xn, ¥n) and
Oy == —Kh" (X, ¥1) Ao A=KRY(X),, ¥h,)- Tt follows by Axiom 4WKhU and Propos-
ition 4.2.7 that = 6; — U60;. It follows by Axiom 5WKhU and Proposition 4.2.7 that
F 02 — UO,. Again by Proposition 4.2.7, we have - 01 A 03 — U(01 A 63). Thus, we
have ©4 U \ ©4. a

Proposition 4.4.6 For each ) € Sub™ (), if Y € B for all B € S* then ©4 - U1
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PROOF  Since ¢ € B forall B € S4, it follows that ©4 U {—)} is inconsistent. It
follows that = A ©4 — 1. By Rule NECU, it follows that - 2/(/\ ©4 — ). It follows
by Axiom DISTU that - U /\ ©4 — U). By Proposition 4.4.5, it follows that Therefore,
04 + U. O

Proposition 4.4.7 Given x € Subt(p) and B € S4, if x € B implies that (x',1') €
Act™ is executable at B then we have ©4 F U(x — x').

PROOF  Assume that ©4 U {, ~'} is consistent. It follows that there exists C' € S
such that ©4 U {x,~x'} C C. It follows that y € C and (x’,%') is not executable at
C. Contradiction. Therefore, ©4 U {, ~x'} is inconsistent. Thus, we have - A 4 —
(x — x'). It follows by Rule NECU and Axiom DISTU that - U A\ ©4 — U(x — X'). It
follows by Proposition 4.4.5 that ©4 - U (x — x'). O

Proposition 4.4.8 Given ¢ € Sub™ (), (x',¢') € Subt(p) and B € S4, if (X',

is executable at B, and ) € B’ for each B' € S* with B g) B’, then we have

O U — ).
PROOF  Assume that ©4 U {¢/, ~t} is consistent. Tt follows that there exists C' € S4

such that ©4 U {¢/, ~)} C C. It follows that B = C. It follows that ¢ € C.
Contradiction. Therefore, ©4 U {¢/, ~} is inconsistent. Thus, we have - A 64 —

(¥ — ). It follows by Rule NECU and Axiom DISTU that - U A\ ©4 — U(Y' — ).
It follows by Proposition 4.4.5 that ©4 U ()’ — ). O

Now we are ready to prove the truth lemma for the model defined in Definition 4.4.4.

Proposition 4.4.9 For each v) € Sub™t(p), M4, B -4 iff € B.

PROOF  Boolean cases are trivial; we only focus on the case of Kh¥(x, ).
Right to Left It follows that (x,1) € Act®. Given M4, C IF ¥, it follows that

v e O if C =% C'. Tt follows by IH that M#, C” I 1. Thus, we only need to
show that (x ,z/J> is executable at C, namely there exists C’ € S# such that ¢ € C'.
Assume that there is no C’ € S such that ¢» € C’. It follows by Proposition 4.4.6
that ©4 F U~1p. Thus, we have ©4 - () — L). Since ©4 C C, it follows that
C F Uy — 1). Since Kh¥(x,v) € B, it follows that Xh¥(x, ) € ©4, and that
Kh¥(x,v) € C. Therefore, it follows by Axiom UWKh that C' - Kh¥(x, L), namely
C F U~yx. It follows by Axiom TU that C' - ~x, namely C' - —y. Contradiction.
Therefore, there exists C’ € S4 such that o) € C".

Left to Right: If M, B I Kh¥(x, ), it follows that there exists a € (Act™)® such
that for each M, C' IF x, we have a is executable at C' and M, C’ |- 1) for all ¢’ € S4
with C' % C'. There are three cases:

e a = e. It follows that M, C I+ ¥ if M,C I x. By IH, we have that x € C
implies 1) € C for all C € S4. Therefore, we have ©4 U {y, =t} is inconsistent.
It follows that ©4 + x — . It follows by Rule NECU, Axiom DISTU, and
Proposition 4.4.5 that ©4 = U(y — ). It follows by Axiom EMPWKh that ©4 -
Kh¥(x, ©). Therefore, ICh¥(x, ) € B.
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e a = (x,1) € Act” and there is no C' € S4 such that x € C. It follows that
©4 U {~x} is inconsistent. Thus, we have ©4 - —. It follows by Rule NECU,
Axiom DISTU, and Proposition 4.4.5 that ©4 - I/—, namely ©4 - Ch¥(y, L).
Since - U(L — 1), it follows by Axiom UWKh that ©4 - KCh¥(, ). Thus, we
have Kh¥(x, ) € B.

e a=(\,)) € Act” and y € C for some C' € S4. It follows by IH that for
each y € B’ we have (x’,v’) is executable at B’. It follows by Proposition 4.4.7
that ©4 F U(x — x’). It follows by IH that ¢» € C’ for each C’ € S4 with

¢ X0 01 1t follows by Proposition 4.4.8 that ©4 U — ). Since
O\ € Act?, it follows that ©4 + Kh¥(x',4"). Tt follows by Axiom UWKh
that ©4 I+ ICh¥(x, ). Thus, we have Kh¥(x, 1) € B.

Proposition 4.4.10 (Completeness w.r.t. nonstandard semantics) IfI- ¢ then - .

PROOF  We only need to show that if ¢ is consistent then ¢ is satisfiable with respect
to the nonstandard semantics I-. If ¢ is consistent, it follows by Proposition 4.4.3 that
there is an MCS A in Sub™(¢) such that ¢ € A. It follows by Proposition 4.4.9 that
M A . m]

Proposition 4.4.11 (Small model property) If ¢ is satisfiable with respect to the non-
standard semantics, then there is a model M such that M, s |+ ¢ and the model is of
size at most 2%, where k = | Sub™ ()|.

PrROOF If ¢ is satisfiable with respect to the nonstandard semantics, it follows by Pro-
position 4.4.2 that ¢ is consistent. Then by Definition 4.4.4, we can construct a model
MA where A is an MCS in Sub™ () and ¢ € A. It follows by Proposition 4.4.10 that
MA, AIF . Tt is obvious that |MA| < O(21%]). o

It follows by Propositions 4.4.2 and 4.4.10 that SWKH is sound and complete with
respect to the nonstandard semantics IF-. Since SWKH is also sound and complete with
respect to the standard semantics =, we have the following lemma.

Proposition 4.4.12 F ¢ if and only if IF .

Theorem 4.4.13 (Decidability) The problem whether ¢ is valid on the standard se-
mantics is decidable.

PROOF  To decide whether ¢ is valid on the standard semantics, it follows by Proposi-
tion 4.4.12 that we only need to decide whether ¢ is valid on the nonstandard semantics.
In other words, we only need to decide whether —¢ is satisfiable on the nonstandard
semantics. It follows by Proposition 4.4.11 that the problem whether — is satisfiable
on the nonstandard semantics is decidable. O
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4.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, we interpret the knowing-how formula Ch¥ (1), ) as that the agent has a
weak conformant plan for achieving ¢ given 1, and a weak conformant plan for achiev-
ing -states from )-states is a finite linear action sequence such that the performance of
the action sequence at each -state will always end up with a p-state, whether or not all
parts of the plan have been completed. Our interpretation of knowledge-how is weaker
than the one in Wang (2015a), where knowledge-how is interpreted as that the agent has
a conformant plan, but our interpretation is more realistic. We also presented a sound
and complete axiomatic system. This shows that this system is weaker than the system
addressed in Wang (2015a). We also showed that this logic is decidable by reducing the
problem to a decidable problem to the nonstandard semantics.

One more interesting thing is that the canonical model is more complicated than
the one of Wang (2015a) even though the axiomatic system is weaker. Mainly, Ch¥
formulas are realized by a two-step plan in our canonical model while they are realized
by a one-step plan in the canonical model in Wang (2015a). This also affords us some
useful ideas about how to construct the decision procedure for the logic with a tableau
method. For example, for the tableau system of our logic, it is not enough to consider
only one-step plans.

The nonstandard semantics played a major role in this paper not only because it is the
key step in the proof of the decidability but also because it reveals the fact that our form-
alization of knowledge-how is in principle the same as in Moore’s first interpretation. It
also shows that Moore’s interpretation does not contain the trivial case of knowing how
to guarantee a state of affairs by doing nothing.

For future directions, we can express the existence of a weak conformant plan in the
logic framework proposed in Yu et al. (2016) where the existence of a conformant plan
can be expressed by a formula. Moreover, we can study the knowing-how logic under a
fixed action set. In our model, the action set Act is a part of the model, but it is clear that
for different Act we will get different logics. For example, if Act is empty, Ih¥ (¢, @)
is equivalent to U (¢p — ¢). If Act is a singleton, the formula ICh¥(p, ¢) A KCh¥(q, 1) —
ICh¥(p, ) will be valid under our standard semantics. The more interesting thing is to
compare the logic containing a finite Act with the logic containing an infinite Act.

Another exciting research field is the multi-agent version of Ch¥. We can also con-
sider group notions of “knowing how”. Especially, the distributed knowledge-how will
be very useful. If you know how to achieve B from A and I know how to achieve C from
B, we two together should know how to achieve C from A. Moreover, it also makes good
sense to extend our language with a public announcement operator. The update of the
new information will result in the change of the background information throughout the
model, and this will affect the knowledge-how.
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Chapter 5

Strategically knowing how

5.1 Introduction

Standard epistemic logic focuses on reasoning about propositional knowledge expressed
by knowing that ¢ (see Hintikka (1962)). However, in natural language, various other
knowledge expressions are also frequently used, such as knowing what, knowing how,
knowing why, and so on.

In particular, knowing how receives much attention in both philosophy and Al. Epi-
stemologists debate about whether knowledge-how is also propositional knowledge (see
Fantl (2008)), e.g., whether knowing how to swim can be rephrased in terms of knowing
that. In Al it is crucial to let autonomous agents know how to accomplish certain goals
in robotics, game playing, decision making, and multi-agent systems. In fact, a large
body of Al planning can be viewed as finding algorithms to let the autonomous planner
know how to achieve some propositional goals, i.e., to obtain goal-directed knowledge-
how (see Gochet (2013)). Here, both propositional knowledge and knowledge-how mat-
ter, especially in the planning problems where initial uncertainty and non-deterministic
actions are present. From a logician’s point of view, it is interesting to see how know-
ing how interacts with knowing that, and how they differ in their reasoning patterns. A
logic of knowing how also helps us find a notion of consistency regarding knowledge
databases.

Example 5.1.1 Consider the scenario where a doctor needs a plan to treat a patient and
cure his pain, under the uncertainty about some possible allergy. If there is no allergy,
then simply taking some pills can cure the pain, and the surgery is not a legitimate
option. On the other hand, in presence of the allergy, the pills may cure the pain or have
no effect at all, while the surgery can cure the pain for sure. Let p denote that the patient
has the pain, and let q denote that there is an allergy. The model in Figure 5.1 represents
this scenario with an additional action of testing whether q. The dotted line represents
the initial uncertainty about q, and the test on q can eliminate this uncertainty (there is
no dotted line between s3 and s4). According to the model, to cure the pain (guarantee
—p) at the end, it makes sense to take the surgery if the result of the test whether q

IThis is based on the paper Fervari et al. (2017) that is co-authored with Raul Fervari, Andreas Herzig,
and Yanjing Wang.
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Figure 5.1: A scenario representing how to cure the pain.

happens to be positive and take the pills otherwise. We can say that the doctor in this
case knows how to cure the pain.

How can we formalize the knowledge-how of the agent in such scenarios with uncer-
tainty? In the early days of Al, people already started to look at it in the setting of logics
of knowledge and action (see McCarthy and Hayes (1969); McCarthy (1979); Moore
(1985); Singh (1994); Lespérance et al. (2000); van der Hoek et al. (2000)). However,
there has been no consensus on how to capture the logic of “knowing how” formally (cf.
the recent surveys Gochet (2013) and Agotnes et al. (2015)). The difficulties are well
discussed in Jamroga and Agotnes (2007) and Herzig (2015) and simply combining the
existing modalities for “knowing that” and “ability” in a logical language like ATEL (see
van der Hoek and Wooldridge (2003)) does not lead to a genuine notion of “knowing
how”, e.g., knowing how to achieve p is not equivalent to knowing that there exists a
strategy to make sure p. It does not work even when we replace the notion of strategy by
the notion of uniform strategy where the agent has to choose the same action on indis-
tinguishable states (see Jamroga and Agotnes (2007)). Let ¢(z) express that z is a way
to make sure some goal is achieved and let /C be the standard knowledge-that modality.
There is a crucial distinction between the de dicto reading of knowing how (K3zp(x))
and the desired de re reading (3z/XCyp(x)) endorsed also by linguists and philosophers
(see Quine (1953); Stanley and Williamson (2001)). The latter implies the former, but
not the other way round. For example, consider a variant of Example 1.1 where no
test is available: then the doctor has de dicto knowledge-how to cure, but not the de
re one. Proposals to capture the de re reading have been discussed in the literature,
such as making the knowledge operator more constructive (see Jamroga and Agotnes
(2007)), making the strategy explicitly specified (see Herzig et al. (2013); Belardinelli
(2014)), or inserting KC in-between an existential quantifier and the ability modality in
seeing-to-it-that (STIT) logic (see Broersen and Herzig (2015)).

In Wang (2015a, 2016), a new approach is proposed by introducing a single new
modality KCh® of (conditional) goal-directed knowing how, instead of breaking it down
into other modalities. This approach is in line with other de re treatments of non-standard
epistemic logics of knowing whether, knowing what and so on (cf. Wang (2017) for a
survey). The semantics of Kh® is inspired by the idea of conformant planning based
on linear plans (see Smith and Weld (1998); Yu et al. (2016)). It is shown that [Ch® is
not a normal modality, e.g, knowing how to get drunk and knowing how to drive does
not entail knowing how to drive when drunk. The work is generalized further in Li and
Wang (2017) and Li (2017). However, in these previous works, there was no explicit
knowing that modality /C in the language and the semantics of KCh® is based on linear
plans, which does not capture the broader notion allowing branching plans or strategies
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that are essential in the scenarios like Example 5.1.1.
In this chapter, we extend this line of work in the following aspects:

e Both the knowing how modality Ch® and knowing that modality K are in the
language.

o In contrast to the state-independent semantics in Wang (2015a), we interpret ICh®
locally w.r.t. the current uncertainty.

e Instead of linear plans in Wang (2015a), the semantics of our ICh® operator is
based on strategies (branching plans).

The intuitive idea behind our semantics of ICh® is that the agent knows how to achieve
 iff (s)he has an executable uniform strategy o such that the agent knows that:

e o guarantees ¢ in the end given the uncertainty;
e o always terminates after finitely many steps.

Note that for an agent to know how to make sure ¢, it is not enough to find a plan
which works de facto, but the agent should know it works in the end. This is a strong re-
quirement inspired by planning under uncertainty, where the collection of final possible
outcomes after executing the plan is required to be a subset of the collection of the goal
states (see Geffner and Bonet (2013)).

Technically, our contributions are summarized as follows:

e A logical language with both Ch® and K operators with a semantics which fleshes
out formally the above intuitions about knowing how.

e A complete axiomatization with intuitive axioms.
e Decidability of our logic.

This chapter is organized as follows: Section 5.2 lays out the language and semantics
of our framework; Section 5.3 proposes the axiomatization and proves its soundness;
we prove the completeness of our proof system and show the decidability of the logic in
Section 5.4 before we conclude with future work.

5.2 The logic SKH

In this section, we will introduce our logic of knowing how with strategy, and we denote
the logic as SKH. Firstly, we introduce the language of SKH. Besides the common
boolean operators, there are a knowing-that modality /C and a strategically knowing-
how modality KChS.

Definition 5.2.1 (Language) Let P be a countable set of propositional symbols. The
language is defined by the following BNF where p € P:

p=plp| (@A) | Kp|Khp.

We use 1.,V ,— as usual abbreviations and write K for —IC—.



90 CHAPTER 5. STRATEGICALLY KNOWING HOW

The formula K reads “the agent knows that ¢”. The formula ICh®p reads “the
agent strategically knows how to guarantee ¢”, that is, the agent has a strategy such that
she knows that performing the strategy will make her know that .

