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Abstract

We develop a cut-free sequent calculus for a Dynamic Epistemic Logic. The calculus is nested and rep-
resents a sub-structural action logic which acts on a propositional logic via a dynamic modality and its
left adjoint update. Both logics are positive and have agent-indexed adjoint pairs of epistemic modalities.
We prove admissibility (where appropriate) of Weakening and Contraction and Cut, as well as soundness
and completeness theorems with regard to the algebraic semantics. To model epistemic protocols, we add
assumption rules, prove that the admissibility results are preserved, and derive properties of a toy protocol
that has honest and dishonest public and private announcements.
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1 Introduction

The phrase “Dynamic Epistemic Logic” (DEL) refers to a family of logics, developed
to reason about information acquisition as a result of communication actions that
take place among agents in multi-agent protocols. An example of these is the logic
of public and private announcements of [2], which extends the public announcement
logic of, e.g., [5]. The DEL logical systems are usually presented by a Hilbert-style
proof system and a relational semantics, whose central notion is an update product
between the state and action Kripke models. There has been a lot of activity in the
field, extending the domain and applicability of the logics, e.g. to belief revision,
and developing semantic automated tools; for references and a comprehensive pre-
sentation of the literature see [11]. The field has, however, enjoyed lesser activity
on the proof-theoretic side. This paper aims to take some steps towards filling this

gap.

L Support by EPSRC (grant EP/F042728/1) is gratefully acknowledged.
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An algebraic version of DEL has been developed in [1,7], where the update oper-
ator is the action of a quantale of communication actions on a module of facts and
epistemic propositions, both of which are endowed with endo-maps for epistemic
modalities. To illustrate the power of the setting in reasoning about dynamic epis-
temic properties, the algebra only deals with the positive fragment of the logic and
modalities of modal logic K. Absence of negation is made up for with adjunction.
The uniform technique of unfolding adjunctions simplify, to a great extent, proofs
of epistemic properties, e.g. in the muddy children puzzle.

A sound and complete sequent calculus was included in [1,7], but with the big
flaw that its cut rules were not eliminable. The richness of the logic, which consists
of propositional and action connectives, the interaction between these, as well as
with the epistemic modalities, made the problem of cut-alimination a challenge. In
previous work [8,10] we developed a cut-free calculus for the propositional fragment
of the logic. In this paper we build on that and develop a cut-free calculus for the
full logic. Our calculus is a nested one, in the style of [4] (and see also p. 122 of
[6]), and has two parts: an action part for linear operations on actions (sequential
and parallel composition and non-deterministic choice) and a propositional part
for operations on propositions (conjunction and disjunction). Moreover, the action
logic acts on the propositional logic via the update operator whose right adjoint is
the dynamic modality (weakest precondition of program logics such as Hoare). Both
logics have adjoint epistemic modalities that interact with the update operator, in
the style of the action-knowledge axiom of DEL. We prove that three kinds of cut
rules are admissible: an action cut in the action logic, a propositional cut in the
propositional logic, as well as a mixed action-propositional cut in the propositional
logic.

To be able to use the calculus to prove properties of epistemic protocols, we need
to encode the assumptions thereof. These include possibilities of agents regarding
the propositions and actions, stability of atomic propositions (i.e. “facts”) under
updates, and applicability of actions (i.e. their preconditions). We show that adding
these rules preserves our admissibility results, then encode and prove properties of
a coin-toss protocol with honest and dishonest public and private announcements.

2 Sequent Calculus for Actions

2.1 Sequent Calculus
We refer to this logic as action logic. The set Q of terms q of the logic is generated
over a set A of agents A and a set B of basic actions o by the following grammar:

qu=_L|T|1l|o|lqgNqglqVaqg|qgeq|Taq]| #aq

The binary connectives A and V are lattice operations of meet and join and T and
1 are their units; e is a monoid multiplication and 1 is its unit, the modalities O 4
and ¢4 are endo-operators on the lattice monoid.

Action items @ and action contexts © are generated by the following syntax:

Q:=q| o4 O = Q list
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where ©4 will be interpreted as #4((®) ©), for () © the composition of the inter-
pretations of elements in ©.

Thus, action contexts are finite lists of action items, where action items are ei-
ther terms or agent-annotated action contexts. The use of lists rather than sets or
multisets reflects the non-commutativity (and non-idempotence) of the composition
operation on actions. Lists may be empty. The concatenation of two lists is indi-
cated by a comma, as in ©,0’ or (treating an action item @ as a one element list)
asin ©,Q or Q,0. Thus, ©,Q, © indicates a typical list of which @ is a member.

If one of the items inside a context is replaced by a “hole” [ ], we have a context-
with-a-hole. More precisely, we have the notions of context-with-a-hole > and item-
with-a-hole R, defined using mutual recursion as follows:

Y :u=0,R,0 R:u=[]]|x4

and so a context-with-a-hole is a context (i.e. a list of items) together with an
item-with-a-hole, i.e. either a hole or an agent-annotated context-with-a-hole. To
emphasise that a context-with-a-hole is not a context, we use X for the former and
O for the latter; similarly for items-with-a-hole R and items Q).

Given a context-with-a-hole ¥ and a context O, the result 3[0] of applying
the first to the second, i.e. replacing the hole [ ] in ¥ by ©, is a context, defined
recursively (together with the application of an item-with-a-hole to a context, to
form a context) as follows:

(0, R,0")[0] = &', R[6],0" (Del=e  (=he] = (z[e])”

The last of these looks more like an item; but that just forms a one element context.

Given contexts-with-a-hole ¥, 3, and an item-with-a-hole R, the combinations
Y'Y and ReY are defined to be contexts with holes, as follows, by mutual recursion
on the structures of ¥’ and R:

(0,R,0)eX=0,(ReX),0 (e =% (" ex=(x"ex)4

The last of these looks more like an item-with-a-hole; but that just forms a one
element context-with-a-hole.

Lemma 2.1 Given contests-with-a-hole X', 2, an item-with-a-hole R and a context
O, the following hold:

(Xex)O] =X[E[O]]  (ReX)0] = R[X[O]]

Sequents consist of a context © (on the left), a turnstile and a term ¢ (on
the right). On the left, it is convenient to omit the list constructors, e.g. we write
1,0, L I ¢’ rather than (1,0, L) F ¢’. The empty list is written ( ) or even omitted..

We have the following initial sequents (in which o is restricted to being an atom):

— 1R

F1 al—o—Id <o LD == IR

Y[l Fgq OrT
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The rules for the lattice operations, composition and the modalities are:

Y[]kFq
Y[l Fgq 1
Y[gi] - q
Sl AN Fq

Y] Fq X[g]kq
Y Vel kg

VL

Ylg, 2] Faq oL
Z[Ql L CJ2] Fq
St Fd
. YV
S[aqlFq
E !
lq] - q 0, L
S[(0a9) ¢
v, 04 Fq
Dist
20,04 +q

OFq Ve

@l—ql @FQQ
OFqaAg

AR

@"(]1 GI—Q2

! OFq Ve

O1Fq O2F q
01,02 qreq

OFq

_ R
Orr 4ag M

@Al—q

— O
B O,q AT

Fq Unit
SO g

VRy

Various notational abbreviations are in use here, such as X[ | meaning X[( )],
¥[g] meaning £[(q)], L[q1, ¢2] meaning £[(q1, ¢2)] and ¢4 meaning (¢g)4. Where the

empty list is an antecedent, it is omitted.