Definition 5.2.2 (Models) A model M is a quintuple (W, Act,~,{%| a € Act}, V)
where:

o W is a non-empty set,

e Act is a set of actions,

o ~ C W x W is an equivalence relation on W,
o 5 C W x W is a binary relation on W, and

o V: W — 2P is a valuation.

Note that the labels in Act do not appear in the language. The graph in Figure 5.1.1
represents a model with omitted self-loops of ~ (dotted lines), and the equivalence
classes induced by ~ are {s1, 2}, {s3},{sa},{s5},{s6}. In this chapter we do not
require any properties linking ~ and — to lay out the most general framework. We will
come back to particular assumptions like perfect recall at the end of the chapter. Given
a model and a state s, if there exists ¢ such that s — t, we say that a is executable at
s. Also note that the actions can be non-deterministic. For each s € W, we use [s] to
denote the equivalence class {t € W | s ~ t}, and we use [W] to denote the collection
of all the equivalence classes on W w.r.t. ~. We use [s] = [t] to indicate that there are
s’ € [s] and ¢’ € [t] such that s % /. If there is a t € W such that [s] = [t], we say a
is executable at [s].

Definition 5.2.3 (Strategies) Given a model, a (uniformly executable) strategy is a par-
tial function o : [W] — Act such that o([s]) is executable at all ' € [s]. Particularly,
the empty function is also a strategy, the empty strategy.

Note that the executability is as crucial as uniformity, without which the knowledge-
how may be trivialized. We use dom(c) to denote the domain of o. Function ¢ can be
seen as a binary relation on [W] x Act such that ([s],a), ([s],b) € o implies a = b.
Therefore, given strategies o and 7 with 7 C o, it follows that dom(7) C dom(o), and
7([s]) = o([s]) for all [s] € dom(T).

Definition 5.2.4 (Executions) Given a strategy o w.r.t a model M, a possible exe-

cution (or just execution) of o is a possibly infinite sequence of equivalence classes

§ = [so][s1] -+ such that [s;] olled), [si+1] for all 0 < i < |§|. Particularly, [s] is a

possible execution if [s] ¢ dom(c). If the execution is a finite sequence [so] - - - [sp], we
call [s,) the leaf-node, and [s;](0 < i < n) an inner-node w.r.t. this execution. If it is
infinite, then all [s;](i € N) are inner-nodes. A possible execution of o is complete if it
is infinite or its leaf-node is not in dom(o).

Given 6 = [so] - [sn] and p = [to] - - - [tm], we use 6 C p to denote that p extends
d,ie.,n < mand [s;] = [t;] forall 0 < i < n. If 6 C p, we define 6 Uy = pu. We
use CELeaf (o, s) to denote the set of all leaf-nodes of all the complete executions of
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§1 —a—r S9 —b—> S3
843 b S5 —b— Sg

Figure 5.2

o (which can be many due to non-determinism) starting from [s], and CEInner(o, s)
to denote the set of all the inner-nodes of complete executions of ¢ starting from [s].
CELeaf (o, s) N CEInner(o, s) =  since if [s] is a leaf-node of a complete execution
then o is not defined at [s].

The following is an example to help us get familiar with the notions defined above.

Example 5.2.5 Consider the model depicted in Figure 5.2. Let o be a function defined
aso = {{s1} — a,{s2,s5} — b, {s4} — b}. We have the following results.

® 0 is a strategy.

o All the complete executions of o starting from [s1] are:

{s1}{s2,85}{s3}
{s1Hs2, s5}{s6}
{81}{54}{54} ......
e CEInner(c,si) = {{s1}, {s2,s5}, {s4}}
e CELeaf(o,s1) = {{ss},{ss}}

Definition 5.2.6 (Semantics) Given a pointed model M, s, the satisfaction relation =
is defined as follows:

M,sEp — peVl(s)

M, sE—p —= M,sFyp

M,sEpNY <= M,skEpand M,sE¢

M, sE Ko < forall s’ : s~s' implies M,s E ¢
M,sEKh3p <= there exists a strategy o such that

1.[¢]<[¢] for all [t|eCELeaf(o, s)
2. all its complete executions
starting from [s] are finite,

where [¢] = {s € W | M, s E ¢}.

Note that the two conditions for ¢ in the semantics of ICh® reflect our two intu-
itions mentioned in the introduction. The implicit role of K in JCh® will become more
clear when the axioms are presented. Going back to Example 5.1.1, we can verify
that Ch®—p holds in s; and sz due to the strategy o = {{s1, s2} — test,{s3} —
pills,{s4} — surgery}. Note that CELeaf(c,s) = {[ss5],[s6]} = {{s5},{s6}}
and [-p] = {s5,56}. On the other hand, Kh®—gq is not true in s;: although the agent
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can guarantee —q de facto in s; by taking a strategy such that {sq, s2} — test and
{s3} — pills, he cannot know it beforehand since nothing works at s5 to make sure
—q. Readers may also verify that Xh®(p <> ¢) holds at s; and s, (hint: a strategy is a
partial function).

The following example shows that (JCh3p A Kh®* (¢ — 1)) — KCh®1 is not valid.

Example 5.2.7 Let the model M be depicted as below. It is easy to verify that M, s F
Kh®p due to the strategy o1 = {{s} — a} and that M,s E Kh®(p — q) due to the
empty strategy. Since there is no strategy to get to a state where q is true, thus we have
M, s E =Kh3q.

§:-p,q—a—1:p,q

5.3 A deductive system

In this subsection, we provide a Hilbert-style proof system for the logic SKH and show
it is sound.

5.3.1 Axiom system SKHS

Definition 5.3.1 (SKH System) The axiomatic system SKH is shown in Table 5.1. We
write SKH F ¢ (or sometimes just = ) to mean that the formula o is derivable in the
axiomatic system SKH; the negation of SKH I~ ¢ is written SKH ¥ ¢ (or just ¥ ¢). To
say that a set D of formulas is SKH-inconsistent (or just inconsistent) means that there
is a finite subset D' C D such that = = \ D', where AND" := \\ ., ¢ if D" # 0 and
A oeg ¥ := T. Tosay that a set of formulas is SKH-consistent (or just consistent) means
that the set of formulas is not inconsistent. Consistency or inconsistency of a formula
refers to the consistency or inconsistency of the singleton set containing the formula.

Axioms
TAUT all axioms of propositional logic
DISTK KpAK(p — q) — Kq
T Kp—p
4 Kp — KKp
5 -Kp — K-Kp
AxKtoKh Kp — Khp
AxKhtoKhK Khep — KhsKp
AxKhtoKKh Khep — KKh®p
AxKhKh KhsKhsp — Khep
AxKhbot Khel — L

Rules:

MP P2 Y NECK d

@ z—/; Y séc(g)
MONOKh Ko 5 Ko SUB SO0

Table 5.1: System SKHS
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Note that we have S5 axioms for K. AxKtoKh says if p is known then you know how
to achieve p by doing nothing (we allow the empty strategy). AxKhtoKhK reflects the first
condition in the semantics that the goal is known after the complete executions. We will
come back to this axiom at the end of the chapter. Note that the termination condition
is not fully expressible in our language but AxKhbot captures part of it by ruling out
strategies that have no terminating complete executions at all. AxKhKh essentially says
that the strategies can be composed. Its validity is quite involved, to which we devote
the next subsection. Finally, AxKhtoKKh is the positive introspection axiom for h®,
whose validity is due to uniformity of the strategies on indistinguishable states. The
corresponding negative introspection can be derived by using AxKhtoKKh, 5 and T:

Proposition 5.3.2 - —-KCh®p — K-Kh®p.

PROOF
(1) —-KKh®p — -Kh®p AxKhtoKKh

(2) K-KKh®p — K-Kh®p (1),NECK
(3) —-KKh®p - K-KKh®p 5

(4) —-KKhp — K=Kh®p  (2),(3),MP
(5) —Kh%p — —-KKh%p T

(6) —Kh%p — K=Kh®p (4), (5),MP

a

Note that we do not have the K axiom for JCh® because it is not valid (see Ex-
ample 5.2.7). Instead, we have the monotonicity rule MONOKh. In fact, the logic is not
normal, as desired, e.g., (KCh*p AKCh3q) — KCh®(p A ¢q) is not valid: the existence of two
different strategies for different goals does not imply the existence of a unified strategy
to realize both goals.

5.3.2 Soundness

In this subsection, we show that the axiom system SKH is sound with respect to the
semantics provided in Section 5.2. Given that the knowing-that modality K is interpreted
in the same way as epistemic logic, we will not show that the S5 axioms and rules for
KC are sound. Also since the logic is built on a well-understood modal logic, we will not
show that the rules MP and SUB are sound. We will focus on the axioms and rules with
the knowing-how modality Ch®.

The following proposition shows the axiom AxKtoKh is valid.

Proposition 5.3.3 F Ky — Kh%p

PROOF If M,s E Ky, it follows that [s] C [¢]. Let o be the empty strategy. It

follows that [s] is the only complete execution of o starting from [s]. Thus, we have

CELeaf = {[s]}. Since [s] C [¢], it follows that M, s E Kh5¢p. ]
The following proposition shows the axiom AxKhtoKhK is valid.

Proposition 5.3.4 F Chp — Kh®Kyp

PROOF If M,s E Kh®¢p, it follows that there exists a strategy o such that all its
complete executions starting from [s] are finite. Moreover, for each [t] € CELeaf(o, s),
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we have [t] C [¢], and then we have M, ¢’ E Ky for all ¢’ € [t]. Therefore, we have
[t] C [Ky] for each [t] € CELeaf (o, s). Thus, we have M, s E Kh3Kep. O

The following proposition shows that the axiom AxKhtoKKh is valid.
Proposition 5.3.5 F Ch®p — KIChSp

PROOF If M, s E Kh®p, it follows that there exists a strategy o such that all its com-
plete executions starting from [s] are finite. Moreover, for each [t] € CELeaf (o, s), we
have [t] C [¢]. Given s’ € [s], since [s] = [¢'], it follows that all complete executions
of o starting from [s'] are the same as all complete executions of ¢ starting from [s].
Thus, we have CELeaf (o, s) = CELeaf(o, s’). Therefore, we have M, s’ E ICh®y for
all s’ € [s]. It follows that M, s E KKh3e. O

The following proposition shows that the axiom AxKhbot is valid.
Proposition 5.3.6 F Ch®1l — |

PROOF  We only need to show F —Kh® 1. Assuming that M, s F Kh®L for some
pointed model M, s. It follows that there exists a strategy ¢ such that all its complete
executions starting from [s] are finite and [t] C [L] for each [t|] € CELeaf(o,s). No
matter whether [s] € dom(o) or not, we always have CELeaf (o, s) # (). It follows that
there exists [t] € CELeaf (o, s) such that [¢] C [L]. Since [t] # 0 and [L] = 0, it is
a contradiction that [t] C [L]. Therefore, Kh® L is not satisfiable, and thus F ~Kh® L. O

The following proposition shows that the rule MONOKh preserves the validity.
Proposition 5.3.7 IfE ¢ — 1 then we have F ICh%p — Kh3.

PROOF IfF ¢ — ¢ and M, s E Kh®p, we need to show M, s F KCh®%y. It fol-
lows by M, s E KCh®p that there exists a strategy o such that all its complete exe-
cutions starting from [s] are finite. Moreover, for each [t] € CELeaf(c,s), we have
[t] C [¢]. Since F ¢ — 1, it follows that [] C [+]. Thus, we have [t] C [+] for each
[t] € CELeaf(o, s). Therefore, we have M, s E Kh%t. O

The axiom AxKhKh is about the “sequential” compositionality of strategies. Suppose
on some pointed model there is a strategy o to guarantee that we end up with the states
where on each s of them we have some other strategy o, to make sure p (Ch®ICh®p).
Since the strategies are uniform, we only need to consider some o] for each [s]. Now to
validate AxKhKh, we need to design a unified strategy to compose o and those o5 into
one strategy to still guarantee p (Ch®p). The general idea is actually simple: first order
those leafnodes [s] (using Axiom of Choice); then by transfinite induction adjust oy
one by one to make sure these strategies can fit together as a unified strategy 6; finally,
merge the relevant part of o with 6 into the desired strategy. We make this idea precise
below. First we need an observation:

Proposition 5.3.8 Given strategies T and o with T C o, if [s] € dom(7) and dom(o) N
CELeaf (7, s) = 0, then a sequence is a complete execution of o from [s] if and only if it
is a complete execution of T from [s].
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PROOF  Left to Right: Let [sq] - - - [sy,] - - - be a complete execution of o from [s]. We
will show that it is also a complete execution of 7 from [s]. Firstly, we show that it is
possible to execute 7 from [s]. If it is not, then there exists [s;] such that [s;] is not the
leaf-node of this execution and that [s;] & dom(7). Let [s;] be the minimal equivalence
class in the sequence with such properties. It follows that [s;] € CELeaf(r,s) and
[s;] € dom(o). These are contradictory with dom(o) N CELeaf(, s) = 0.

Next we will show that [sg] - - - [s,] - -+ forms a complete execution of T from [s].
This is obvious if the sequence is infinite. If it is finite, let the leaf-node be [s,,]. It
follows that [s,,] & dom(o). Since 7 C o, it follows [s,,] & dom(7). Therefore, the
execution is complete given 7.

Right to Left: Let [so]---[sn] -+ be a complete execution of 7 from [s]; we will
show that it is also a complete execution of o from [s]. Since 7 C o, it is also a possible
execution given o. If the execution is infinite, this is obvious. If it is finite, let the leaf-
node be [s,,]. It follows that [s,,] € CELeaf(7, s). Since dom(c) N CELeaf(7,s) = 0,
it follows that [s,,] ¢ dom(c). Therefore, the execution is also complete given o. a

Now, we are ready to show that the axiom AxKhKh is valid.
Proposition 5.3.9 = IChSKh®p — Khog.

PROOF  Supposing M, s F ICh®ICh®p, we will show that M, s E KCh3¢. It follows by
the semantics that there exists a strategy o such that all complete executions of o from
[s] are finite and [t] C [Kh3¢] for all [t] € CELeaf(o,s) (x). If [s] € dom(o), then
CELeaf (o, s) = {[s]}, and then it is trivial that M, s F ICh®p. Next we focus on the
case of [s] € dom(o).

According to the well-ordering theorem (equivalent to Axiom of Choice), we assume
CELeaf(o,s) = {S; | ¢ < v} where ~ is an ordinal number and v > 1. Let s; be an
element in S;; then [s;] = S;. Since M, s; E Kh3p for each i < +, it follows that
for each [s;] there exists a strategy o; such that all complete executions of o; from [s;]
are finite and [v] C [¢] for all [v] € CELeaf(o;,s;) («). Next, in order to show
M, s E Kh®p, we need to define a strategy 7. The definition consists of the following
steps.

Step I. By induction on ¢, we will define a set of strategies 7; where 0 < i < . Let f; =
Up<; 75 and D; = CEInner(o;, s;) \ (dom(f;) U{[v] € CELeaf(f;,t) | [t] € dom(fi)})
we define:

® 70 = UO'CEInner(UO,SO);
o 7, = fiU(oi|p,) fori > 0.
Claim 5.3.9.1 We have the following results:
1. ForeachO < i <~, 7 Cmifj <t
2. Foreach 0 <1 <y, 7; is a partial function;
3. Foreach0 < i < ~, dom(7;) N CELeaf(7;,t) = () where t € dom(7;) if j < i;
4

. Foreach0 <i < ~,ifd = [to] - is a complete execution of T; from [t] € dom(7;)
then |0| = n for some n € N and [t,,] C [¢];
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5. Foreach 0 < i <, [s;] € dom(T;) or [s;] C [¢].
Proof of claim 5.3.9.1:
1. Itis obvious.

2. We prove it by induction on ¢. For the case of 7« = 0, it is obvious. For the case
of i = a > 0, it follows by the IH that 73 is a partial function for each 5 < a.
Furthermore, it follows by 1. that 73, C 73, for all 31 < 2 < a. Thus, we have
fa=U s<a Tp 1s a partial function. Since o, is a partial function, in order to
show 7,, is a partial function, we only need to show that dom(f,,) N D,, = (). Since
D, = CEInner (o, Sq) \ dom(f,) \ {[v] € CELeaf(f,,t) | t € dom(f,)}, itis
obvious that dom(f,) N D, = 0.