The two indicated occurrences of ¢ in the Id rule are principal. Each right rule
has its conclusion’s succedent as its principal formula; in addition, the ¢4 R rule
has ©4 as a principal item. Each left rule has a principal item; these are as usual.

As an example of a derivation, we show that a sequence of ¢ 4s preserves com-

position and conjunction in the following direction

— Id
qtq

a® - #pq

l}_l
OsR g rq

dB+ epd

Id
4sR

(@%)A + ¢405q (@B)A 1+ @4

AR
7 4

@), (@P)A - 940500 04857

a8, dBYA - 040500 04057
(¢:4)B)A - ®405q0 64457

(@9 d)P) - 01050 41057

—; Id
" Fq"

q//B = ’Bq”
(q//B)A . ‘A.Bq//

Dist R

R

(((god)Ag")B)YA - 940500 $405]

(((ged)ANg")E)A+ @405q"

(((god ) Ng")BYAH(

LR VX JR TN X J-T i

(g d )NG4 - (940570 94850) A 44457

5L
L

LR EICEX O RC JX VX JR SOV JX F-vd

4

AL
AR
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As a standard check on the rules, we show the following:
Lemma 2.2 For every term q, the sequent q - q is derivable.

Proof. By induction on the size of ¢. In case ¢ is an atom, or L, or T, the sequent
q F q is already initial. For ¢ = 1, the sequent 1 F 1 follows from the initial
sequent - 1 by one step of 1L. For compound ¢, consider the cases. Meet, join and
composition are routine. Suppose q is 4 4¢’; by inductive hypothesis, we can derive
¢ F ¢, and by 4R we can derive ¢4 - # ¢, whence ¢ 4¢' - #4¢ by #4L.

Now suppose ¢ is D4q’. By inductive hypothesis, we can derive ¢’ - ¢/, and by
O4L we get (04¢)* F ¢; from this we obtain ¢ - ¢ by O4R. O

The size of a term is just the (weighted) number of operator occurrences, count-
ing each operator ¢4 and O4 as having weight 2; the size of an item ©4 is the size
of © plus 1, and the size of a context is the sum of the sizes of its items. The size
of a sequent © I ¢ is just the sum of the sizes of © and ¢. Note that each premiss
of a rule instance has lower size than the conclusion, except for the rule D, whose
presence leads to non-termination of a naive implementation of the calculus.

Lemma 2.3 The #4L and O4R rules are invertible, i.e. the following are admis-

e X[4aql - © - Ougq
Sl - o ®alnv Yy Oalnv
Proof. Induction on the height of the derivation of the premiss. a
Lemma 2.4 The oL, VL and AR rules are invertible.
Proof. Induction on the height of the derivation of the premiss. O

Lemma 2.5 The rule TL™ s admissible:

YT Fq

7[ ] TL™

X[O]Fq
Proof. Induction on the depth of the derivation of the premiss and case analysis.O
Theorem 2.6 The Cut rule is admissible

OFq YlF{
Yelkd

Cut

Proof. Strong induction on the rank of the cut, where the rank is given by the pair
(size of cut formula ¢, sum of heights of derivations of premisses).

(i) The first premiss is an instance of Id.

sFo 1d Yol k¢
Yol k¢

Cut

transforms to
pY [o] F q

5



—~
—-
—-

~—

(iii)

(ix)
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The first premiss is an instance of 1 L.

Sre T 2grg

Y[EMLF

Cut

transforms to (using Lemma 2.1 to identify ¥/[X[L]] and (X' e 3)[L]) to

SIS TN e

The first premiss is an instance of T R.
erT ' wmrg
YOlkd

Cut

transforms to the following using Lemma 2.5

T4
'Ol kg

The first premiss is an instance of 1L. Straightforward
The first premiss is an instance of AL. Straightforward
The first premiss is an instance of VL. Straightforward

The first premiss is an instance of e L. Straightforward

The first premiss is an instance of ¢ 4L.

St g
Y[#aqlF ¢ YN q"
Y[ [#aq]] F "

A

Cut

transforms (using Lemma 2.1 to identify 3'[X[#44]]] and (X' @ X)[#44]]) to

S q Y
Y[l Fq”
Y[E[aqll F "

Cut

¢.L

The first premiss is an instance of O4 L.
Yg] ¢

— =1 o,L
S[(049)] F ¢ Sq1F ¢
Y [2[(0ag) ] F ¢”

Cut

transforms to
Z[q] l_ q/ E/[q,] l_ q//

S S[q] F "
YE(Bag)M] - ¢

ut

6
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(x) The first premiss is an instance of AR.

@l—ql @l—q2 /\R
OFqg ANg Xl A g Fd
YOk q

Cut

is dealt with in two ways, according as whether or not the cut formula is
principal in the second premiss. Details are routine.

(xi) The first premiss is an instance of VR.
Or q;

OFqVag ‘ Y[l V]t
DI[CI R

Cut

is dealt with in two ways, according as whether or not the cut formula is
principal in the second premiss. Details are routine.

(xii) The first premiss is an instance of e R.

OFq OF¢ R
0,0/ Fqgeq *" Tfged]tq" Cut
20,07 F ¢" Y
transforms to
Y[ge |+ q" ; r
OFq Xg,q]F4q" Cn: *
o'+ 20,41+ q" o "
$[0,07F ¢ ut
(xiii) The first premiss is an instance of Dist.
e4,0M kg
A Dist , ,
2[(0,0)"] Fq Yl tq Cut
Y0, F ¢
transforms to
2[O4,0M g Yt d Cut
DR A
YE[©.0) kg
(xiv) The first premiss is an instance of Unit.
X[k q
———— Unat
SO O Slakd
SEOA

transforms to . .
Y[1Fq  ¥gFq

Y
SO

ut
Unit

7
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(xv) The first premiss is an instance of ¢4R.

OFq
—— 1 &4R
Ot 4aq Y [4aql ¢

YO kg

Cut

transforms to
L 2V
OFq¢ Ye'lrd
I (CR Nl
(xvi) The first premiss is an instance of 04 R. This now depends on the form of the
second premiss.
(a) Id (This case cannot occur, since the principal term of Id is always an
atom.)
(b) LL, non-principal.

Invé L
Cut

o4 q
——— UOpR —————— LL
OFO4q " X[0aql[L]lFd Cut
[ClINR N
transforms to
- L
S[O)LFd
(c) TR, principal.
04+ q
OF Oag AT SOagrT ZR
SO[FT ut
transforms to
e FrT
(d) 1L, non-principal
Ak ¥[o 4
o'rq |, S0adllrd
O F Oug Y[Oaq][1] + Cut
YOIl Fd
transforms to
OFO4¢  X[0ad[]Fd Cut
sejlre "
[ClIF AR
(e) AL, non-principal
A »[O W q
04+ q OLR [Oam][gi] F g AL

O F Oaq S0aml[g1 Ag2] F
Ol Ag) b d

8
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transforms to ,
OF0Oaq  X[0aqlla]Fq

XO]q1, ] Fd
SOllgi ANl Fdq

Cut

(f) VL, non-principal

R’ . S[0aqll] F ¢ S[0ad[eo] ¢
©FDag Y[0aql[g1 V @) F ¢
YOl Valtd

VL
Cut

transforms to

OFD0aq  X[0aq)la] Fd Cut OF0aq  X[0aqlle2) Fd

Y[O]g] - Y[0][q2] - ¢ L
Y[O]lq1 Vgl k¢
(g) oL, non-principal
O'hq EOaglla 2l Fd
OFOa¢ " S[0aglaeelFd Cut
2[O][q1 ® g2] - ¢
transforms to
OF Oaq X[0aqllgr, 2] Fd Cut
X[O][q1, q2] F ¢ ol
3[O][q1 @ g2] - ¢
(h) €pL, non-principal
©'kq 2[Oaqgll¢"”] ¢ ol
OF 04 """ S[0aq)[#pd"]Fd CBt
[O]#sdTFd !
transforms to
©F Oag X[Oaq[¢"P]F ¢ Cut
Sel™rd ,
[O][#sq" g T
(i) OpL, non-principal
A 0O /! /
041 ¢ Y[0aqlld"] F q Oyl

61 Oag " S[Oaq[(0sd")P]F ¢
S[0][(Op¢")E] F ¢

Cut

transforms to . .
OFOaq X[0aqllq"]Fq

Y[O]l¢" Fq
2[0][(Opg")P] F ¢

Cut
OpL

9
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(j) 0L, principal

04+ g - ¥l - q
OF 04 " Y[(Oag)"+ ¢ Cut
ICR
transforms to N
Ottq Yg
/q : [Q]/ < ot
Yo kg
(k) AR, principal
041 ¢q Y[0aqlFa E[0aqlk g R
OFO4 Y[Oaql F a1 A g2 Cut
E[@] Faqr A g

transforms to
OFDOaq  X[0aqlFq1 Cut OFOaq  X[0aq]F ¢
E[@] - q1 Z[@] - q2 /\R
Z[@] Faqi A qgo

Cut

(1) VR Similar.
(m) eR, non-principal. ~ The cut formula O4q can occur in the first part ©’
or second part ©” of the list ©',0”. Without loss of generality assume it
occurs in the first part, then

O+ ¢ 0. R Y[OaqlFqg1 ©"F g
O F Oyug A Z[DAq],@”l—qloqQCt
2[0],6" F q1 ¢ ¢o "

transforms to
OF 04  X[0agltaq
E[@] Faq
Y[0],0" F q1eq

ut 0" - “

(n) 4pR, principal.

A Y[0Oaq| F 4
0% Fq o, [ A;I] q WsR
@l—DAq E[DAQ] "’Bq Cut
E[@]B K X2Yd

transforms to
O+ Oaq X[0aql¢

D (C Rl
Y[O]2 I #pq

ut

4R

10
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(o) OpR, principal.

04+ g SOaa®Hd

O - Dagq X[Oaq] - Opq CBt
2[0] F Opd “

transforms to
Ok O4q X[04q" ¢
B Cut
X017 q
o - Usd
E[@] = DBq’
(p) Dist, non-principal. The cut formula O4q can occur in the context-

with-a-hole X[ |, or either in first part ©" or the second part ©” of the list
(©',0")A. If it occurs in X[ ], then

A @/B @//B [
0% Fq OAR E[0aq]] ik [F-d Dist
CIRLITRS P LT
M CI[(CINCIRNS
transforms to
O I Ougq ZFAdwwiyﬂFq’Ct
Z[@] [@/B’@//B] - q/ Dist u
7
sel|(e,0") ¢
If it occurs in ©’ then
A ) E/ 0 @/lB -
Aol & OaR | [ aal I | DZSt
OFOug " ¥[(¥04d,6"7] d "
(20,0 ¢
transforms to
@ |_ DAq E[E,[DAQ]B @//B] - /
Cut

IS
[[] ]qust

(28], 0")F] -

The case in which the cut formula occurs in ©” is similar.
(q) Unit, non-principal.

04+ ¢ X[Oaql[]F A

o oag M Seagl) A "
SO][()A F ¢
transforms to or O SOl ] - ,
A4 A4 q
selrd "
SO re "

11
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3 Sequent Calculus for Propositions

Given sets A of agents A and B of basic actions o, we have as above an action logic
with a set @ of terms q. Now let At be a set of (propositional) atoms p; the set M
of formulae m of our propositional logic is generated by the following grammar:

mu=L1]|T|p|mAm|mVm|Oam| ésam|m-q]|[qgm

Here the last two binary connectives are mixed action-proposition connectives: the
operator [g]- is the dynamic modality operator and _- q is (as we shall see) its left
adjoint, called update, just as ¢ 4 is the left adjoint of O 4. We refer to this logic as
algebraic dynamic epistemic logic (AlgDEL).

As in the action logic, we have propositional items I and propositional contexts
I', generated by the following grammar:

I[:=m|T4|1° I = I multiset

where I'4 will be interpreted as #4(AT), for AT the conjunction of the interpre-
tations of elements in T', and T'® as (AT) - () O, for ) © the composition of the
interpretations of elements in ©.

Note that, in contrast to the syntax for action contexts, the propositional contexts
are (finite) multi-sets of items, making the role of the Contraction rule explicit. The
union of two multi-sets is indicated by a comma, as in T',T” or (treating an item I
as a one element multiset) as in I', I. A propositional item can be either a formula
or an agent-annotated contexts, as in [8,9,10]; but it can also be a propositional
context I' annotated by an action context ©.