3. We prove it by induction on ¢. It is obvious for the case of ¢ = (0. For the case
ofi = a >0, given j < aand ¢t € dom(7;), we need to show that dom(7,) N
CELeaf(7;,t) = (). Supposing [v] € CELeaf(7;,t), we will show that [v] ¢
dom(7y ), namely [v] ¢ dom(fs) U Dq. Since j < aand fo = Ug_, Tas it
follows ¢ € dom( f,, ). Moreover, due to D, = CEInner(oa, So)\dom(f)\{[v] €
CELeaf(fa,t) | t € dom(fa)}, it follows [v] & D,,.

Next, we only need to show [v] & dom(f,). Assuming [v] € dom(f,), it follows
that [v] € dom(7g) for some 8 < a. There are two cases: j < Sorj > 3. If j <
B, it follows by the IH that dom(73) NCELeaf (7;,t) = 0. Contradiction. If j > 3,
it follows by 1. that 75 C 7;. Due to [v] € dom(7g), it follows [v] € dom(7;). This
contradicts with [v] € CELeaf (7}, t). Thus, we have [v] & dom(fq).

4. We prove it by induction on ¢. For the case of ¢ = 0, due to the fact that dom(7) =
CEInner(oy, so), it follows that there is a o(’s possible execution [sg] - - - [$.s]
such that m € N and [s,;,] = [t]. Let u = [so] - [sSm-1]0d. df m = 0
then ;1 = §). Since ¢ is a complete execution of 7y from [¢], it follows that y is
a complete execution of o from [sg]. It follows by (<) that 4 is finite. Thus,
§ = [to] - - - [tn] for some n € N. Since [t,] € CELeaf (0, s¢), it follows by (<)
that [t,,] C [¢]-

For the case of i = « > 0, there are two situations: [t] € dom(f,) or [t] € Da,.
If [t] € dom(f,), it follows that [{] € dom(7g) for some 5 < «a. By 3, we have
dom(7,) N CELeaf(7,t) = . Since § is a complete execution of 7, it follows
by Proposition 5.3.8 that § is also a complete execution of 75 from [t]. It follows
by the IH that |§| = n for some n € N and [t,,] C [¢].

If [t] € D,, there are two cases: there exist £ < || and 8 < as.t. [tg] € dom(75),
or there do not exist such k and 3. (Please note that |§| > 1 due to the fact that
8§ = [to] - - - is a complete execution of 7, from [t] € dom(7y)).

- [tx] € dom(7g) for some k < || and some 8 < «: It follows that y =
[tr] - - is a complete execution of 7, from [tx]. By 3. and Proposition 5.3.8,
w is a complete execution of 75 from [t;x]. By IH, p = [tg] - - [tg+n] for
some n € N and [tx4,] C [¢]. Therefore, |§]| = &k + n.

— If there do not exist £k < |§] and 8 < « s.t. [tx] € dom(7g), it follows
that 6 = [tg]--- is a 0, s possible execution from [¢t]. Since [t] € D, C



5.3. ADEDUCTIVE SYSTEM 97

CEInner(o,, Sa), then there is a 0,,’s possible execution [sq] - - [S;] s.t.
m € N, [so] = [sa] and [s,,] = [t]. Let o = [so] - [Sm—1] 0 0. Afm =0
then u = §). It follows that p is o,’s possible execution from s,. By (<),
all complete executions of o, from s, are finite. Thus, p is finite. Therefore,
d = [to] - - - [tn] for some n € N.

We continue to show that [t,] C [¢]. Since § = [to] - - [t,] is a complete
execution of 7, from ¢ and it is also a possible execution of o, from ¢,
there are two cases: [t,] € CELeaf(f,,t’) for some ¢’ € dom(f,), or &
is a complete execution of o, from t. If [t,,] € CELeaf(f,,t") for some
t' € dom(f,), then there exists 5 < a s.t. [t] € CELeaf(73,t') and [t'] €
dom(3). By IH, [t,] C [¢]. If  is a complete execution of o,, from ¢, it
follows that 1 is a complete execution of o, from [s,]. Then by (<), we
have [t,,] C [¢].

5. If [s;] & dom(o;), it follows by (<) that [s;] C [¢]. Otherwise, there are two
cases: ¢t = 0ori = a > 0. If i = 0, it follows by [sg] € dom(cy) that [sg] €
CEInner(oy, So). Thus, [so] € dom(7p).

If i = @ > 0and [s,] € dom(o,), we will show that if [s,] & dom(7,) then
[sa] C [¢]. Firstly, we have that [s;] € CEInner(cq, sq). Since [sq] ¢ dom(7y),
it follows that [s,] € CELeaf(f,,t) for some [t] € dom(f,). It follows that there
exists 8 < « such that [s,] € CELeaf(7,t) and t € dom(7g). It follows by 4.
that [s;] C [¢]-

Step II. We define 7, = UK7 7;. It follows by 1. and 2. of Claim 5.3.9.1 that 7, is
indeed a partial function. Then we prove the following claim.

Claim 5.3.9.2 If § = [to]--- is a complete execution of T from [t] € dom(7,) then
|0| = n for some n € N and [t,,] C [¢]

Proof of claim 5.3.9.2: Since [t] € dom(7, ), it follows that [t] € dom(7;) for some i < 7.
It follows by 5. of Claim 5.3.9.1 that all complete executions of 7; from [¢] are finite.
Thus, there exists i C ¢ such that || = n for some n € N and p is a complete execution
of 7; from [¢]. It follows by 5. of Claim 5.3.9.1 that [¢,] C [¢].

Next, we only need to show § = p. If not, then § = [to] - - [tn][tns1] -+ We
then have that there exists j <  such that {t; | 0 < k < n} C dom(7;). It cannot
be that j < . Otherwise, p is not a complete execution of 7; since 7; C 7; by 1.
of Claim 5.3.9.1. Thus, we have j > i. Since we also have that [t,,] € dom(7;),
[tn] € CELeaf(7;,t) and ¢ € dom(7;), this is contradictory with 3. of Claim 5.3.9.1.
Therefore, we have 6 = p. |

Step III. We define 7 as 7 = 7, U (¢|¢) where C' = CEInner(o, s) \ (dom(7y) U{[v] €
CELeaf(7’,t) | [t] € dom(7,)}) and o is the strategy mentioned at (x). Since both 7
and o|¢ are partial functions, 7 is also a partial function. We then prove the following
claim.

Claim 5.3.9.3 If § = [to] -+ is a complete execution of T from [t] € dom(T) then
|0] = n for some n € N and [t,,] C [¢]-
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Proof of claim 5.3.9.3: Since dom(7) = dom(7,) UC, there are two cases: [t| € dom(7y)
or [t] € C.

If [t] € dom(,), it follows that CELeaf(7,,t) N C' = (). Moreover, we have
CELeaf(7y,t) N dom(7,) = (. Thus, we have CELeaf(7,,t) N dom(7) = (. It fol-
lows by Proposition 5.3.8 that ¢ is a complete execution of 7, from from [¢]. It follows
by Claim 5.3.9.2 |§| = n for some n € N and [t,,] C [¢]

If [t] € C, there are two cases: there exists k& < || such that [t;] € dom(r,), or
there does not exists such k. (Please note that |§| > 1 due to the fact that § = [tg] - - - is
complete execution of 7 from [t] € dom(7)).

e [t] € dom(7,) for some k < |6]: It follows that yu = [t;] - - - is a complete execu-
tion of 7 from [¢;]. Since dom(7) NCELeaf (7., ) = 0. It follows by Proposition
5.3.8 that p is a complete execution of 7, from [t;]. It follows by Claim 5.3.9.2
that © = [tg] - - - [tk4n] for some n € Nand [ti+r] C [¢]. Therefore, |§| = k+n.

e If there does not exist k < |d] s.t. [tx] € dom(7y), then § = [to]--- is a o’s
possible execution from [t]. Since [t] € C C CEInner(o,s), then there is a
o’s possible execution [Sg] - - [s;m] s.t. m € N, [sg] = [s] and [sp,] = [t]. Let
@ =1[s0] - [Sm—1] 0 0. If m = 0 then p = §). It follows that p is o’s possible
execution from s. By (%), all complete executions of o from s are finite. Thus, y
is finite. Therefore, § = [to] - - - [t,] for some n € N.

We continue to show that [t,,] C [¢]. Since § = [to] - - [tn] is a complete ex-
ecution of 7 from ¢ and it is also a ¢’s possible execution from ¢, there are two
cases: [t,,] € CELeaf(7y,t) for some t' € dom(7,), or J is a complete execution
of o from t. If [t,,] € CELeaf(r,,t") for some [t'] € dom(7), it follows by Claim
5.3.9.2 that [t,,] C [¢]. If 4 is a complete execution of o from ¢, it follows that y is
a complete execution of o from [s]. It follows that [t,,] = .S; for some 0 < i < 7.
Since § = [to] - - - [t,] is a complete execution of 7 from [t] € dom(7), it follows
[tn] & dom(T ). We then have [t,,] ¢ dom(7;), namely S; ¢ 7;. It follows by 5. of
Claim 5.3.9.1 that S; C [], namely [¢,] C [¢]-

|

Next, we continue to show that M, s F JCh®p with the assumption that [s] € dom(c).
Since [s] € dom(c), we have [s] € CEInner(o,s). There are two cases: [s] € dom(T)
or not. If [s] € dom(7), it follows by claim 5.3.9.3 that M, s E Kh%y. If [s] & dom(T),
due to [s] € CEInner(o, s), it follows that [s] € CELeaf (7, t) for some [t] € dom(7).
It follows by Claim 5.3.9.2 that [s] C [¢]. It follows that M, s E K. It is obvious that
M, s E KCh3p. a

Now we are ready to prove the soundness, which can be proven by induction on the
length of the proof.

Theorem 5.3.10 (Soundness) I+ ¢ then = ¢.

5.4 Completeness and decidability

Let @ be a set of formulas such that it is closed under subformula and ~p € @ for
each ¢ € ®, where ~p = y if ¢ = -y, otherwise, ~¢p = —. It is obvious that ® is
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countable since the whole language itself is countable. Given a set of formulas A, let

Al ={K¢ | Ky € A}
Aok = {-K¢ | Ky € A}
Alicne = {Kh¢ | Kh%p € A}
Al ne = {~Kh%p | =Kh%p € A}

Below we define the closure of ®, and use it to build a canonical model w.r.t. . We
will show that when @ is finite then we can build a finite model.

Definition 5.4.1 cl(®) is the smallest set such that:

o O Ccl(P),

o ifp € D then Kp,~Kyp € cl(®P).
Definition 5.4.2 (Atom) Let cl(®) = {¢; | i € N}. The formula set A = {Y; | i € N}
is an atom of cl(®) if

o Y, = orY; = ~; for all ; € cl(P);

o A is consistent.

An atom of @ is also called an maximally consistent subset of ®. Note that if ¢ is
the whole language then an atom is simply a maximally consistent set. By a standard
inductive construction, we can obtain the Lindenbaum-like result in our setting:

Proposition 5.4.3 Let T be a consistent subset of cl(®) and ¢ € cl(®). If T U {£p} is
consistent then there is an atom A’ of cl(®) such that (T U{xp}) C A/, where £ = ¢
or X = ~p.

PROOF  Let ¢, -+, 1y, - be all the formulas in c/(®) \ T'"\ {¢}. We define T'; as
below.

Lo =T U{+p}

i — T U {4} if I'; U {4, } is consistent
U {~1;} otherwise

Firstly, we will show that I'; is consistent for all © € N. Since I'y is consistent, we
only need to show that if I'; is consistent then I'; ;1 is consistent, i.e. either I'; U {1);} or
T'; U{~1);} is consistent. Assuming both I'; U{¢; } and T'; U{—);} are not consistent, it
follows that I'; = =1, and I'; I ;. That is, I'; is inconsistent. Contradiction. Therefore,
either I'; U {¢; } or I'; U {~1);} is consistent.

Let A" = [J; o I'i- It follows that A’ is consistent. It is obvious that either ¢ € A’
or ~p € A’ for all ¢ € cl(®P). Therefore, A’ is an atom of cl(P). ]

Next, we are going to build a canonical model w.r.t. ®.

Definition 5.4.4 Given a subformula-closed ®, the canonical model M® = (W, Act, ~
AS| x € Act}, V) is defined as:
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o W ={A|Aisanatomof cl(®)};
o Act ={p | Khdp € D},
o A~ A jffAlx=A

-
e foreach ¢ € Act, A 2> N iff Khdp,~ Ky € Aand Kp € N';
e foreachp € ®, p e V(A)iffp € A.

Note that we use formulas that the agent knows how to achieve as the action labels,
and we introduce an action transition if it is necessary, i.e., JCh®p but =/Cy (the empty
strategy does not work). Requiring K¢y € A’ is to reflect the first condition in the
semantics of Kh®. Using NECK, DISTK and Proposition 5.4.3, it is routine to show the
existence lemma for C:

Proposition 5.4.5 Let A be a state in M®, and K¢ € cl(®). If Ko & A then there
exists A" € [A] such that ~p € A'.

PROOF LetD' = Al UA|_xU{~¢}. I'is consistent. If not, there are K, - -+ , Kooy,
and i), - -+, =K, in A such that

F (o1 A ARpp A=Kihy Ao A =Ky,) — .
Following by NECK and DISTK, we have
FRKpi A ARpp A=Ky Ao A=aK,) — K.

Since the epistemic operator K is distributive over A and - KCCyp; <> Ky, forall 1 <
i < nandF K-Kvy; < —Ky; forall 1 < i < m, we have

F(Kgi A A Kpn A=Kpy A+ A =Kip) — Kep.

Since K, - -+ , Ko, and =Ka)y, -+, K1)y, are all in A and Ky € cl(P), it follows
that Cp € A. It is contradictory with the assumption that ¢ ¢ A. Therefore, I is
consistent. It follows by Proposition 5.4.3 that there exists an atom A’ of ¢l(®) such
that ' C A/, Since (A|x UA|-x) € A/, we have A’ ~ A, thatis, A’ € [A]. O

Proposition 5.4.6 Let A and A’ be two states in M® such that A ~ A'. We have
A‘K;hs == A/‘ths.

PROOF  For each Kh®p € A, by Definition 5.4.1, Kh®%p € &, and then KICh®p €
cl(®). For each h3p € A, by Axiom AxKhtoKKh, we have KICh®p € A. Since A ~
A/, then KKh3p € A’, and by Axiom T, Kh%p € A’. So we showed that h3p € A
implies Kh®p € A’. Similarly we can prove Kh%p € A’ implies Kh®p € A. Hence,
Algcns = A|iche. o

The following is a crucial observation for proofs.

Proposition 5.4.7 Let A be a state in M® and 1) € Act be executable at [A]. If
Kh3p € A for all A’ with [A] 2, [A'] then Kh3p € A.
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PROOF  First, we show that ) is not consistent with —=/Ch®p. It is obvious that

Khp € cl(®). Since 1 is executable at [A], there are atoms I'; and I'y s.t. T'y 2, Ds.
Then K1 € I';. Assuming that v is consistent with ~/Ch®p, by Proposition 5.4.3
there exists an atom I of ¢l(®) s.t. {Kv, 7Kh3p} CT. Since ¢ € Act is executable at

[A], then by definition of i>, ~ and Proposition 5.4.6, ICh®v, =Ky € A. It follows that
A % T, then [A] LN [[']. This is contradictory with the assumption that Kh®p € A’

for all A’ with [A] ¥, [A’]. Then K4 is not consistent with =/Ch®¢. Hence, F K¢ —
Khep.

Since - K¢ — Kh®p, it follows by Rule MONOKh and Axiom AxKhtoKhK that
F ICh3y — Kh®KCh®p. Moreover, it follows by Axiom AxKhKh that - IChy — IChSp.

Since 9 is executable at [A], it follows by the definition of Y and Proposition 5.4.6 that
Kh3y € A. Therefore, we have KCh®p € A. ]

Lemma 5.4.8 For each ¢ € cl(®), M® A F piffp € A.

PROOF  We prove it by induction on . We only focus on the cases of Ky and ICh®¢;
the other cases are straightforward.

e Case of K. If M® A F Ky, we will show Ky € A. Assuming Ko &€ A, it
follows by Proposition 5.4.5 that there exists A’ € [A] such that —p € A’. Tt
follows by TH that M® A’ £ —p. It is contradictory with M® A E Ky and
A’ € [A]. Thus we have Ky € A.