To express the rules correctly, we need, as in Section 2, some notion of propo-
sitional context (or item) with a hole. There are now two kinds of hole, one for
propositions and one for actions, both represented by [ |; we use the notations A
for a propositional context-with-a-p-hole, J for a propositional item-with-a-p-hole,
A for a propositional context-with-an-a-hole and K for a propositional item-with-an
a-hole, defined, using mutual recursion, as follows:

Ax=T,J J:::[HAA\AG A:=TK K:::FZ]A@

in which we recall from Section 2 that ¥ indicates an action context-with-an-a-hole.
We can now define various applications of something with an appropriate hole
to a p-context I' or an a-context ©, constructing p-contexts:

(T, NI =T"JI]  (Dr=T (AYH[r]=Ar"

(I, K)[0] =T, K[e] (I")[e] =11 (A®)[e] = A[6]*
Given p-contexts-with-a-p-hole A’, A, and a p-item-with-a-p-hole J, the combina-
tions A’ @ A and J e A are defined as follows by mutual recursion on A’ and J,
giving in each case a p-context-with-a-p-hole:
(D, J)eA =T, (JoA) ([JeA=A (A")eA = (A"sA)d (A™)eA = (A"eA)°
12
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and, likewise, given a p-context-with-an-a-hole A, a p-item-with-an-a-hole K, and
an a-context-with-an-a-hole 3, the combinations A @ ¥ and K e ¥ are defined by
mutual recursion on A and K, giving in each case a p-context-with-an-a-hole:

[,K)eS=T,(KeX) (I™)ex=I"*"" (A®)eX=(AeX)®

Lemma 3.1 Given propositional contexts-with-a-p-hole A’', A, a propositional item-
with-a-p-hole J and a propositional context I, the following hold:

(Ao A)I] = A'[AT]] (e AT = JIA[L]]

Lemma 3.2 Given a propositional context-with-an-a-hole A, an action context-
with-a-hole X, a propositional item-with-an-a-hole K and an action context ©, the
following hold:

(AeX)[O] = A[E[O]] (K eX)[0] = K[X[O]]

We have the following initial sequents (in which p is restricted to being an atom):

Tprp 18 Al Fm TET |8

The rules for the lattice operations and the modal operators are:

Almi,mo] Fm AL I'tmp T'kEmy R
Almy Amg] = m TFmiAmg

Almq]Em  Almo]Fm T'+m Rl ' mg RO
Almy Vma] Fm Fl—ml\/mgv Fl—ml\/mgv

AlmA] = m! ol LFm 0 R

Ada(m)]Fm 4 I TAF a(m)

A[(@am, D)4 m] Fm/ 04 TAEm -

A[(Oam,T)A] - m/ T-o,m 4

The rules for the dynamic operations are:

13
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AlmI = m/ I'm OFq¢ N
Alm-ql Fm! I°Fm ¢
A[([q]ma F)q’m] l_ m/ Fq F m
Dyl ——— DyR
Al(lgm, D) Fm Y T, TF [qm 7
A[(T®)A)9" ] - m DuDist AL®® T+ m o
’ 15 oo
A(TOE Y m AT m

As in the action logic, the two indicated occurrences of p in the Id rule are
principal and each right rule has its conclusion’s succedent as its principal formula.
But in addition, ¢ 4R (similarly DyR) rule has I'4 as a principal item and I” (which
is there to ensure admissibility of Weakening) as its parameter. Each left rule has
a principal item; these are as usual, except that the O4 L (similarly DyL) rule has
the formula O4m principal as well as the principal item (O4m, I‘)A. Also, note
that the D4 L (similarly DyL) rule duplicates the principal item in the conclusion
into the premiss (which is to make Contraction admissible); in examples, we may
omit this duplicated item for simplicity. The As in the DyDist rule denotes a list
of agents. The parentheses are to clarify the scope of the annotations and will be
dropped when there is no ambiguity.

We also include all the four initial sequents and all the fifteen rules of the action
logic, as well as the variants of the L rules (including L L, Dist and Unit) of the
action logic obtained by replacing any > by A and the succedent action ¢ by a
formula m. Thus, for example, ¢ 4L is included in the form

YA Fm

Y[aq)Fm $aL

and we leave it to the context to disambiguate whether such a rule is from the logic
for propositions or that for actions.

As an example of a derivation we show that a sequence of ¢ 4s preserves an
information update by a composition of actions as follows (in which we use a superfix
BA to indicate first an annotation by B and then by A):

mbEm Id gt q Id

A - Id
mitm-q qd+q

s 3R 52 R

(m?)” + #p(m-q) 7P+ epq

— Y51  e.R
(m)BA - @ 0p(m-q)  ¢FAL 6a5q RA

()BT - 0405(m-q) - 42850
n DyD:ist
(m@T)YBA - ¢, 85(m q) €2445¢ I
(m3*?)BA L 91 85(m - q) - #4854
(m-(geq)PA - @205(m-q) €445¢
s(m-(qged )+ 4405(m q) 4857
®105(m-(qoq ) 4285(m-q) 4245

L
4L

But we can also have the following (also sound) form:

14
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mbEm Id m 1d
mP - epm ol (goeq)P+ @p(geq) ¢l
mBA - ¢,0pm 4 (qeq)PA+ 0405(qeq) :;R
((mBA)<q'ql)BA Fé,0pm-42485(qeq)
(m(a*0))BA L ¢, 85m - $445(q0q)
(m-(g0d)5* - $485m - $a85(qeq)
Os(m-(geq )" @48pm - ,85(qeq)
285(m-(qeq)) - 426pm-0185(qeq)

DyDist

L
4L

Here the rule DyDist is applied to the list (g e ¢’), treated as the concatenation of
the empty list ( ) and the list (q e ¢’).

Lemma 3.3 For every formula m and every context I', the sequent I';m F m is
derivable.

Lemma 3.4 The following Weakening and Contraction rules are admissible:

Al Em AlTlFm AT Em

N Al Fm ' AT Em Contr
Lemma 3.5 The AL, VL, AR, -L, DyR, 4L, and O4R rules are invertible.

Theorem 3.6 The following Cut rules are admissible:

'tm Am]Em’ OFq Alglkm
A Fm LrCu AGI - m  Dve

Proof. Strong induction on the rank of the cut, where the rank is given by the
pair: (size of cut formula m, sum of heights of derivations of premisses). This will
need some changes to replace Deltas by Lambdas

We classify the cases into two major groups: the first one for the dynamic cut
DyC'ut and the second one for the propositional cut PrCut.
(I) Reductions for admissibility of DyCut.

(i) Cuts where the second premiss is an instance of the rules of AlgDEL. This
case breaks down to two groups, when the cut formula is principal and when
it is not.

(a) The cuts in the principal cases can only be done with dynamic rules in the
second premiss. All of these propagate up by cutting with the assumption

of the rule.
e . R
'tm' qF¢ R
Cls TFm'-q
a g DyCut
I®Fm ¢
which transforms to the following, using the admissible Cut of action
logic:
OFq qk{
rem — org "
I®Fm' ¢ f

15
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e DyL
A([glm,T)4,m] = m/
©Fq  Al([glm, D) Fm'
A[([#0]m, T)®] F m/

DyCut

Here we have to replace the instance of © in the dynamic modality with
o0, which is the composition of all the items in ©. This cut transforms
to
©Fq  Al(lgm,I)%m] - m’
A[([#0]m,T)®,m] - m/
A[([e©]m, T)®] = m/

DyClut
DyL

e DyDist, there are two cases e.g. the cut formula can be the first context
O or the second one ©’. Consider the first one

N

OFq AT Fm
A[TOO)A] - m

DyDist
DyCut

which transforms to
OFq AT Fm

A[TOO M b
A[TOO)A] - m

DyCut
DyDist

The second case is reduced identically.
e ReArr is similar to DyDist.
(b) The cuts in the non-principal cases propagate up by cutting with the as-
sumption of the rule. These are all routine. Here is an example when the
second premiss is an instance of a propositional rule

Alg)[(Oam, T)*, m] - m/
OFgq Alg)[(Oam, D)4 = m/
A[O][(Tam, D)4 F m/

DAR
DyCut

which transforms to
OFqg A[q][(DAm,F)A, m] = m/

A[O][(Tam, )4, m] - m/
A[O)[(Tam, T)A] - m/

DyCut
O4R

Here is an example where the second premiss is an instance of a dynamic
rule

Algl[m"] - m"
OFq Alg)[m'-¢]+m"
D t
A’ - gTFm

16
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which transforms to
OFq Alg[m'?]Fm"

A[O][m/?| - m” '
A[O][m - ¢1Fm”

DyCut

(ii) Cuts where the first premiss is an instance of rules of action logic. These break
down to four groups:
(a) Principal cuts where the first premiss is an instance of 1L, Unit and Dist;
in these cases the cut propagates up by cutting with the assumptions of
these rules, as follows:

1L
X[lFgq 1L
S Fq AldbEm o o
AR m v
transforms to S[1Fq AlgFm DuCut
AR[TFm 0"
A m E
Dzist
»[04,01] F ¢ Dist
20,00 e " Adm
A[Z[(©,0)4] Fm ’
transforms to S04, 04 F ¢ Alg] -
: q Aglrm
A[Z[@A, @/AH Fm . DyCut
A[E[(@,@’)AH - Dist
Unait S[O]F
AL ni
SO e " Allkm
A - m !
transforms to S Algl
q grm
AR m YO
W Unait

(b) Principal cuts where the first premiss is an instance of a left rule; these
propagate up by cutting with the assumption of the rules, as follows:
e VI, and AL are routine.

e o],
g1, q2) F q
—————— oL
Elgreq g Alg] Fm
DyCut
AlX[gr e go]] Fm
transforms to . - Aldl -
1, 2] - q AlgfFm DyCut

AX[q1, o)) Fm .
AlX[q1 @ g2]] Fm

17
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* 4L B
(g4
1 " e4L
S[aqlF ¢ AlglFm DyCut
AX[@aq]] Fm
transforms to A ) )
Yt -q  AldTFm DyCut
AlZ[¢Y] Fm oL
AZ[@ag]] Fm A
° DAL
Ylgl-q

SOa g " Al Em
AZ[(Ca)] F ¢

DyClut
transforms to
ElglFqd AllEm
AlZ[g - ¢
AZ[(Ba)] F ¢
(¢) Non-principal cuts with right rules whose left rule is invertible, i.e. #4R,eR, VR;
here the size of the cut formula decreases, as follows:

DyCut

* VR is routine.
e oRR
O1Fq O2 F q2 R
O1e0Fqreq ' Algieg]t
A[@l ® @2] Fm

m DyCut

transforms to

Algr e g2] Fm

O1Fq  Alg,plFm

O2 - ¢2 Al©1, 2] Fm
A[@l,GQ] Fm
A[@l ® @2} Fm

InvelL
DyCut
DyClut

o/

* ¢4R

OFgq
—~ 1  ®.R
O dag T Al#aglFm

A[O4] Fm

DyCut

transforms to

Alag] - m
OFq AlgYFm
A[O4] Fm
(d) First premiss is an instance of O4R and AR, whose left rules are not
invertible; these need case analysis on the form of the second premiss.
Cases for AR are routine, so we deal with cases for O4R. These form two
groups: when the cut formula is principal and when it is not. In both cases
the cuts propagate up by cutting with the assumption of the rule. The
principal cuts are more interesting, so we only we present these here.

18
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‘R
Oltqg [ o TEm  Dagkq
O I Oyugq A I“:‘Aql—m/-q’DCt
I°+m' ¢ v

transforms to
©OF04¢ Oaqkd

Tk ord Cut
I+m' ¢ 1t
DyL
A Al([D I)P49, m] = m/
Otk | o AllCagm D ml
O F Oagq A[([ODagm,T)=49 Fm DuCiut
U
Al([#O]m, T)®] F ! Y
transforms to
OF Ouq A[([Daglm,T)PA%, m] - m/
sg_ Al(Oagim Dl b

A[([#0]m,T)®,m] - m/
A[([¢©]m,T)®] - m/

DyL

DuyDist, there are two cases: either ©’ contains the cut term, or ©” does
(where ©’,©" is the sequence of action items mentioned in the principal
item of the rule). Consider the first case:

04+ ¢ A[((DZBad?*)O")As] 1 gy
6 F Oug AT TA(TEEAd) A 1y
A[(FZ[G)],G)”)AS] Fom

DyDist
DyCut

which transforms to

Ok O4g A[(IC40")O" ]
aq  A[( )7 JkEm DyCut

A[(FQAS)@//AS] I— m
,, DyDist
AT ) A e Y

The second case is similar.
ReArr, there two cases: either © is the cut formula or © is. Consider
the first case:

A A[TP499T - m
ﬂ O4R [ 9], ReArr
OF Oaq A[(TPA9)® ] = m

- DyCut
A[(T®)®Fm

transforms to o
O©F O4q A[I7499T
A4 [, |£m DyCut
A[F@’e |Em

—= ™ pea
AT Fm

19
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(IT) Reductions for admissibility of PrCut. The AlgDEL calculus is obtained
by adding dynamic rules to the proposition-only calculus of [9]; so the cases here
are those of [9] together with the following:

(i) Principal cuts where the first premiss is an instance of dynamic rules.
(a) -R
r'=m OFq
I®r+m' ¢ X[m'-¢1Em”
N[O = m”

PrCut

transforms to

X[m' - ¢1Fm”
Chm' S
OF S[9 Fm” reut
DyCut
[ Em”

Almi] = m/ I
Alm-qFm' = Am/]+m"

A’[A[m dIF . PrCut
transforms to
AmilEm'  A'lm/|Fm”
NAm F O

A'[Alm - q)] Fm”
(¢) DyDist

A[(F@AS)GIAS] '_ m .
. DyDist
A[(T®O) 4] - m A'lm] Fm/

A PrCut
A'TAT @O )] !
transforms to
AT -m Allm] -/
T As PrCut
A'TA[T® ) = m ,
: DyDist
N[A[TOE)] o
(d) ReArr
A[LOO T+ m
o ReArr
AT® [ Fm A’[m]l—m’PCt
AA[T)O ) - m! e
transforms to )
AI®®TEm A'lm] = m/
PrCut

A[ATO)] - m!
A'AO ] - !

(ii) The first premiss is an instance of d4R rules and second premiss an instance
of one of the dynamic rules.