If Ko € A, we will show M® A E K. Assuming M® A ¥ Ko, it follows
that there is A’ € [A] such that M®, A’ E —p. It follows by TH that ~p € A’. It
must be the case of —/C¢ € A’ because K € A’ implies p € A’. It follows that
-K¢ € A. Contradiction. Thus we have M®, A E K.

e Case of Kh%p. Note that if Ch%p € cl(®) then ¢ € cl(®) thus by Definition
541 Ky € cl(®).

Right to Left: If Chp € A, we will show M® A E KhSyp. Firstly, there are
two cases: Ko € Aor Ko & A If Kp € A, then Ky, o € A’ forall A’ € [A].
Since p € @, it follows by TH that M® A’ E ¢ for all A’ € [A]. Therefore,
M® A E K. It follows by Axiom AxKtoKh and the soundness of SKH that
M® A E Khep. If =Ky € A, we first show that K is consistent. If not,
namely - Lo — L, it follows by Rule MONOKh that - KCh¥Cp — KRS L. Tt
follows by Axiom AxKhbot that - Ch3/Cp — L. Since KCh%p € A, it follows
by Axiom AxKhtoKhK that A F |, which is contradictory with the fact that A is
consistent. Therefore, Cy is consistent.

By Proposition 5.4.3 there exists an atom A’ s.t. Ky € A’. Note that ¢ € Act.
Thus, we have A %5 A’, then [A] % [A’]. Let [A”] be an equivalence class s.t.
[A] £ [A”], which indicates I' %> T for some I' € [A] and T” € [A”]. By
definition of %> and ~ we get Ky € © for all © € [A”]. By IH, M®,0 E ¢ for

all © € [A”], namely [A”] C [¢]. Moreover, %> is not a loop on [A] because
-Kyp € A. Thus, the partial function o0 = {[A] — ¢} is a strategy s.t. all



102 CHAPTER 5. STRATEGICALLY KNOWING HOW

its complete executions starting from [A] are finite and [A”] C [¢] for each
[A”] € CELeaf (o, A). Then, M®, A E Kh3¢.

Left to Right: Suppose M® A E Kh%p, we will show Kh®¢ € A. By the
semantics, there exists a strategy o s.t. all complete executions of ¢ starting from
[A] are finite and [I'] C [] for all [I'] € CELeaf(o,A). By IH, ¢ € I" for all
I" € [I'] and [I'] € CELeaf(o,A). By Proposition 5.4.5, we get Ky € T for all
[['] € CELeaf(o, A). By Axiom AxKtoKh and Proposition 5.4.6, Kh®p € T for
all [['] € CELeaf (0, A).

If [A] ¢ dom(o), it is obvious that h®p € A because [A] € CELeaf(c,A).
Next, we consider the case of [A] € dom(o), then [A] € CEInner(o, A). In order
to show Kh3p € A, we will show a more strong result that Khsp € A’ for all
[A’] € CEInner(o, A). Firstly, we show the following claim:

Claim 5.4.8.1 If there exists [A’] € CEInner(c, A) such that =KCh®p € A’ then
there exists an infinite execution of o starting from [A].

Proof of claim 5.4.8.1: Let X be the set {[©] € CEInner(o,A) | -Kh3p € O}.
It follows that [A’] € X and X C dom(o). We define a binary relation R on X as

a([e])
rR=A{(OL,[e) | 6] — [0}
For each [©] € X, we have that o([0)]) is executable at [©]. Since -hp € O,

by Proposition 5.4.7 there exists an atom © s.t. [O] AUIN [©] and ~Kh3¢ €
©’. Since Kh®p € T for all [I'] € CELeaf(o,A) and [©] € CEInner(o, A),we
have [©'] € CEInner(c, A). Then [©'] € X. Therefore, R is an entire binary re-
lation on X, namely for each [©] € X there is [©'] € X such that ([©], [®']) € R.
Then by Axiom of Dependent Choice there exists an infinite sequence [©][04] - - -
s.t. ([©,],[On+1]) € Rforalln € N.

From the definition of R, [©][O1] - - is a complete execution of ¢ starting from
[©]. Since [O¢] € CEInner(c,A) and all complete execution of ¢ from [A]
are finite, there is a possible execution [Ag] - - - [A;] for some j € Ns.t. [Ag] =
[A] and [A;] = [©g]. Therefore, [Ag]---[A;][©1]--- is an infinite complete
execution of o from [A]. [

Therefore, we have KCh3p € A’ for all [A’] € CEInner(o,s). Otherwise, by
claim 5.4.8.1 there is an infinite complete execution given o from [A]. This is
contradictory with the fact that if all complete execution of o from [A] are finite,
then Kh3p € A’ for all [A’] € CEInner(c,s). Since [A] € dom(o), we get
[A] € CEInner(o, A). Then Kh3p € A.

O

Please note that in the proofs above it does not matter whether the domain of M® is
finite or not. Therefore, let ® be the set of all formulas, then each maximally consistent
set A is actually an atom which satisfies all its formulas in M®, according to the above
truth lemma. Completeness then follows immediately.

Theorem 5.4.9 SKH is strongly complete.
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Note that if ® is the set of all subformulas of a given formula ¢, then cl(®) is still
finite. Due to the soundness of SKH and Proposition 5.4.3, a satisfiable formula ¢ must
be consistent thus appearing in some atom, and thus ¢ is satisfiable in M®. It is not
hard to see that |M®| < 22/¢| where 2|¢| is the bound on the size of cI(®). This gives
us a small model property of our logic, so decidability follows.

Proposition 5.4.10 (Small model property) If g is satisfiable then it is satisfiable in
a model with at most 2% states where k = |cl(®)| and ® is the subformula closure
generated by @y.

Theorem 5.4.11 SKH is decidable.

PROOF  With the small model property, this can be proved by a standard argument
presented in Blackburn et al. (2001). o

5.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, we propose an epistemic logic of both (goal-directed) knowing how and
knowing that, and capture the interaction of the two. We have shown that this logic is
sound and complete, as well as decidable. We hope that the axioms are illuminating
towards a better understanding of knowing how.

Note that we do not impose any special properties between the interaction of = and
~ in the models so far. In the future, it would be interesting to see whether assuming
properties of perfect recall (K[a]e — [a]Kp) and/or no learning ([a]Kp — K[a]p) (cf.
e.g., Fagin et al. (1995); Wang and Li (2012)) can change the logic or not.

Our notion of knowing how is relatively strong, particularly evidenced by the axiom
AxKhtoKhK : Ch®p — KCh3Kp, which is due to the first condition of our semantics
for ICh®, inspired by planning with uncertainty. We believe that this is reasonable for
the scenarios where the agent has perfect recall (or, say, never forgets), which is usually
assumed implicitly in the discussions on planning (cf. Yu et al. (2016)). However, for
a forgetful agent it may not be intuitive anymore, e.g., I know how to get drunk when
sober but I may not know how to get to the state that I know I am drunk, assuming drunk
people do not know they are drunk. Another obvious next step is to consider knowing
how in multi-agent settings.
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Chapter 6

Privacy in arrow update logic

6.1 Introduction

Information plays an important role in several fields of scientific research, such as philo-
sophy, game theory, and artificial intelligence. In this chapter, the notion of information
is confined to the kind of information in one’s mind, which can also be called belief or
knowledge. In real-life contexts, information is often communicated. This leads to a
change of agents’ information without any change in the bare facts of the world. One
kind of these communicative events is announcement. This chapter will focus on reas-
oning about information change due to announcements.

In a multi-agent system, there are at least three types of announcements: public,
private and semi-private (cf. e.g., Baltag and Moss (2004)). Imagine a scenario where
two agents a and b are in a room, and in front of them, there is a coin in a closed
box. Neither of them knows whether the coin is lying heads up or tails up. A public
announcement occurs when the box is opened for both to see. This changes not only the
agent’s information about the bare facts (basic information) but also agents’ information
about each other (higher-order information). When a secretly opens the box and b does
not suspect that anything happened, the effect is the same as the effect that the truth is
privately announced to a. This changes only a’s basic and higher-order information.
A semi-private announcement occurs when a opens the box and b observes a’s action
but b does not see the coin. This changes a’s basic information and the higher-order
information of both.

There are a great number of modal logic theories which formalize reasoning about
information change. Plaza’s logic (see Plaza (1989, 2007)) is concerned with reasoning
about information change due to public announcement, in which a public announce-
ment of a statement eliminates all epistemic possibilities in which the statement does
not hold. Gerbrandy and Groeneveld develop a more general dynamic epistemic logic
in Gerbrandy and Groeneveld (1997), which formalizes reasoning about information
change produced by public and private announcements. The dynamic epistemic logic
with action models (DEL), due to Baltag et al. (1998) (see also Baltag and Moss (2004);
van Ditmarsch et al. (2007)), is a powerful tool to formalize reasoning about informa-
tion change. An action model is a Kripke model-like object that describes agents’ beliefs

I'This is based on a short paper presented on the conference of Advances in Modal Logic 2014.
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about incoming information. All public, private and semi-private announcement can be
modeled in DEL.

Kooi and Renne’s Arrow Update Logic (AUL) (see Kooi and Renne (2011a)) can
also formalize reasoning about information change produced by public and semi-private
announcement. Different from other logical frameworks, AUL models information
change by updating the epistemic access relation, without changing the domain of the
model. This makes AUL very suitable for modeling information change on knowledge-
how. Recall Example 5.1.1 in Chapter 5. If a new scientific discovery announces that
the pill will certainly cure the pain no matter whether there is an allergy or not. In AUL,
this announcement is formalized as removing the reflexive arrow on s4. The doctor then
will know that he can treat the patient by pill without any surgery. However, in AUL,
it is common knowledge among agents how each will process incoming information.
This assumption of common update policy is dropped in its extension, Generalized Ar-
row Update Logic (see Kooi and Renne (2011b)) (GAUL), which can capture the same
information change that can be modeled in DEL.

Although DEL and GAUL are much more expressive than AUL, the great express-
ive power does not come for free. Their update operators are much more complex than
the update operator of AUL. This chapter presents a variation of AUL, Private Ar-
row Update Logic (PAUL), which also drops the common update-policy assumption of
AUL (so that private announcement can be expressed) and keeps the update operator
as simple and intuitive as AUL. This logic framework is also inspired by the context-
indexed semantics developed in Wang (2011) and Wang and Cao (2013). As we will
see, PAUL can formalize reasoning about information change due to public, private and
semi-private announcement.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows: Section 6.2 proposes the language
and semantics of PAUL, and works out some examples; Section 6.3 presents the tableau
calculus for PAUL and show soundness and completeness; Section 6.4 shows PAUL is
decidable; Section 6.5 concludes with some directions for further research.

6.2 The logic PAUL

6.2.1 Syntax and semantics

In this section, we introduce the language of this logic. This language differs from the
language of AUL in the sense that each update information is only visible to an agent
group.

Definition 6.2.1 (PAUL Language) Let Agt be a nonempty finite set of agents, and let

P be a countable set of atomic propositions. The PAUL language is generated by the
following BNF:

=T |pl=|(eAe)]|[UGlp|Oup
Uz={(p,a,0)} | {(p,a,0)} UU

where p € P, a € Agt and G C Agt is a superset of the set of agents occurring in U.

We will often omit parentheses around expressions when doing so ought not cause
confusion. The expression ¢ is called a PAUL-formula (or just formula). The expression
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[U, G] occurring in a formula is called a PAUL-update (or just update), which consists
of an update core U and an agent group G to which the update is visible. We let LpayL
denote the set of formulas and updates. Given formulas ¢ and v and an agent a € Agt,
the syntactic object (¢, a,1)) € U is called an a-arrow specification. As usual, we use
the following abbreviations: L := =T, @ V¢ := —(=p A =), ¢ — ) := =@ V 1),
Oaip = 0,0,

Intuitively, the formula O, expresses that agent a believes . The formula [U, G
expresses that ¢ holds after the arrow update [U, G]. The update [U, G] means that the
update is visible only to agents in GG. Please note that the update in AUL has only one
part, that is [U], which is visible for all agents. Therefore, the update [U] in AUL is the
same as the update [U, Agt| here.

Definition 6.2.2 (Kripke Model) A Kripke model M is a tuple (W™, RM VM) con-
sisting of a nonempty set W of worlds, a function R™ assigning each agent a € Agt
a binary relation RM C WM x WM (RM can also be seen as a function from W™ to
2W™) and a function VM : P — P(W™M). A pointed Kripke model is a pair (M, s)
consisting of a Kripke model M and a world s € WM, the world s is called the point
of (M, s).

Given a Kripke model M, we call W™ the domain of the model. For each agent
a € Agt, we call RM a’s possibility relation since it defines what worlds agent a con-
siders possible in any given world. Please note that updates considered in this chapter do
not change any bare facts but only the agent’s beliefs. Therefore, when an update hap-
pens, we do not have to change the domain of the model but only change the possibility
relations (or ‘arrows’).

Definition 6.2.3 Letp = [Uy, G1] - - - [Up, G be an update sequence (or just sequence),
and p = e if n = 0. The update sequence p|, is defined by the following induction on n.

€l =€

_ Pla ag¢ G
(PIU. Gl = {maw, g ke

The sequence p|, means the updates visible to the agent a.

Definition 6.2.4 (PAUL Semantics) Given a pointed Kripke model (M, s), an update
sequence p and a formula @, we write M, s =, ¢ to mean that ¢ is true at M, s after
updates p, and we write M,s ¥, ¢ for the negation of M,s =, . The relation
(notation: &) is defined by the following induction on formula construction.

M,sE, T
M,sE,p iff seVip)
M, skE, np iff M,sF,p

M,skE, (pNY) iff M,sFE,pand M,skE,

M, sk, [UGle iff M,s 'ZPH’G] ®

M, sk, Ogp iff Vte WM (s,t) € RM x (p|o) implies Mt Fola ©

RM e Z RM

RM« (p'[UG]) £ {(s,t) € RM x| there exists (p,a,1p) € U :
M,sEy oand M, tE, )}
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We also write M, s Ec p as M, s E ¢. To say that a formula ¢ is valid, written as = ¢,
means that M, s E ¢ for each pointed Kripke model (M, s). The negation of E ¢ is
written as ¥ . To say that a formula ¢ is satisfiable means there exists a pointed model
(M, s) such that M, s E .

The binary relation R % p|, is a’s possibility relation after the announcement se-
quence p. Compared to product semantics, such as in DEL and GAUL, the context-
indexed semantics here has the following characteristics. Firstly, we know that updates
change only agents’ beliefs but not bare facts. This feature is more clear in this se-
mantics because only the possibility relation is updated when O-formulas are evaluated.
Moreover, product semantics always update the domain of the model when an update
happens, which means that the size of the model may grow rapidly along with the length
of update sequence p, but this is not the case here. This is because when O,-formulas
are evaluated, we do not change the domain of the model but only update a’s possibility
relation with respect to the update sequence visible to a, namely p|,.

Kooi and Renne (2011a) present an axiomatic theory for AUL, in which the most
important axiom states that an agent’s belief after an update can be reduced to his (her)
belief before the update. The following proposition shows that the PAUL version of this
reduction axiom also holds.

Proposition 6.2.5 F [U, G0 <> A\ 0y (¥ = Oalx = [U.Glp)) ifa € G.

PROOF  Let (M, s) be a pointed Kripke model. Firstly, we show that if M,s F
[U,G]0ap then M, s E Ay o yer(® = Balx = [U,Glg)). In order to show that
M,s B Npaxyer(® = Oalx = [U,Glp)), we only need to show that M, ¢ &
[U, G) if there are (1,a,x) € U and t € RM(s) such that M, s F 1 and M,t F x.
Following by the assumption of M,s F [U, G]O,p, we then have M,t Fiyq) .
Therefore, we have M, t = [U, G|.

Secondly, we show that if M,s & A, , yep(¥ = Oa(x — [U,Glp)) then
M;s E [U,G]O,p. Assume that M,s ¥ [U,G]O,p. It follows that there exists
t € WM such that (s,t) € Ry «[U, G] and M, t ¥y i . Since (s,t) € RY' «[U, G,
it follows that (s,t) € RM and there exists (1,a,x) € U such that M,s F 1
and M.t F x. Moreover, since M,s F A, , o = Oulx — [U,Gly)),
we then have M,t F [U, G|y, namely M,t Fiy g . This is in contradiction with
M, t Blyq) ¢. Therefore, we have if M,s F A\, , ey (¥ = Ou(x = [U,Glp))
then M, s E [U, G]Og . O

The following proposition shows that if an update is not visible for an agent, then
her belief after the update is the same as her belief before the update.
Proposition 6.2.6 F [U,G]0,p + O,0 ifa € G.
PROOF  We have the following:
M, s U, GlHap
SM, s Fug) Dap

& forall (s,t) € Ry * ([U,Glla) : Mt Fluay, @
& forall (s,t) € Ry : M,tE ¢ dueto [U,G)la =€
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SM,sE Oy

6.2.2 Announcements in PAUL

In this section, we will show how public, private and semi-private announcement are
captured in PAUL. Let us consider the following scenario of a concealed coin, which is
a tweaked version of an example used in Baltag and Moss (2004).

Example 6.2.7 (Basic scenario) Two agents a and b enter a large room which contains
a remote-controlled mechanical coin flipper. One of them presses a button, and the coin
spins through the air and lands in a small box on a table with heads or tails lying up.
The box is closed and they are too far away to see the coin.

b
a,b H ¢ T7Dab

p -p

Figure 6.1: the basic model M

Just as in Baltag and Moss (2004), this can be modelled by a Kripke model M,
which is pictured in Figure 6.1. The possible world H € W™ represents the possible
fact that the coin is lying heads up, and T € W represents tails up. The proposition p
means that the coin is lying heads up, so it is only true in H. The possibility relations of
a and b indicate that both of them do not know whether the coin is lying heads or tails

up.

Example 6.2.8 (Public announcement) After the basic scenario, one of them opens
the box and puts the coin on the table for both to see. The effect of this event on their
beliefs is the same as that of a truthful statement publicly announced to them that the
coin is lying heads or tails up.

a,b H T <>a,b
p -p

Figure 6.2: RM x ([Uy, G4]|,) and Rl{v‘ * ([U1, G1]|p)

After the truthful announcement that the coin is lying heads or tails up, both of them
think there is only one possibility in any given world. Thus only their epistemic accesses
to any given world should be preserved. This announcement is visible for both, since it is
publicly announced. Therefore, this public and truthful announcement can be captured
by the update (U, G1] where U1 = {(p, a,p), (—p,a,—p), (p,b,p), (—p,b,—p)} and
G1 = {a,b}. After the update [Uy,G1], the possibility relations of a and b turn out
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to be as shown in Figure 6.2. Moreover, since the update is visible to both of them,
a’s possibility relation in b’s opinion is the same as a’s real possibility relation, namely
RM % (U1, G1)lpla) = RM * ([U1, G1]|a)- If H is the actual world, after this public
and truthful announcement, both of them believe that the coin is lying heads up and that
the other also believes so. We can check the following formulas.

e M,HE [Uy,G1](Cap A Opp)
e M,H F [Uy,G1](Ba0pp A Op04p)

Example 6.2.9 (Private announcement) After the basic scenario of Example 6.2.7, a
secretly opens the box herself. Agent b does not observe that a opens the box, and indeed
a is certain that b does not suspect that anything happened. The effect of this on their
beliefs is the same as secretly and privately announcing the truth to a.

(@) RM * ([Uz2, G2]|a) (b) RM  ([Ua, G2][)

e H—L ST a
(©) R (U2, G2]lpla)

Figure 6.3: The possibility relations after the update [Uz, G2]

After the truth is announced to a, she thinks that there is only one possibility from
any given world. Thus a’s epistemic accesses to the world itself should be preserved
after the announcement. Since the announcement is secret and private, it is visible only
to a. This private and truthful announcement can be captured by the update [Us, G2)
which is defined as Us = {(p, a,p), (—p,a,—p)} and G2 = {a}.

After the update [Us, G2], a’s possibility relation (Figure 6.3a) will change, but b’s
possibility relation (Figure 6.3b) will remain the same as before. Moreover, since b
does not suspect that anything happened, a’s possibility relation in b’s opinion (Figure
6.3c) does not change at all after the announcement. After this private and truthful
announcement to a, only a believes the truth while nothing happened to b’s beliefs. We
can check the following formulas.

o M,H E [Us, G2](Tap A ~Opp)

L4 M,H E [UQaGﬂ_‘Db(DaP\/ Da_‘p)

Example 6.2.10 (Semi-private announcement) After the basic scenario of Example
6.2.7, agent a opens the box herself. Agent b observes that a opens the box but does not
see the coin. Agent a also does not disclose whether it is heads or tails. The effect of
this on their beliefs is the same as a semi-private announcement to a, which means that
the truth is announced to a only, but b notices what happened.
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a H TZDOa b®H<L>T®b
(@) RM % ([Us, G3]la) () RM « ([Us, G3]lp)
a2 H Tioa

(© R+ ([Us, G3llbla)

Figure 6.4: The possibility relations after the update [Us, G's]

Since the truth is announced to a, she will know the truth after the announcement.
The situation of b is a little complex. Firstly, b’s possibility relation will remain the
same as before since b is not announced the truth. Secondly, a’s possibility relation
in b’s opinion will change since he observed that a is announced the truth. This semi-
private announcement can be captured by the update [Us, G'5] which is defined as Uz =
{(p,a,p), (=p,a,—p),(T,b, T)} and G5 = {a, b}.

Agent a’s possibility relation (Figure 6.4a) will change to the reflexive relation after
the update. Since the announcement is not disclosed to b, b’s possibility relation (Figure
6.4b) will not change after the update. However, after the update, a’s possibility relation
in b’s opinion (Figure 6.4c) will change because b observes the announcement. After
the announcement, b believes that a believes the truth, but b still could not distinguish
between the fact that a believes p and the fact that a believes —p. We can check the
following formulas.

L Ma HF [U3a GS}(DELP A _‘Dbp)
o M, H F [Us, G3]0,(0ap V Oap)

6.3 Tableau method

This section will present a proof method for PAUL that uses analytic tableaux. As a
typical tableau method, given a formula ¢, it systematically tries to construct a model
for it. When it fails, ¢ is inconsistent and thus its negation is valid.

The tableau method in this chapter will manipulate tableau terms, which consist of
two parts: the first part is an update sequence; the second part is a formula, or a check
mark, or a cross mark. In addition, each term is prefixed by a label which stands for
a possible world in the model under construction. A similar method is used in Fitting
(1983); Massacci (2000); Balbiani et al. (2010); Aucher and Schwarzentruber (2013).

Definition 6.3.1 (Term) A term (or tableau term) is a pair (p,x) where p is a finite
update sequence Uy, G1] - - [Un, Gy] (p = € if n = 0) and x is a check mark v, a cross
mark X or a formula ¢ € Lpayy.

Definition 6.3.2 (Length of term) The length of a formula is defined as follows:
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e ny) =1(p)+ () +1
[(Bap) =1(p) +
(o, ]>=l<U)+\G\+l(sa)

W) = Zw?a,x)e[](lw) +10x)

The length of an update sequence is defined as follows:
I(e) = 0; 1(plU, G]) = U(p) + 1(U) + |G-
The length of a term is defined as follows:

lp, X) = L(p, v') = Up); Lp,p) = Lp) + ().
Please note that the length of the term (e, ¢) is the same as the length of .

Definition 6.3.3 (Labelled term) A label is an alternating sequence of integers and
agents, namely o = n | can where n € N and a € Agt. A labelled term is a
pair consisting of a label and a term, and we also write it as a triple (o, p, x).

Each label represents a possible world in a Kripke model. Moreover, a label ocan
occurring on a branch of a tableau also indicates that there is an a-arrow from the pos-
sible world o to the possible world can. A labelled term (o, p, ) means ( is true at
the possible world ¢ after the announcements p. A labelled term (can, p, v') means the
a-arrow from o to oan is preserved after the update sequence p. Conversely, a labelled
term (oan, p, X) means the a-arrow is not preserved.

Definition 6.3.4 (Branch) A branch is a set of labelled terms. A label o is new in a
branch b if there is no term in b that is labelled with o.

Definition 6.3.5 (Tableau) A tableau for o € L is a set of branches inductively defined
as follows.

o T = {{(0,¢,0)}}. This is called the initial tableau for .

o T = (T \ {b}) U B, where T' is a tableau for ¢ that contains the branch b
and B is a finite set of branches generated by applying one of the tableau rules
in Table 6.1 on b. For instance, let b = {(o,p,=(p A ))} then B = {b U

{{o,p,mp) 10U {0, p, ) }}

Rules (=—), (=A) and (A) are exactly as for propositional logic. Rules (—0,) and
O, are different from their counterparts commonly used in tableau calculi for normal
modal logic. The intuition behind Rule (—0,) is that if the possible world that o stands
for satisfied ~0, ¢ after the update sequence p then it needs to satisfy the following
conditions: there exists a possible world that is represented by can (the form of gan
indicates that there is an a-arrow from o to oan); (can, p|,, v') means the a-arrow from
o to oan will be preserved after the update sequence p|,; (can, p|,, ) means —p is
true in oan after the update sequence p|,. Similarly, Rule (O,) means that O, is true
in o after p if and only if for each possible world that is accessible by a-arrow from o
either the a-arrow is removed after p|,, or ¢ is true in it after p|,.




6.3. TABLEAU METHOD 113

(cm) L0222 77%)
(0,0, )
(o) 2 (@A) Ay ST AY)
(0,0, =) | {0, p, =) (o, 9)
(0, p,9)
(—0.) m oan is new.
(oan, pla, ~p)
) oan is used.
(oan, pla, ) | (can, pla, X)
<0—’ P _'[Uv G]QO> <07 P [Ua G]§0>
U, G UG]) ————-—
R TR ) YRR
(V1) < <Ua\:b7>p[U’ ?]’ V) 7 (i,a,x;) € Uforeachl <i <k
aan, p, agan, p,
<Uapaw1> <vaﬂ/1k>
<Uanapa X1> <O'CL’I’L,,0, Xk>
(V'2) <U?:;’:}Z’ g]; v) there are no ¢ and y such that (¢, a, x) € U
((mn: e: X)

(oan, p[(¥, a, x), G, X)
<0an7pv X> | <07 Ps _‘w> ‘ <Jcm,p, _'X>

(Xs) (oan, p[U, G], X) |U| =k, k> 2and (¢;,a,,x;) €U
(ean, p[(¥1,a1,x1),G],X) foreach1 <i <k

(X1)

<O'a/l’l, p[(wk)a ag, Xk)7 GL X>
Table 6.1: Tableau rules
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L. (0,¢, [(Q7ba Q)vb} ap A —=0ap)

2. (0,¢[(g,b,q),b]0,p) (Rule (A): 1

3. {0,€,70Oap) (Rule (A): 1

4. (0,[(q,b,9),b], Oap) (Rule ([U, ])
5. (0al,e,v') (Rule (—~0,): 3
6. {(0al,e,—p) (Rule (—0,): 3

~\

7. {(Oal,e,p) (Rule(d,):4) | 8. (0al,e,X) (Rule(Od,): 4)

closed 6,7) closed (5,8
Figure 6.5: Closed tableau for the formula [(g, b, ¢), b]|0,p A =Ogp

Rule (—[U, G]) and Rule ([U, G]) reflect the feature of the semantics that the updates
are just remembered and they are used to update the possibility relation only when O,
formulas are evaluated. Rule (v'1) means that the a-arrow is preserved after p[U, G] if
and only if it is firstly preserved after p and then preserved by some a-arrow specification
in U. Rule (v'2) says it is not possible that the a-arrow from o to oan is preserved after
plU, G| if there is no a-arrow specifications in U. Rule (X;) and Rule (X3) specify
the conditions under which the a-arrow from o to oan will be removed. It is removed
after p[(v, a, x), G] if either it is already removed after p, or it cannot be preserved the
specification (1, a, x). Rule (X2) corresponds to the semantics that R, * (p[U, G]) =
Uegaxyev Ba * (pl(1, a,x), G]). Please note that it is trivially true that any a-arrow
will be remove after p[(y, d/, x), G| if a’ # a.

The following proposition is obvious according to the tableau rules.

Proposition 6.3.6 Given a tableau T and a branchb € T, if (o, p,x) € bandx = v /X
then o = o’an for some label o', a € A andn € N.

Definition 6.3.7 (Closed tableau) A branch b is closed if and only if we have either
{{o,p,p),{0,p",—p)} C bforsome o, p, p’ and p, or {{can,e,v'), (can,e, X)} C b
for some oan, otherwise it is open. A tableau is closed if and only if all its branches are
closed, otherwise it is open.

Example 6.3.8 In Figure 6.5, the tableau method is used to show the validity of one
instance of the formula of Proposition 6.2.6. The rightmost column shows which tableau
rule is applied in each line.

Next, we will show the soundness, but first we need another definition.

Definition 6.3.9 (Satisfiable branch) Given a Kripke model M and a branch b, let f
be a function from the labels used in b to W™. We say b is satisfied by M and f if the
followings hold.

o M, f(0) E, ¢ for each (o, p, ) € b;
e (f(0), f(can)) € RM % p for each {(can, p,v') € b;
e (f(0), f(can)) & RM x p for each {(can, p, X) € b.
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If there are such Kripke models and functions, we say b is satisfiable.

It is obvious that if b is satisfiable then all ¢ with (o, €, ¢) € b is satisfiable.
Theorem 6.3.10 (Soundness) If there is a closed tableau for —py, then g is valid.

PROOF  We show that if ¢ is satisfiable then there is no closed tableau for ¢q. If
o 1s satisfiable, it is obvious that the branch in the initial tableau for ¢ is satisfiable.
Therefore, it is enough to show that all tableau rules preserve satisfiability, that is, if a
branch b is satisfiable then at least one branch in B is satisfiable where B is the branch
set generated by applying a tableau rule on b.

Suppose that there are a Kripke model M and a function f by which the branch b is
satisfied. Next we will show all tableau rules in Table 6.1 that are applicable to b preserve
satisfiability. The rules (——), (=A) and (A) are analogues to the rules commonly used
for propositional logic; we restrict our attention to the other rules.

1. Rule (—0,): By the assumption, we have that (o, p,—0,p) € b, B = {bU
{{oan, plq, V'), (can, pla, ~¢) }} where can is new in b. Since M, f(o) F, ¢, it
follows that there exists ¢ € W™ such that (f(c),t) € RY" * p|, and M, t |,
—p. Now consider the function f’ such that f'(¢’) = f(o’) for all o’ used in b and
f'(can) = t. We then have (f'(0), f'(can)) € RY" * p|q and M, f'(can) F,,
—. Therefore, the branch in B is satisfiable.

2. Rule (3O,): For each can which is used in b, we have either (f (o), f(ocan)) €
RM % pl, or (f(0), f(can)) & RM x p|,. It follows by (o, p, Oap) € b that
M, f(o) B, Ogp. If (f(0), f(oan)) € R} * p|, then we have M, f(can) E,,
. Thus, the branch b U {(can, p|a, )} is satisfiable. If (f (o), f(can)) & RM *
pla, the branch b U {{can, p|,, X) } is satisfiable.

3. Rule (—[U, ]) Since (o, p, ~[U, Glp) € b, it follows by the assumption that
, f(o) B, —[U, G]e. By semantics, it follows that M, f(o) F, —[U, G]y iff
flo) ¥ [U GW iff M, f(o) Pou.e ¢ iff M, f(o) Fyoue . Since

={bU {<O’ p[U, G], —¢)}}, the branch in B is satisfiable.

4. Rule ([U, G]): Since (o, p, [U, G]g) € b, it follows by the assumption that M, f (o) E
[U, G]e. By semantics, it follows that M, f(o) F, [U, Gly iff M, f(o) Fu,q
©. Because of B = {bU {{o, p[U, G], ) } }, thus the branch in B is satisfiable.