ReArr

20



DYCKHOFF AND SADRZADEH

(a) ‘R
A A0 m] Em/ O+
I'*Fm OuR [Bam] . / /Q‘R
I'E0Oam AOam|® Fm/ - q PrCut
AP Fm/ ¢ T

transforms to

'-0Oam A[Qam] = m/

AT Prout gy o .
AT Fm/ ¢ .
(b) DyR
A AlOamld Fm!
[~ Em A [ Am] /m/ DyR
FI—DAm A[DAm]I—[q]m PrC
A[TTF [q]m’ reut
transforms to
r+o AlOam]?d = m/
AT ,[ Am) m PrCut
AN?T Fm/ DuR
AT F [qm Y
(¢c) DyL
I'FOam AlOam][([¢1m!, TN, m'] = m”
o Al T )

A[L)[([q)m!, L), m'] = m”
A[T)[([q/]m!, 7)) = m”
(d) DyDist, there are two cases, when the cut formula O4m is in A and when

it is in I", the reduction for the first case is as follows, the reduction for
the second case is similar.

DyL

T4 Fm A[Oam][(T0")O ) - !

— " O n DyDiSt
CFOam 7 AQam|[(O)2) b m!
/ rou
A[F][(F’e’e )As] o/
transforms to
TFOam  AlOam][(T")9 - m!
A Bamll( ) PrCut

AT [(T7O*)O" b !
A[F][(F/@,GI)AS] o/

DyDist

(e) ReArr, there are two cases, when the cut formula O4m is in A and when
it is in I", the reduction for the first case is as follows, the reduction for
the second case is similar.

A[Om][["®9TFm
A[Dam][[° ] F m
NI

21
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transforms to
DHOam  A[Oam][[79€ ] Fm/
A[T][I®®] - m!
AL | - m!

PrCut

ReArr

(iii) The first premiss is an instance of DyR rules and second premiss is an instance
of all the rule. The cases here are almost identical to the cases in the previous
item when O4 R was the first premiss. We present two of them here.

(a) The second premiss is an instance of DyL

I'“Fm
'+ [gJm

DyR DyL

A'[(lg]m, I")9, m] = m/
( PrCut

A'[([gJm, )] = m/
A'[(T, )9 - m/

transforms to

'k [g]m A'[([q]m, T2, m] Em/
I'“Fm A'[(T, T2, m] = m/
A'[(T, T4, T = m/
A'[(T, T, (T, 1))+ m/
A'[(T, T = m

PrCut

PrCut

Wk

Contr

(b) The second premiss is an instance of DyDist. There are two cases, we
consider the one in which the cut formula [g]m is in A.

Ik m Allgm] ()
T fgm 2 Ao Fl
A[TJ[(TO9) 2] ko’ o
transforms to
Chldm  Allgdm[(O) " e

A" - !
A [F] KF/@,@’ )As] o/

DyD:ist

We finish by giving two of the reductions for the proposition-only case from [9],
to illustrate the argument. Note the use of ¢ 4Inv in the first. The second is one
of many cases where the first premiss is an instance of O4R.

(i) The first premiss is an instance of ¢4R.
I'Fm
R
I/, T4 - ¢4(m) \Z AT A(m)] F !
A, T4 E
22
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transforms to

A'[#a(m)| Em/ ol

nu

TFm AmAFm/ 4

N WkC“t

A, T4 F !
(ii) The first premiss is an instance of Oy R and the second an instance of O4L,
principal
e m A'[(T m, T4, m] - m/
—— O

I'FO4m alt A'[(Oam, T4 = m!

t
A'[(D,T)A] ! cu

transforms to

I'FOym A'[(Oam, T4, m] -/
r'4+m AT, T4, m] +m!
A'[(T, T4, TA] - m/
A'[(T, T)HA, (T, T4 - m!
A'[(T, T4+ m

Cut

Cut

Wk
Contr

4 Algebraic Semantics

4.1 Actions

Definition 4.1 Let A be a set, with elements called agents, as before. A lattice
monoid with adjoint modalities LMAM over A is both a bounded lattice (Q,V,A, T, 1)
and a unital monoid (@, 1, e, <) where o preserves joins, with two A-indexed families
{#a}taen: Q@ — Q and {04} aca: Q — Q of order-preserving maps, each 4 being
left adjoint to O 4. Thus, apart from the lattice axioms, the following hold, for all
7,4,9" € Q:

qe(qdVq')=(geq)V(geq') and (¢'Vd')eg=(qeq) V(¢ eq) (1)
gel=q and leg=gq (2)

g < ¢ implies 49 < #a¢’ (3)

q < ¢ implies O4q < Oaq’ (4)

$4g<q iff ¢<Oa¢ (5)

Proposition 4.2 In any LMAM the following hold, for all q,q' € Q:
23
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¢4(gVq) = ®aqV &ad (6)
DalgNAg) = DagADad (7)
®a(gNg) < ®ag A ad (8)
DaqV Oaq¢" < Da(gVd) (9)
Ol = 1 OuT =T (10)
qge (@' Ng") < (qgeq)N(geq") (11)
(NG )eq < (deq)N(q"eq) (12)
®404q < ¢ (13)

g < Talag (14)

Definition 4.3 An LMAM @ is multiplicative whenever ¢ 4 satisfies the following, for
all ¢,¢ € Q:

®4(geqd) < ®agedad (15)
1 <1 (16)
Proposition 4.4 In any multiplicative LMAM Q the following hold, for all q,q' € Q:
Dage0aqd < Dalgeq) (17)

1 < 0Oyl (18)

Let @) be a multiplicative LMAM over A. An interpretation of the action logic
(over A, and with set B of basic actions) in ) is a map [—]: B — Q. The meaning
of action terms is obtained by induction on the structure of the terms:

[a1 V@] =[al Viel, [aAel=I[alAlel, [aeql=Ia]elsl,
[®4q] = ®alq], [Cag] =Daldl,
[M1=7, [LI=41, []=1.
The meanings of items and of contexts are obtained by mutual induction on their
structure:

[q] = as above

Note that, since e is associative (but not necessarily commutative), the meaning
of a context © depends on its presentation as a list of items in a particular order.

A sequent © I ¢ is true in an interpretation [—] in @ iff [O] < [¢]; it is true in
Q iff true in all interpretations in @), and it is valid iff true in every multiplicative
LMAM.

Lemma 4.5 Let ©,0 be contexts with [O] < [O] and ¥ a context-with-a-hole.
Then
[x[e1] < [Z[e]]

Proof. Routine induction on the structure of ¥ (using also a similar result for
items-with-a-hole). O
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Theorem 4.6 (Soundness) Any derivable sequent is valid, i.e. © + q implies

[O] < [q] is true in any interpretation [—] of B in any multiplicative LMAM (over

A).

Proof. We show that the initial sequents of the sequent calculus are valid and that
the rules are truth-preserving.

e Axioms. These are routine.

e The right rules.

- AR, VR and eR are routine.
- #4R. We have to show

[0] <[g] implies [04] < [#4q]
Assume [O] < [¢], by monotonicity of #4 it follows that ¢4[0] < #4[q], by
definition of [—] this is equivalent to [©4] < [#4q].
- O4R. We have to show

[07] < [q] implies [O] < [Oq]

Assume [04] < [q], by definition of [—] this is equivalent to 44[0] < [q], by
property (5) of definition 4.1 this is equivalent to [O] < O4[q], equivalent to
[©] < [Baq] by definition of [—].

e The left rules. These are done by induction on the structure of ¥

- AL, VL and eL are routine.
- 44L. It is enough to show

[Z[#4d]] < [Sla™]
By definition of [—], we have [#.4¢] = [¢*], by lemma 4.5 we obtain [Z[#4q]] <

[=[g"]]-
- Oa4L. Tt is enough to show

[S[(049)"]] < [Slall
By definition of [~], we have [(04¢)4] = [#404q], from this and (13) in
proposition 4.2 it follows that [(04¢)4] < [q], hence by lemma 4.5 we obtain
[2[(Ca0)*]] < [2q]]-
- Dist. It is enough to show

[Z[(0,0)] < [£[e*, 0]

By definition of [—] and (15) in definition 4.3 we have
[(0,0)'] = #4[0,0] = #4([6] ¢ [O']) < #4[6] » #4[€']
By definition of [—], for the right hand side we have
¢4[0] » #4[0] = [07] o [0] = [0, 0]
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Hence, we obtain [(©,0")4] < [64,0'4]. From this by lemma 4.5 it follows
that [2[(©,0)4] < [Z[64,0'1]].

- Unit. It is enough to show

=[O < =[]
which is equivalent to the following by definition of [ ]
*1<1

This is true by (16) of definition 4.3.
a

Theorem 4.7 (Completeness) Any valid sequent is derivable, i.e. if [©] < [q]
for every multiplicative LMAM and every interpretation [—] therein, then © F q.

Proof. We follow the Lindenbaum-Tarski proof method of completeness (building
the counter-model). We show the following

(i)

The logical equivalence 22 defined as F- over the formulae of the logic is an
equivalence relation, i.e. it is reflexive, transitive (by the admissibility of Cut),
and symmetric.

The order relation < defined as - on the above equivalence classes is a partial
order, i.e. reflexive, transitive and anti-symmetric.

The operations A, V, e, 44, and O4 on the above equivalence classes (defined
in a routine fashion) are well-defined. To avoid confusion with the brackets of
the sequents, i.e. X[©’], we occasionally drop the brackets of the equivalence
classes and for example write ¢ 4q for [¢4q].

(a) For #4lq] := [#4q] we show

[a] 2 [q] = [#44] = [#47]
The proof tree of one direction is as follows, the other direction is identical

q-d
Ve YV
L JVAK U4

R
4L

(b) For O4[q] := [Daq| we show

[q]

The proof tree of one direction is as follows, the other direction is identical

I

[¢'] = [Daq] = [0ad]

qFdq¢
(OaQ)* ¢
Oaq F Oaqd

OuL
O4R

(¢c) Similarly for [g1] A [g2] :== [¢1 A 2], [@1] V [q2] := [¢1 V q2] and [q1] @ [¢2] :=
[q1 ® g2].
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(iv) The equivalence classes and their corresponding operations form a multiplica-
tive lattice monoid. To show this, we prove properties of definition 4.1 in our
logic.

(a) Proof trees for properties of meet and joint are routine.

(b) The proof tree for one direction of the first half of (1) is as follows (instances
of Id refer to lemma 3.3). Proof trees for the other direction and the other
half are similar.

Id
o R

quId q’Fq’fjfz quId " +q"

.4 qeqd y ,4"-qeq” VR
7,4 - (qeq)V(geq") ¢,q" = (qgeq)V(geq") UL
4, (V") (qgeq)V(geq")
go (V) (ged)Viged") "

(c) Proof trees for the first half of (2) are as follows, second half is proved

similarly.
pyup Id
q,ll—qlL ﬁlR 7q}_quR
qgellgq ¢ ghFqel y
(d) Proof trees for (3) and (4), i.e. order preservation of ¢4 and 04 are as
follows ) -
qtq qq
— 5 R ——— ——, 0aL
ek ZUB (Qag)* - d LR
| FU YU Oagt Oag
(e) Proof trees for (5), i.e. the adjunction between ¢4 and Oy are as follows
'_ O / '_ /
inA? Oalnv "Zqi? ®4lnv
" Fq oL ¢ Fq OAR
¢aqq qF Oaq

(f) The proof tree for (15) is as follows

Id
R

R

abe ' L AT

Foag ¢ ead
g%, q - 4q0 4aq
(¢,4)* - 4aq 0 #ad
(ged) - #aqe ®ad

X OLK JUEX FY4

ol
4L

(g) The proof tree for (16) is as follows

— 1R

F1 )

<>A|_1Umt
1L

141
oAl 1 $aL
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4.2  Propositions

Definition 4.8 Let A be a set, with elements called agents. A DLAM over A is a
bounded distributive lattice (L, A, V, T, L) with two A-indexed families {44} aca: L —
L and {O4}4eca: L — L of order-preserving maps, with each 4 4 left adjoint to Oy,
ie. #a(l) < U iff 1 < Ou(l).

Definition 4.9 A multiplicative LMAM @ acts on a DLAM L (with the same sets of
agents) whenever we have two pointwise order-preserving maps _- : L X Q — L
and [].: Q x L — L, with — - ¢ left adjoint to [¢]—, i.e. - ¢ <1 iff | <|[q]l', and
moreover the following hold for all [ € L,q,q1,q2 € Q and A in A:

(o) = (-q) q (19)
1-1 =1 (20)
$a(l-q) < #al-0ag (21)

Proposition 4.10 Whenever a multiplicative LMAM Q) acts on a DLAM L, the fol-
lowing hold, for all l,l; in L and q,q; in Q:

(livi)-q = (li-q)V(l2-q) 22
gl (liNl2) = ]ll/\[]Q 23
l.g = L qlT 24

([q)0) -

INIA
©
=)

[q1 ® qo]

1]

Let @ be an LMAM acting on a DLAM L and [~]9 an interpretation of the set
of terms of the action logic (over a set B of basic actions) in @, as defined in the
previous subsection. An interpretation of the set M of formulae of the propositional
logic (over a set At of atoms) in L is given by a map [—]: At — L; extension to an
interpretation of formulae is obtained by induction on the structure of the formulae:

[q
[
q [
l [
l [
l l

28

A~~~ /N /N /—~ — —~
[\]
t

S N e e e N N

[ma v ma] = [[ml]] Vma],  [miAma] = [ma] Ame],
[®4(m)] = ®a([m]), [Cam] = Balm],
[T1=7, [LI=
[m-q] = [m]-[a]®  llglm] = [[al®][m] -
Given the meaning of action items and contexts as defined in the previous subsec-

tion, the meanings of propositional items and contexts are obtained as elements of
L by mutual induction on their structure as follows:

[m] = as above

[T4] = #.4([T])

[T] =[] HGHQ
[, L] =[0] A A L]

[0]=T
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Theorem 4.11 (Soundness) Any derivable sequent is valid, i.e. T' = m implies
[T] < [m] is true in any interpretation [—] in any DLAM L acted upon by any LMAM
Q (for given sets A of agents, B of basic actions and At of atoms).