5. Rule (v'1): Since we have (oan, p[U, G],v") € b, it follows by the assumption
that (f(0), f(oan)) € RMxp[U, G]. It follows by semantics that (f (o), f(oan)) €
RMxp and there exists (1, a, x) € U such that M, f(o) F, 1 and M, f(oan) F,
x. Lett/ = bU{(can, p,v), (o, p, ), (can, p, x) }, we then have V' is satisfiable.
Due to b’ € B, thus one branch in B is satisfiable.

6. Rule (v'2): Since b is satisfied by M and f, it is obvious that Rule (v'2) is not
applicable to b.

7. Rule (Xy): Since (oan, p[(¢,a,x),G],X) € b, it follows by the assumption
that (f(o), f(can)) € RM x p[(,a,x),G]. It follows by the semantics that
(f(o), floan)) & RM x p or M, f(o) ¥, ¥ or M, f(can) ¥, x. There-
fore, we have that one branch of B = {b U {(can, p,X)},b U {{o, p,~1)},b U
{{oan, p,—x)}} is satisfiable.
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Rule (X3): Since (oan, p[U, G], X) € b, it follows that (f (o), f(can)) &€ RM x
plU, G]. 1t follows by the semantics that Ry * p[U,G] = Uy 4 yev B2 *
pl(¥, a, x), G). Therefore, we have (f(c), f(can)) & RM * p[(v,d’, x), G] for
each (v, a,x) € Uand a' = a. If (¢,a’, x) € U and @’ # a, it follows that R x
(pl(¥,d’, x), G]) = 0. Thus we have that the branch bU{{(can, p[(¢, ¢, x), G], X) |
(¥, d’,x) € U} is satisfiable.

O

In the rest of the section, we prove completeness. First, we need another auxiliary
definition.

Definition 6.3.11 (Saturated tableau) A branch b is saturated if and only if it is satur-
ated under all tableau rules, as defined below:

1.
2.

10.

11.

b is saturated under Rule (——) if and only if (o, p, 7—) € bimplies (o, p,p) € b;

b is saturated under Rule (—\) if and only if (o, p, = (0AY)) € bimplies (o, p, ~¢) €
bor (o, p, ) € b;

b is saturated under Rule () if and only if (o, p, (pA)) € bimplies (o, p, ) € b
and (o, p, ) € b;

b is saturated under Rule (—0,) if and only if (o, p,—O,p) € b implies that
{{oan, pla, V'), (oan, pla, ~p)} C b for some n € N;

b is saturated under Rule (O,) if and only if (o, p, Oup) € b implies that for each
oan occurring in b we have {(oan, p|,, X) € bor (can, pl,,¢) € b;

b is saturated under Rule (—[U, G)) if and only if (o, p, -[U, Glp) € b implies
(0, plUG], ) € b;

b is saturated under Rule ([U,G]) if and only if {o,p,[U,G|e) € b implies
(0:plUG], ) € b;

b is saturated under Rule (v'1) if and only if (oan, p[U,G],v') € b implies
{<Jan7 p7 />’ <U7 p7 ’(/}>7 <0an7 p) X>} C bfor some (1/15 a7 X) e U;

b is saturated under Rule (v'2) if and only if (can, p[U,G],v') € b implies
{{oan,e,v'),{0,¢,X),} C b;

b is saturated under Rule (X1) if and only if (can, p[

( y @y X)) G]’ X> €b lmplles
(oan, p, X) € bor (o, p, ) € bor {can,p,—x) € b.

b is saturated under Rule (X3) if and only if (can, p[U, G|, X) € b implies that
{{oan, p[(¢,a’,x),G], X) | (¢¥,ad’,x) € U} C b, where there are at least two
specifications in U.

We say a tableau is saturated if and only if all its branches are saturated.

The following two propositions are obvious by the tableau rules.
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Proposition 6.3.12 Given a saturated tableau T and a branch b € T, if (can, p,v') € b
then (can, e, v') € b.

Proposition 6.3.13 Given a saturated tableau T and a branch b € T, if a label oan
occurs in b then (can, e, v') € b.

Now, we are ready to prove the completeness.
Theorem 6.3.14 (completeness) If @ is valid, there is a closed tableau for —py.

PROOF  We only need to show that if all tableaux for (o are open then ¢ is satisfiable.
Since each tableau for ¢ can be extended to be saturated and there is at least one tableau
for g, i.e. the initial tableau, there exists an open and saturated tableau for ¢ if all its
tableaux are open.

Let T be an open and saturated tableau for oy and b be an open and saturated branch
of T. In order to show ¢ is satisfiable, we only need to show that the branch b is
satisfiable in the sense of Definition 6.3.9. Next we will construct a model M€ and we
will show that b is satisfied by M¢. The model M = (W, R, V') is defined as follows.

W = {o | o is used in b}
R, = {(o,0an) | (can,e,v') € b} foreacha € Agt
V(p) = {o | (o, p,p) € bfor some p}

Please note that if can is used in b then so is o.

By induction on the length of terms, we will show that b is satisfied by M¢ and 1,
where [ is the function I(o) = o. For abbreviation, we will write (o) as o. For the
case of [(p, x) = 0, the term (p, =) can only be of the form (e, X) or (¢, v'). Furthermore,
it cannot be of the form (e, X). Assuming (can, €, X) € b for some label oan, it follows
by Proposition 6.3.13 that (can,e,v') € b, this is in contradiction with that b is open.
Therefore, in this case, we only need to show that (o,0an) € R, for each oan with
(oan,€,v') € b, which is obvious by the definition of the model M°.

With the inductive hypothesis that each labelled term (o, p, z) € b with [(p,z) <n
satisfies the conditions declared in Definition 6.3.9, we will show that each labelled term
(o,p,x) € bwith l(p,x) = n also satisfies the conditions, where n > 1.

If x is a formula, there are different cases according to the form of the formula, as
below:

1. (o, p,p) € b: Itis obvious that M, o F, p.

2. (o,p,—p) € b: Assuming o € V(p), it follows that (o, p’,p) € b for some p'.
This is in contradiction with the assumption that b is open. Therefore, we have
o & V(p), namely M o F, —p.

3. (o, p,——p) € b: Since b is saturated, it follows that (o, p, ¢) € b. Since I(p, p) <
I(p, 7)), it follows by IH that M®, o [, . Therefore, we have M, o F, =—.

4. (o,p, o A1) € b: Since b is saturated, it follows that (o, p, ) € band (o, p, V) €
b. Since {(p, @), l(p,¥) < l(p, ¢ A 1), it follows by IH that M® o F, ¢ and
M¢, o E, 1. Therefore, we have M, o F, ¢ A 1.
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. (o,p,7(p AN 9)) € b: Since b is saturated, it follows that (o, p,—p) € b or

(o,p,7) € b. Since I(p,—p),l(p, ) < l(p,(¢ A 1)), it follows by TH
that M°, o E, ~¢ or M, o F, —p. Therefore, we have M, o =, =(¢ A ).

(0, p,7Oq) € b: Since b is saturated, it follows that (can, pla, ~¢) € b and
(oan, pla,v') € b for some n € N. Since I(p|a, ~¢), L(pla, V) < l(p,7Oa¢),
it follows by IH that (0, can) € R, * (pla) and M€, o F,  —p. Therefore, we
have M€ o F, -O,¢.

(0,p,04p) € b: Leto’ € W be a state with (0, 6") € Ry *(p|s)- In order to show
M¢, 0 E, Oap, we need to show that M€, o’ | . Since R, * (pla) € Ra, it
follows that ¢’ = oan for some n € N. Assuming (can, plq, X) € b, it follows
by IH that (o, can) € R, *(p|s). This is in contradiction with the assumption that
(0,0") € R, * (pla). Therefore, we have (can, p|q, X) & b. Since b is saturated,
it follows that (can, pla, ¢) € b. It follows by IH that M¢, gan F,, ¢.

. (o, p,7[U,G]yp) € b: Since b is saturated, it follows that (o, p[U, G], ~¢) € b.

Since I(p[U, G|, ~p) < l(p, ~[U, G]yp), it follows by TH that M, 0 F,,q) —-
Therefore, we have M®, o E, —[U, Ge.

. (o,p,[U,G]p) € b: Since b is saturated, it follows that (o, p[U, G|, ¢) € b. Since

I(p[U, G], 0) < U(p,[U, Gly), it follows by IH that M€, o & 7] ¢. Therefore,
we have M, o F, [U, Gep.

If « in the term (p, z) is of the form v or X, we have p is not € because I(p, z) > 1.

There are different cases, as below:

1. (oan,plU,G],v') € b and there exists an a-arrow specification in U: Since b

is saturated, it follows that {{(can, p,v'), (o, p, ), (can, p,x)} C b for some
(t,a,x) € U. Since I(p,v),l(p,),l(p,x) < Up[U,G], V), it follows by
IH that (o,0an) € R, * p, M® 0 F, ¢ and M® can F, x. It follows that
(o,0an) € R, * (pU, G)).

(can, plU,G],v") € b and there are no a-arrow specifications in U: Due to Rule
(v'2) and the fact that b is open and saturated, this case is impossible.
(

can, pl(¢¥,d’, x), G|, X) € b: If a’ # a, it follows that R, * (p[(¢¥,d’, x), G]) =
. Tt is obvious (o,0an) € R, * (p[(,d’,x),G]). If «’ = a, it follows by
Rule (X;) that (can, p,X) € b, or (o, p, 1)) € b, or (can,p,—x) € b. Since
1(p, X),U(p, ), l(p,~x) < Up[(¥,a,x),G],X),it follows by IH that (o, can) ¢
Ry * p, or M€ 0 F, mp, or M oan F, —x. Each of them can derive that

(O', O'G/TL) € Ra * (P[(”‘/f’a»X)aG])

(oan, p[U,G],X) € band |U| > 2: If there are no a-arrow specifications in U, it
is obvious that (o, can) € R, * (p[U, G]) since R, * (p[U, G]) = (). Otherwise,
let (¢1,a,x1), ", (¥r,a, xx) be all the a-arrow specifications in U. Since b
is saturated, it follows by Rule (X2) that (can, p[(¥:, a, xi), G], X) € b for all
1 <4 < k. Since I(p[(¢i,a, xi), G], X) < I([U,G],X) forall 1 < i < k due
to |U] > 2, it follows by IH that (o,0an) € R, * (p[(¥:,a, xi), G]) for all
1 <4 < k. Since Ry * (p[U, G]) = Ujcicp Ra * (p[(¥4, a, x:), G]), we have
(o,0an) € R, * (p|U, G)). -
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We have shown that all labelled terms in b satisfy the conditions declared in Defini-
tion 6.3.9. Since (0, €, o) € b, thus we have M€, 0 E ¢y. a

6.4 Decidability

In this section, we will show that PAUL is decidable, that is, the problem whether an
PAUL formula ¢ is satisfiable can be answered in a finite number of steps. Our method
is to show that PAUL has small model property. We will show that each satisfiable
PAUL formula ¢ has a bounded small model in which ¢ is true. From the proof of
Theorem 6.3.14, we have seen that we can construct a model for ¢ based on a saturated
open branch if ¢ is satisfiable, and each state in the model is exactly a label used in the
branch. Therefore, the key is to show that there are only finitely many labels used in the
tableau branch.

For the commonly used tableau calculus for normal modal logic, each formula oc-
curring in the tableau is a subformula of the destination formula, and this feature plays an
important role to show the decidability of normal modal logic through tableau method.
Similarly, we will define the notation of subterm here, and we will show that all terms
occurring in the tableau are subterms.

Definition 6.4.1 (Subterm) Given a term (p,x), the set of subterm of (p,x), denoted
as sub(p, ), is defined as below.

sub(e, X/v') = {(e, X/V)}
sub(p[(v, a, x), G], X/v') = {(pl(¢,a,x), G|, X/v') } U sub(p, ) U sub(p, x)
sub(p[U, GL, X)) = {(plU,GL. X/v)}u | sublpl(v,a,x), Gl X/v)

(¢,a,x) €U
where |U| > 2
sub(p,p) = {(p,p)} U sub(p, X) U sub(p, V')
sub(p, ~p) = {(p, ~¢) } U sub(p, ¢)
sub(p, o ANY) = {(p, o NP)} U sub(p, ) U sub(p, )
sub(p, Do) = {(p, Oatp) } U sub(pla, ¢)
sub(p, [U, G] ) = {(p, [U, Glp)} U sub(p[U, G, ¢)

Let sub™ (p, ) be the set {(p,—¢) | (p, @) € sub(p,x)} U sub(p, ).

The following proposition states some properties of the subterm set.
Proposition 6.4.2 We have the following results.

o sub(p,x) is finite;

o (p, X/V') € sub(p, )

o (p,x) € sub(p',x’) implies sub(p,x) C sub(p’, z').

Proposition 6.4.3 Let T be a tableau for vy and b be a branch of T. If (o,p,x) € b
then (p,x) € sub™ (e, o).
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PROOF  According to Definition 6.3.5, we prove this by induction on the process of
construction of T'. For the initial tableau {{(0, ¢, po)}}, it is obvious. Next, we only
need to show that all the tableau rules in Table 6.1 preserve the subterm property. The
cases of the rules (——), (—=A), (A), ([U, G]) and (X3) are obvious; we will restrict our
attention to the other rules.

1. Rule (=0,): If (p, ~O,p) € sub™ (€, o), then we have (p, d,p) € sub(e, ¢o).
Because (p|q, ) € sub(p,O4), it follows by Proposition 6.4.2 that (p|,, v'),
(la; ) € sub™ (€, o).

2. Rule (O,): If (p,O4p) € sub™ (e, p0), then we have (p, O,0) € sub(e, o).
Because (p|a, ) € sub(p,O,¢), it follows by Proposition 6.4.2 that (p|,, X),

(pla, @) € sub™ (e, ¢o).

3. Rule (=[U,G)): If (p,~[U,Glp) € sub™ (e, o), then we have (p, [U,Glp) €
sub(e, o). Since (p[U, G|, ¢) € sub(p, [U, G]p), it follows by Proposition 6.4.2
that (p[U, G|, p) € sub(p, o). Therefore, we have (p[U, G|, ~¢) € sub™ (p, ¢o).

4. Rule (v'1): If (p[U,G],v") € sub™ (e, ) then (p[U,G],v') € sub(e,pp). Let

(1/17 a, X) € U. We have (p[(l/i, a, X)v G}a ‘/) € SUb(ea QOO) Since (p, w)7 (p, X) €
sub(p[(v, a, x), G|, V'), we have (p,v), (p,x) € sub(e, ). It follows by Pro-
position 6.4.2 that (p, v') € sub(p, 1)), thus we also have (p, v') € sub(p, o).

5. Rule (v'2): It follows by Proposition 6.4.2 that (¢, v'), (¢, X) € sub(e, ¢p).

6. Rule (X1): If (p[(¥,a,x),G],X) € subT(e,¢q), then (p[(v,a,x),G],X) €

sub(e, po). Since (p, 1), (p; x) € sub(p[(¥, a, x), G], X), we have (p, 1), (p, x) €
sub(e, po). Therefore, we have (p, =), (p, 7x) € sub™ (e, o). It follows by

Proposition 6.4.2 that (p, X) € sub(p, 1), thus we also have (p, X) € sub(p, ¢o).
O

Proposition 6.4.4 Let T be a tableau for v, and let b be a branch of T. If o is a label
present in b, then there are at most k labels present in b with the form of oan for some
n € N, where k = |sub™ (e, o)|-

PROOF It follows by Definition 6.3.5 that each label can present in b is generated by
applying the rule (—0,) to a labelled term (o, p, 70O,¢) € b. According to Proposition
6.4.3, there are at most k£ terms labelled with o in b. Therefore, there are at most & labels
present in b with the form of oan for some n € N. o

Definition 6.4.5 (Length of label) The length of a label o, denoted by |o
induction on o: |n| = 0; |can| = |o| + 1.

, is defined by

Proposition 6.4.6 Let T be a tableau for vy and b be a branch of T. If (o,p,x) € b
then |o| < (o) — U(p, ).

PrROOF  Following Definition 6.3.5, the proof is by induction on the process of con-
struction of T'. For the initial tableau {{(0, ¢, po)}}, it is obvious. Next we will show
that this property is preserved by all the tableau rules. The cases of the rules (——), (=A),
(A) and (v'2) are obvious; we will restrict our attention to the other rules.
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1. Rule (—0,): If |o] < I(po) —1(p, =Oap), we have I(pg) —I(p, "Oa) < I(po) —
1(pla, ) — 1 because I(p, 7Oqp) > U(pla, 7¢)+ 1. Thus we have |o| < I(po) —
1(pla, ) — 1. It follows that |oan| < I(¢g) — l(p|a, 7¢). What is more, since
Up, 78ap) > U(pla, v')+1, we have (o) —U(p, ~Oagp) < (o) =U(pla, v) —1.
It follows |o| < I(¢o) — I(pla, v') — 1. Thus we have |can| < I(po) — l(p|a, V).

2. Rule (d,): Suppose |o| < I(vo) — l(p, Oa¢p), we have l(pg) — I(p,Oap) <
1(p0) — U(pla, ) — 1 because I(p, Tqp) > U(pla,p) + 1. Therefore, we have
|ocan| < (o) — (pla; ©). What is more, since I(p|q, ) > 1(pla, X), we have

loan| < I(¢o) — 1(pla, X).

3. Rule (—[U, G)): If |o| < l(wo)—1(p, 7[U, G)y), we have l(¢o)—I(p, —[U, Glp) <
1(o) — U(p[U, G], =) because I(p, —[U, Gl¢) = l(p[U, G], ~¢) + 1. Therefore,
we have [o| < I(po) — 1(p[U, G, ~).

4. Rule ([U, G)): Since l(p, [U, Gl) = 1(p[U, G, ¢)+Lif o] < Upo)—1(p, [U. Clip),
we have [o| < I(po) — U(p[U. G, ).

5. Rule (v'1): Assume |oan| < I(po) — I(p[U,G],v). Since l(p[U,G],v") >
I(p, V'), it follows that |can| < I(pg) — l(p,v'). Let (¢,a,x) € U. We have
1(p[U,G),v) = lp,¢) — 1 because I(p[U,G|,v') > l(p,v). It follows that
(o) = Up[U,G],v) < lpo) — l(p,9) + 1. Thus we have |ocan| < I(pg) —
1(p,¥) + 1. It follows that |o| < (o) — I(p, ).

What is more, since [ (p[U, G|, v') > l(p, x), it follows that {(¢o)—1(p[U, G], v') <
l(po) — U(p, x)- Thus we have |oan| < I(pg) — l(p, X).

6. Rule (X1): Assume that |oan| < I(yg) — l(p[(¥, a, x), G], X). Since we have
1p[(¥,a,x),G],X) = l(p, X), it follows that |can| < I(vg) — I(p, X).

What is more, since I(p[(¢, a, x), G],X) > l(p, ) and I(p[(¢, a, x), G], X) >
{(p, =x), it follows that I(o) — U(p[(¢),a, x), G], X) < (o) — U(p, ~¢)) and
l(wo) — Up[(¥,a,x),G],X) < l(pg) — l(p,—x). Therefore, we have |oan| <
l(po) = U(p, ) and |oan| < I(po) — I(p, ™). Since , it is obvious
o] < 1(o) = 1p, ~9).

7. Rule (X3): Assume |oan| < I(yo) — l(p[U, G],X) and |U| > 2. Suppose that
(,a',x) € U, we have I(p[U,G],X) > l(p[(¥,d, x),G], X). It follows that
(o) — U(p[U, G, X) < l(po) — U(pl(¥,d, x), G, ) Thus we have |oan| <
1(p0) = Upl(¥, ", x), G], X).

Lemma 6.4.7 (Small model property) If o is satisfiable then @ is satisfiable in a
model which is bounded by k°"™), where k = |sub™ (¢, o)| and m = 1(po).

PRrROOF It follows by Theorem 6.3.10 that all tableaux for ¢, are open. According to
the proof of Theorem 6.3.14, we can construct a model M€ from a saturated branch b
such that g is satisfied in M€. By the definition of M€, we know that each state in M®
is a label present in b. Please note that all labels present in b form a tree. It follows by
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Proposition 6.4.4 that each label in the tree has at most k children. It follows by Pro-
position 6.4.6 that the depth of the tree is bounded by m. Therefore, there are at most
k©(™) labels used in b. m

Theorem 6.4.8 (Decidability) The problem whether @y is satisfiable is decidable.

PROOF It follows by Lemma 6.4.7 that we only need to check all the models no bigger
than k9™ where k = |sub™ (¢, vo)| and m = (), and this procedure can terminate
in finitely many steps. o

6.5 Conclusion

This chapter presented the theory PAUL of Private Arrow Update Logic, which extends
the arrow update of AUL with a relativized subgroup of agents. Public, private and semi-
private announcements can be modeled in this framework. PAUL still is a particular case
of GAUL, since some information change, like cheating, cannot be modeled in PAUL.
This chapter also provided a sound and complete tableau method of PAUL and showed
that PAUL is decidable.

In Kooi and Renne (2011a), an axiomatic theory for AUL is provided by the reduc-
tion axiom method of DEL (see also Baltag and Moss (2004); Baltag et al. (1998); Ger-
brandy (1999); Plaza (2007); van Benthem et al. (2006); van Ditmarsch et al. (2007)).
Similarly, we can have the PAUL version reduction axioms. Especially, the reduction
axioms of O, formula are as below.

0,00+ N\ @ —=0.x—[U.Glp) a€@
(¥,a,x)€U
[U, G040 < Oy ad G

Propositions 6.2.5 and 6.2.6 have shown that these two formulas are valid. Therefore, we
can have an axiomatic theory for PAUL. The only difference is that there is a reduction
axiom for the composition of two updates in Kooi and Renne (2011a), but we cannot
generally combine two updates [U;, G1][Usz, G2] here, because it might be the case that
G1 # G2. However, this will not be a problem. It is shown in Wang and Cao (2013)
that the reduction axiom of composing two update operators is not necessary. Without
the composition axiom, we can still complete the reduction by defining the reduction
function as r([U1, G1][Uz, Ga]¢) = r([U1, G1]r([Uz, G2]¢)). Therefore, the reduction
axiom method indeed works for PAUL. Since most of the proofs are similar to those for
AUL in Kooi and Renne (2011a), we do not prove it in this chapter.

For future research, we can try to give an optimal algorithm for the satisfiability
problem of PAUL by taking a depth-first search strategy on the tableau method. Since
each AUL formula can be equivalently translated into a PAUL formula by replacing the
update [U] by [U, Agt], the tableau method presented in this chapter can apply to AUL.
Therefore, the optimal algorithm for PAUL (if there is one) will also be an algorithm for
AUL and might also be optimal.

Another direction for future research is to apply Arrow Update Logic to knowing
how. The main feature of Arrow Update Logic is that it updates information but does
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not eliminate states. This makes it more suitable for modeling information update in
knowing how. For example, a doctor may not know how to treat a patient since the only
two available medicines a and b may cause some very bad side-effect. That is, there
is an a-arrow and a b-arrow from the current state to the bad side-effect state. If the
information is updated, for example, a new scientific discovery shows that a will not
cause the bad effect, then the doctor should know how to treat the patient. This kind of
information update will eliminate arrows but not states.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion

This thesis investigates planning under uncertainty from a logical point of view. In arti-
ficial intelligence, conformant planning, which is the simplest version of planning under
uncertainty, is to find a linear sequence of actions to achieve goals, where the agent
is uncertain about his situation. Conformant probabilistic planning extends conform-
ant planning by extending the uncertainties with probability distributions. Contingent
planning generalizes the solution of conformant planning to be a strategy, a partial func-
tion from belief spaces to actions. Chapter 2 proposes a logical framework to capture
how the probability distribution (which stands for the agent’s uncertainty) updates along
the execution of a plan in conformant probabilistic planning. Chapter 3 and 4 build
knowing-how logics by developing the idea of interpreting knowing how to achieve a
goal as having a conformant plan for achieving the goal. Chapter 5 proposes a knowing-
how logic by adopting the idea of reducing knowledge-how as having a contingent plan.
Chapter 6 extends the theory of arrow update logic (AUL) with the motivation that AUL
provides a proper way to model the information change in the knowing-how logic pro-
posed in Chapter 5.

Chapter 2 developed a logical framework for conformant probabilistic planning.
This approach differs from existing approaches to conformant probabilistic planning
by focussing on a logical language with which to specify plans and goals. The particular
logic also allows for reasoning about the change of the belief state of the agent (which
is a probability distribution over states) during the execution of actions. In this logic, we
can enrich conformant probabilistic planning by thinking of the goal as a formula, which
may be more convenient when we formulate goals that are probabilistic in nature. We
provided a complete axiomatization of the logic, which shows it is rather well-behaved
for a logic that deals with conformant probabilistic planning. We also proved this logic
to be decidable.

Chapter 3 and 4 extended Wang’s knowing-how logic, in which knowing how to
achieve a goal is interpreted as having a conformant plan. Chapter 3 extended the ori-
ginal binary knowing-how modality to be a ternary modality, which can express that the
agent knows how to achieve a goal from a specific position while taking a route that
satisfies some constraints. We presented a sound and complete axiomatization for this
extended knowing-how logic and showed this logic to be decidable by using the filtration
method. Chapter 4 weakens the binary knowing-how logic by interpreting knowing how
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to achieve a goal as having a weak conformant plan. The demands that a conformant
plan puts on the plan may be too strong, in the sense that a plan is not supposed to fail
during the execution. A weak conformant plan, on the other hand, is a plan that will al-
ways result in the goals when the execution of the plan terminates, even if the execution
is not completed. We argued that it is sufficient to say that one knows how to achieve
a goal if he (she) has a weak conformant plan for achieving the goal. We presented a
sound and complete axiomatization for this weaker logic and showed that this logic to
be decidable.

Inspired by contingent planning, Chapter 5 extended epistemic logic with a unary
knowing-how modality which is interpreted as having a strategy for achieving goals. It
is called strategically knowing-how logic. In this logic framework, we investigated the
interactions between knowledge-that and knowledge-how. We also presented a sound
and complete axiomatization of this logic and showed this logic to be decidable. To
reason about information change due to announcements in the strategically knowing-
how logic, Chapter 6 investigated arrow update logic. The standard arrow update logic
cannot describe information change caused by private events. Chapter 6 extended it to
deal with private announcements. We presented a sound and complete tableau system
for this extended logic and showed it is decidable.

There is a lot more to explore. Even though in each chapter we have shown the
logic to be decidable, we have not touched upon the issue of complexity. How is the
model theory of each logic? For instance, what kinds of model classes are definable in
the logic, and what kinds of structure are not distinguished by the logic (i.e. what is the
“bisimulation” of the logic)? Besides these, there are two that I think are very much
worth while.

The first one is to cast all the standard Al planning problems into one unified lo-
gical framework to facilitate careful comparisons and classification. As it is mentioned
in Chapter 1.2, EPDL can apply for conformant planning. Moreover, the language of
EPDL is powerful enough to express contingent plans. The logic proposed in Chapter 2
of this thesis can apply for conformant probabilistic planning. If we merge these two
logics and generalize the model with partial observability, the logical framework can
deal with all kinds of planning problems under uncertainty: conformant planning, con-
formant probabilistic planning, contingent planning, and contingent planning extended
with probabilities. We will then see clearly how the form of the goal formula, the con-
structor of the plan, and the observational ability matter in the theoretical and practical
complexity of planning, which is in line with the research pioneered in Bickstrom and
Jonsson (2011).

The other is to consider knowing how in multi-agent settings and to model the group
notions of knowing how. One of the main reasons that contribute to epistemic logic’s
great success is that it is very useful when applied to situations involving more than one
agent. It can model the group notions of propositional knowledge, such as common
(propositional) knowledge and distributed (propositional) knowledge. Similarly, there
are also such group notions of knowledge-how. For example, if you know how to reach
so from s; and I know how to reach s3 from s, then we two together will know how to
reach sz from s;. This is a distributed knowledge-how. Distributed knowledge-how can
be viewed as the ability that a “highly skilled person” in a group has, one who can do all
the actions that each member of the group can do. Common knowledge-how of a group
can be viewed as the ability that every member of the group has.



Appendix A

Logical background

A.1 Epistemic logic

Epistemic logic proposed by Hintikka (1962) is a modal logic concerned with reasoning
about knowledge expressed by knowing that p, where p is a proposition. This subsection
will introduce the language, the semantics and the proof system S5 of epistemic logic.
Moreover, we will introduce some basic logical concepts, such as validity, consistency,
soundness, completeness.

Let P be a countable set of proposition letters.

Definition A.1.1 (Language) The language of epistemic logic is defined as below.
pu=T|pl-@| (@A) | Ke

where p € P. We use the following abbreviations: 1 := =T, o V¢ := =(-p A ),
Y=Y i=p Vi

Intuitively, the formula K¢ means that the agent knows that ¢ holds. The language
of epistemic logic is interpreted on models defined below.

Definition A.1.2 (Models) A model is a triple M = (S, ~, V') where
e S # () is a set of states;
e ~ is an equivalence relation on S;
o V : S — 2% is avaluation function.

For each s € S, (M, s) is called a pointed model.

Definition A.1.3 (Semantics) Ler (M, s) be a pointed model. A formula o being truth
in M, s, denoted as M, s = , is defined as below.

M, sET always
M,sEp — peV(s).
M, sE —p M, sF .

<~
M;sE(pAY) <= M,sEpand M,sE .
M, sE Ko — M,tE pforeachtwiths ~t
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Next, we introduce the concept of validity, which is a crucial notion of the semantics
of a logic framework.

Definition A.1.4 (Semantic consequence) Let I" be a set of formulas. We write “M, s E
Y forally € T as M, s E I'. We say p is a semantic consequence of I, denoted as
T E @, if M, s E T implies M, s E ¢ for each pointed model (M, s).

We say a formula o is valid, denoted as E @, if ) E . In other words, @ is valid if
M, s E @ for each pointed model (M, s). We say o is satisfiable if there exists (M, s)
such that M, s & .

The following is the deductive system of epistemic logic, which is known as S5.

Definition A.1.5 (Deductive system S5) The axioms and rules shown in Table A.1 con-
stitute the deductive system Sb.

AXIOMS
All instances of propositional tautologies
DISTK K(p = v¥) = (Ko — Kv)

T Ko — ¢
4 Ko — KKp
5 =Ko — K=Ky

RULES
MP From ¢ — 1 and ¢, infer ¢
GEN  From o, infer o

Table A.1: System S5

Next, we introduce the concept of derivation, which is a core notion of the deductive
system of a logic framework.

Definition A.1.6 (Derivation) A finite sequence of formulas @1 - - - @y, is called a deriv-
ation if each p; (1 < i < n) is either an instance of an axiom of S5 or following from
the preceding formulas in the sequence by a rule of S5. We say @ is derivable in S5,
written as S5 = @ or sometimes just & o, if there is a derivation oy - - - pyp. Otherwise,
we say @ is not derivable in S5 (written as ¥ ).

Let T be a set of formulas. We say o is derivable from I" (written as I' = ) if there
are finite formulas o1, -+ ,p, € T such thatt (o1 A -+ A @n) — . Otherwise, we
say @ is not derivable from T (written as T' ¥ ). We say I is Sh-consistent (or just
consistent) if I' ¥ 1. Otherwise, we say I is inconsistent.

The following concepts, soundness and completeness, connect the deductive system
and the semantics. If the deductive system is sound and complete, it means the formulas
derived in the deductive system coincide with the formulas valid to the semantics.

Definition A.1.7 (Soundness and completeness) We say S5 is sound with respect to
the semantics if = @ implies F ¢ for each formula .

We say S5 is complete with respect to the semantics if E o implies & ¢ for each
Sformula @. We say S5 is strongly complete if I' F o implies T - .
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Theorem A.1.8 S5 is sound and strongly complete with respect to the semantics of
Definition A.1.3.

A.2 Probabilistic dynamic epistemic logic

Probabilistic dynamic epistemic logic (PDEL) proposed by Kooi (2003) is a combination
of the public announcement logic Plaza (2007) (which is a simple and intuitive kind
of dynamic epistemic logic) and the probabilistic logic by Fagin et al. (1990), which
focuses on reasoning about probability, information, and information change and takes
higher order information into account. Just like the probabilistic logic, PDEL is an
extension of the linear inequality logic. This subsection will introduce the language, the
semantics, and the deductive system of PDEL. Before that, we first introduce the linear
inequality logic.

A.2.1 Linear inequality logic

The linear inequality logic proposed in Fagin et al. (1990) is a logic for reasoning about
linear inequalities. Fagin et al. introduced the linear inequality logic in their paper about
probabilistic logic because the atomic probabilistic formula is a linear inequality. The
probabilistic logic proposed in Fagin et al. (1990) is an extension of linear inequality
logic. In this part, we first introduce the language, the semantics, and the deductive
system of linear inequality logic, and second, we introduce some important properties
(on solvability and decidability) of linear inequalities.
Let X be a countable set of variables.

Definition A.2.1 (Language) The language is defined as below.

Y =000+ anTn > q | D | (A @)

wheren € N, x; € X and a;,q € Q for all 0 < i < n. We call formulas of the forms
apxo + -+ + apxy > qor =(agro + - - - + anxy, > ¢) linear inequalities.

Please note that ~(agxo+- - -+ a,x, > ¢) canalso be written as agZo+- - -+ an Ty <
gor (—1)apxo+ -+ (=Danzy > q.

Definition A.2.2 (Model) A model A is an assignment function that assigns a real num-
ber to every variable x € X.

Definition A.2.3 (Semantics) The satisfaction relation between an assignment and a
formula is defined as below.

AFapzo+ -+ aney, >q <= apA(xo) + -+ anA(x,) > q.
AE - — AFop.
AE (e NY) — AFgpand AE .

We say o is satisfiable/solvable if there exists an assignment A such that A E .

Definition A.2.4 (Deductive system) The axioms and rules shown in Table A.2 consti-
tute the deductive system SILIL.
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AXIOMS
All instances of propositional tautologies

Linear inequality axioms
Identity x>z
0 terms S qim > gy g + 02 > g
Permutation Y ., qi% > q = Dy Qi Tk > q
where k1, - - - k,, is a permutation of 1, - - - n.
Addition g >N diwi > q) —
Soi(gi+a)ri > q+4q
Multiplication Y., ¢;x; > q > Y i, dg;z; > dq where d is positive rational.
Dichotomy (x>q)V(zx<q)
Monotonicity  (z > ¢q) — (z > ¢') where ¢ > ¢

RULE
MP From ¢ — 1 and ¢, infer ¢

Table A.2: System SILIL

The following theorem is proved in Fagin et al. (1990).

Theorem A.2.5 SLIL is sound and complete with respect to the semantics of Defini-
tion A.2.3.

Next, we introduce two properties of linear inequalities on the solvability and the
decidability of linear inequalities. Before that, we first introduce the following auxiliary
notion.

Definition A.2.6 (Legal linear combination Kuhn (1956)) Let S be a set of linear in-
equalities, which can be written as

ai1T1 + -+ AinTy >0 (i=1,---,p)
bjlxl + -4 bjnﬂfn Zb] G=1,---,9
where a;y, a;, bjk and bj (i =1,--- ,p;j =1,--- ,q;k =1,--- ,n) are given rational

numbers. A multiplier scheme of S is formed with non-negative multipliers at the left
and the sum below:

ug > 0: 0xy+ -4+ 0z, > -1
ur > 0: anxy +- -+ anTn > a1
Up ZO ap1$1+"'+a/pnxn >ap
vi >0: bz +---+bipx, > by

dizy 4+ dpxy > d.
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The coefficients of the sum are calculated to be:

dp, = wra1p + -+ + UpGpn, + V1b1y + - - Vebgn
d=—up+uray + -+ upap + v1iby + - - - vgby.

An inequality,
diz1+---+dyx, > d,

that is formed in this manner from S is called a legal linear combination of the inequal-
ities of S provided that some w; is positive (i = 0,1,--- ,p).

The following theorem is proved in Kuhn (1956).

Theorem A.2.7 I[fa set of linear inequalities S is not solvable, then the inequality 0x1+
<+ 4 0xy, > 0is a legal linear combination of the inequalities of S.

The size of a rational number a/b, where a and b are integers and relatively prime,
is defined to be the sum of the lengths of a and b, when written in binary. The following
theorem is proved in Fagin et al. (1990).

Theorem A.2.8 If a system of r linear inequalities with integer coefficients each of
length at most | has a nonnegative solution, then it has a nonnegative solution with
at most r entries positive, and where the size of each member of the solution is O(rl +

rlog(r)).

A.2.2 Probabilistic dynamic epistemic logic

In the following, we will introduce the language, the semantics, and the deductive system
of PDEL.

Let P be a countable set of proposition letters and Agt be a nonempty finite set of
agents.

Definition A.2.9 (Language) The language of PDEL is defined as below.
eu=T[pl-e|(@Ae)|Bap|lele | aPrapr + -+ qnPrapn 2 q
where p € P and a € Agt.

Definition A.2.10 (Model) A model is a tuple (S, R, P, V) where

S # 0 is a set of states;

R : Agt — 29%5 is a collection of transitions labelled by actions in Agt;
e V:5—>39%isa valuation function;

e P: (S x Agt) — (S — [0,1]) assigns a probability function to each agent on
each state such that for each a € Agt and each s € S:

> P(s,a)(t) = 1.

tes
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For each s € S, (M, s) is a pointed model.

Definition A.2.11 (Semantics) Given a pointed model (M, s) and a formula @, ¢ be-
ing true in (M, s) (written as M, s F ) is defined by induction on @:

M,sET always

M,sEp — peV(s).

M, sE —p = M,sFp.

M sE (e A1) — M,sEpand M,sFE 1.

M, sE Oup < M, tE ¢foreachtwith (s,t) € R(a)
M7 sF E:’L:l qura%pi >q <~ Z:‘L:l qu(a, 3)[[<P1ﬂ >q

where [¢] = {s € S| M, s & ¢} and P(a, s)[pi] = > _icpop Plas s)(2).

Definition A.2.12 (Deductive system SPDEILL) The axioms and rules shown in Table A.3
constitute the deductive system SPDEL.

AXIOMS
All instances of propositional tautologies
All instances of linear inequality axioms

O,-distribution

Update axioms
[¢]-distribution
Atomic Permanence
Functionality
O,-update
Probability updatel

Probability update2

Probability axioms
Nonnegativity
Probability of truth
Additivity

MP
O0,-GEN
[¢]-GEN
Equivalence

[pl( = x) = ([el = [p]x)

[¢lp < (¢ = p)

[l < [l

[‘P]Daw <~ Da(‘P — [@]1/))

Proo >0 — ([¢] Z?:l qiProp; > q
Yo aiPra(p Afelei) > qPrag)

Prop =0 ([p] 3 i, ¢iPrapi 2 ¢ <

> GiPra([plei) > )

Pr,p >0
Pr, T =1
Pr,(p A1) + Pry(p A —p) = Pryp

RULES
From ¢ — 1 and ¢, infer ¢
From ¢, infer O, ¢
From 1), infer [p]t)
From ¢ <> 1, infer Pr, = Pryv¢

Table A.3: System SPDEL

The following theorem is proved in Kooi (2003).
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Theorem A.2.13 SPDEL is sound and complete with respect to the semantics of Defin-
ition A.2.11.

A.3 Knowing-how Logic

Wang (2015a) proposed a modal logic for reasoning about knowledge expressed by
knowing how to achieve that p. In this thesis, we will call it knowing-how logic (KHL).
This subsection will introduce the language, the semantics, and the deductive system of
KHL.

Let P be a countable set of proposition letters.

Definition A.3.1 (Language) The language of KHL is defined as below.

pu=TI|p| =@ (@Ne)] Kh(pp)
where p € P.
The language of KHL is interpreted on models defined below.
Definition A.3.2 (Model) A model is a quadruple M = (S, Act, R, V') where
o S # () is a set of states;
o Act is a set of actions;
o R: Act — 2575 is a collection of transitions labelled by actions in Act;
o V : S — 2% is a valuation function.
For each s € S, (M, s) is called a pointed model.

Please note that the action set is part of the model. We use Act™ to denote all the
finite sequences of members of Act. We write s — t if (s,t) € R(a). For a sequence
o=ai...a, € Act*, we write s 2> t if there exist s5 ... s, such that s —% g5 —2

An—1 QAn
--. — s, — t. Note that o can be the empty sequence € (when n = 0), and we set
s = s for any s. Let 0}, be the initial segment of o up to ay, for k < |o|. In particular let
gpg = €.

Before defining the semantics of KHL, we first introduce the following auxiliary
notion.

Definition A.3.3 (Strongly executable) We say o = ay - - - a,, is strongly executable at
s" if for each 0 < k < n: s' 2% t implies that t has at least one Qf41-SUCCESSOT.

Definition A.3.4 (Semantics) Ler (M, s) be a pointed model. A formula ¢ being true
in M, s, denoted as M, s E @, is defined as below.

M,;sET always

M,sEp — peV(s).

M, skE —p — M,sFp.

M, sE (@A) — M,sEpand M,sF 1.

M, sEKh(y,p) <= thereexistsa o € Act”™ such that for all s' € [y] :

o is strongly executable at s' and
M, tE @ forall t withs <t
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where [] = {s' € S| M,s" E ¢}.

By the semantics above, we can see that the modality KA is a universal operator.
Furthermore, it is easy to check that

M, sEKh(-p, L) < M,s E pforeachs € S.

Therefore, the formula JCh(—p, 1) is also written as U, which means that ¢ is true in
each state of the model M.

Definition A.3.5 (Deductive system) The axioms and rules shown in Table A.4 consti-
tute the deductive system SKH.

AXIOMS
TAUT all tautologies of propositional logic
DISTU UpAU(p— q) = Ugq

TU Up —p
4KU Kh(p,q) — UKh(p,q)
5KU —Kh(p,q) = U-Kh(p,q)

EMPKh  U(p — q) — Kh(p,q)
COMPKh  (Kh(p,r) A Kh(r,q)) — Kh(p,q)

RULES
MP From ¢ — 1 and ¢, infer
GEN From ¢, infer U
SUB From ¢, infer [ /p]

Table A.4: System SKH

The following theorem is proved in Wang (2015a).

Theorem A.3.6 SKH is sound and strongly complete with respect to the semantics of
Definition A.3.4.

A.4 Arrow update logic

Arrow update logic proposed in Kooi and Renne (2011a) is a dynamic epistemic logic
concerned with reasoning about information change by eliminating epistemic accesses.
This subsection will introduce the language, the semantics, and the deductive system of
arrow update logic.

Let P be a countable set of proposition letters and Agt be a nonempty finite set of
agents.

Definition A.4.1 (Language) The language of arrow update logic is defined as below.
=T |p|-g|(pAe)|Tap|[Ulp
U==(p,a,9) | (¢,a,0),U

where p € P and a € Agt.
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Intuitively, the formula O, means that the agent a believes that ¢ holds, and the
formula [U]¢ means that ¢ holds after the model is updated with U.
Definition A.4.2 (Model) A model is a triple M = (S, R, V') where
o S £ () is a set of states;
e R: Agt — 255 is a collection of transitions labelled by actions in Agt;
o V : S — 2% is avaluation function.

For each s € S, (M, s) is called a pointed model.

Definition A.4.3 (Semantics) Given a model M = (S, R, V), let s be a state in S. A
Sformula o being truth in M, s, denoted as M, s F , is defined as below.

M,;sET always

M,sEp — peV(s).

M, sE —p — M,sF .

M,sE(pANY) <= M,sFEpand M,sE .

M, sk Oup <~ M,tE pforeacht with (s,t) € R(a)

M, sE [Ulp = M=xUsFEyp

RM*U =  {(w,v)|3I(,a,x) €U : M,wE ) and M,v E x}

where M x U = (S, RM*U V).

M U is the resulting model after updating M with U. Please note that the updated
model M U shares the same domain and the same valuation function with the original
model M. The transitions of M x U is a subset of the transitions of M because the
update U deletes some transitions of M.

Definition A.4.4 (Deductive system AUL) The axioms and rules shown in Table A.5
constitute the deductive system AUL.

The following theorem is proved in Kooi and Renne (2011a).

Theorem A.4.5 AUL is sound and complete with respect to the semantics of Defini-
tion A.4.3.
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AXIOMS
TAUT all tautologies of propositional logic
DISTU OupAOu(p— q) = Oug
Ul [Up+ pforpe PU{L, T}
U2 [U]~¢ < =[Ule
U3 [Ul(e A) < [Up AU
U4 [U]Da()o A A(¢’a7X)QU(¢ - Da(X - [U]@))
Us [U1][Us]ip 4> [Ur o Us]ep
where [Uy o U] = {(¢ A [U]Y, a, x A [UL]X) | (W, a, x) € Uy and
3(’¢/, a7x’) S UQ}
RULES
MP From ¢ — 1) and ¢, infer ¢
GENK  From ¢, infer O,
GENU  From ¢, infer [U]p

Table A.5: System AUL
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Samenvatting

In dit proefschrift wordt vanuit logisch perspectief het maken van plannen en proced-
urele kennis (weten hoe) onderzocht. Binnen de kunstmatige intelligentie verstaat men
onder de term conformant planning het proces van het maken van een plan om een be-
paald doel te bereiken. Zo’n plan wordt door een persoon of andere handelende entiteit,
een zogeheten agent, uitgevoerd. Een agent die doelgerichte procedurele kennis heeft
weet hoe zij haar doel kan bereiken. In dit proefschrift wordt doelgerichte procedurele
kennis opgevat als (i) het hebben van een plan en (ii) weten dat het uitvoeren van dat
plan het doel zal bereiken.

In Hoofdstuk 2 introduceer ik een logisch raamwerk waarin precies kan worden
bijgehouden hoe de overtuigingstoestand van een agent (inclusief probabilistische in-
formatie) verandert tijdens het uitvoeren van een plan. Deze benadering verschilt van
bestaande benaderingen voor conformant probabilistic planning doordat het zich richt
op een logische taal waarin plannen en doelen gespecificeerd worden.

In hoofdstuk 3 and 4 worden logica’s gepresenteerd voor procedurele kennis ge-
baseerd op het idee dat weten hoe je een doel bereikt neerkomt op het hebben van een
conformant plan om dat doel te bereiken. In hoofdstuk 3 wordt een logisch systeem
gepresenteerd waarbij niet alleen het doel van het plan centraal staat maar ook de wijze
waarop dat doel bereikt wordt, d.w.z. het plan zelf moet aan bepaalde voorwaarden vol-
doen behalve dat het zijn doel bereikt. In hoofdstuk 4 wordt een logica voor procedurele
kennis gepresenteerd waarbij de kennis om een doel te bereiken wordt opgevat als het
hebben van een zwak conformant plan. De vereisten die een conformant plan stelt aan
het plan kunnen namelijk te sterk zijn, in die zin dat er bij het uitvoeren van een plan
niets hoort mis te gaan. Een zwak conformant plan is een plan dat altijd tot een bepaald
doel leid als het uitvoeren van het plan ophoudt, zelfs als de uitvoering van het plan nog
niet voltooid is.

In hoofdstuk 5 wordt een logisch raamwerk voor procedurele kennis gepresenteerd
waarbij weten hoe je een doel bereikt opgevat wordt als het hebben van een contingent
plan om een doel te bereiken. Anders dan een conformant plan, wat een lineaire reeks
handelingen is, is een contingent plan een parti€le functie van overtuigingstoestanden
naar handelingen. Binnen dit logische raamwerk onderzoeken we ook de interactie
tussen propositionele kennis (weten dat) en procedurele kennis (weten hoe).

Arrow update logic (AUL) is een logisch raamwerk dat geschikt is om redenerin-
gen over informatieverandering te formaliseren. In AUL wordt informatieverandering
gemodelleert door de epistemische toegankelijkheidsrelatie over mogelijke werelden te

IThis is a summary of this thesis in Dutch, and everything here is also explained in the chapter of intro-
duction.
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wijzigen. Deze manier van modeleren maakt het een geschikte manier om informatiev-
erandering te modeleren in logica’s voor procedurele kennis omdat het domein van een
model (de verzameling mogelijke werelden) niet wijzigt in tegenstelling tot andere ben-
aderingen. In AUL is het echter gemeenschappelijke kennis hoe elke agent nieuwe in-
formatie zal verwerken. In hoofdstuk 6 wordt de theorie van AUL uitgebreid in die zin
dat de nieuwe informatie beperkt blijft tot een bepaalde groep agents.
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