Proof. The technique is the same as that used in the previous subsection; a
summary of proofs of soundness of dynamic rules are as follows, full proofs of
propositional-only rules has been presented in previous work [9].

* -L immediately follows from the definition of [m4].

e -R, follows from order-preservation of - and definition of [I'®].

e DylL, follows from property 25 in proposition 4.10 and definition of meet.

e DyR, follows from definition of adjunction from definition 4.8 and that of meet.

e DyDist, follows from property 21 of definition 4.9.

ReArr, follows from property 19 of definition 4.9.

Theorem 4.12 (Completeness) Any valid sequent is derivable, i.e. if [I'] < [m]
for every DLAM L acted upon by any LMAM Q) and every interpretation [—] therein,
then ' = m.

Proof. We show that the Lindenbaum-Tarski (LT) algebra of the syntax of the
AlgDFEL logic forms a DLAM on which the LT algebra of the syntax of Action logic
acts. That the LT algebra of propositional-only part of AlgDEL forms a DLAM has
been shown in [9], it is routine to define well-defined dynamic operations of m - ¢
and [g]m on equivalence classes over the logical consequence relation. It remains to
show that these satisfy the axioms of definition 4.9. The proof trees for meet and
join are routine. Note that the rules for - and its right adjoint are exactly the same
as those for ¢ 4 and O 4, so order-preservation and adjunction follow identically. the
proof trees for property 19 are:

I
ml—mId ql—qu .y . ql—qu P, ;iz
mitm-q ' q+-q R mkEm ¢, ¢ Fqeq ¢
mN = (m-q)-d ma? = m-(qged '
(( )? (m-q)-q DyDist / (qeq) Redrr
(mP) F(m-q) ¢ . (m9? Fm-(qeq) .
/ ° / :
ma* = (m-q) - ¢ (m-q)? Fm-(qeq)
m-(qgeq)t(m-q)-¢ (m-q)-¢'Fm-(qeq)
The proof trees for property 20 are:
ml—mId
1L —
m!+Fm I ml—mld l—lfl}];
m-1Fm mbEm-1
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The proof tree for property 21 is

mbEm Id Id
mA - #am $aR g - #aq
(MDA - €4m - $aq '
(m-q)* - #am - #aq
a(m-q) - ®am - #aq

DyDist

L
oL

d

We conclude this section by relating to previous work [1,7]. The algebraic se-
mantics developed there was referred to as an Epistemic System. The pair of an
LMAM @ and the DLAM M on which it acts (M, Q) is a pre-Epistemic system. These
are finite versions of Epistemic Systems, and, as spelled out in detail in [7], their
completion yields an Epistemic System in which they faithfully embed.

5 Interpretation and Assumptions

The interpretation of propositional and action connectives are the usual ones: A,V
for conjunction and disjunction on propositions and non-deterministic choice and
parallel composition for actions, 1 stands for the skip action in which nothing hap-
pens. The dynamic connectives [g]m and m - ¢ stand for the weakest precondition
and strongest postcondition, the former is often read as “after action g proposition
m holds”. As for the epistemic modalities, we follow previous work [1,7] and read
¢4 as the appearance to agent A of a proposition (or an action), and 04 as the
belief of agent A about a proposition (or an action).

Each epistemic protocol has assumptions about atomic actions and facts (i.e.
atomic propositions) involved in the protocol and the uncertainty of agents about
these. For each atomic action o, there is a kernel proposition k to which the action
cannot apply, i.e. k- o will lead to L 2. The atomic actions that we consider are
epistemic, in that they do not change facts of the world. So an atomic action o
has no effect on a proposition p, i.e. if p is true before the action, it will stay true
after it, in other words p - o  p. Finally, each agent A has some uncertainty about
each atomic proposition p (and action o); these, following the approach of [2], are
all the propositions (or actions) that appear to A as true (or as happening in case
of actions) when in reality p is true (or o is happening). So we have one or more
assumptions of the form “appearance to agent A of fact p is proposition n” and
“appearance to agent A of action o is the term w”. In the case of actions, these
would for instance, enable us to encode honest and dishonest public and private
announcements. To model these extra information, we add the following rules to
our calculus

AlLlFm Alp] - m Aln"]Fm

Alk-o] - m Ber m Fact Al F m

Nl R Appa
Alp?] =

2 These model co-preconditions, where in DEL [2] a precondition is the proposition to which the action
can apply.
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Lemma 5.1 Addition of the assumption rules preserves admissibility of Contrac-
tion and Weakening and the invertibility of rules.

Theorem 5.2 Addition of the assumption rules preserves admissibility of the propo-
sitional and dynamic Cut rules.

Proof. For the propositional cut, we check three cases for each assumption rule,
when the rule is principal and when it is one of the many cases of D4R and DyR
rules. The second premiss of the dynamic cut can only be an instance of Fact or
App 4; the former cut permutes with Fact, and for the latter we do a case analysis
on the action premiss.

(i) Ker principal
AlLlFm
Alk - o]l Fm A'lm] = m/
AN[A[k-o]] Fm/

Ker

PrCut

transforms to
AlLlFm  A'lm]+=m/ Prc
NAL F rCut
ANAk-o]|Fm/

(ii) Fact principal

transforms to
Alp] +m A'lm] = m/

A'[A[p]] Fm/

A'A?]] =

(iii) Appa is principal
Aln™] = m
Al F m A[m] Fm’
A'[A[(p) )] !

transforms to
Aln®IEm  Allm]Em/

A'[A[RY]] Fm/
AAPA E !

(iv) First premiss is an instance of 4R, second is one of Ker

PrCut
Appa

T4+ m A[DAm][J_] Fm/

———— OyR ; Ker

IF'FOam A[Oam][k - o] Fm Prc
ATk - o] F rCut
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transforms to
I't-0am A[O m][L] Fm/

A[T)[L] Fm/
Ak ol Em/

(v) First premiss is an instance of 04 R, second is one of Fact

PrCut

er

TA+m A[DAm] [p] Fm/
TFOgm A7 A[Dam][p°] F m/
A[T[po] = m/

transforms to

(vi)

(vii) First premiss is an instance of O 4R, second is one of App

A[O m][n"] = m/

I'“Fm A
— [0 PPA
TFOam A% AjDam][(ph)") F
v PrCut
A[(p*)" ] Fm/
transforms to
T+Oym AIO  m|[n¥] Fm/
A [Dam][n”] PrCut

A[T)[n™] = m/
A((ph)7"] F
(viii) Cases for when the first premiss is an instance of DyR and the second one is
one of Ker, Fact, App are identical.

Appa

Cases for the dynamic cut are left as an exercise. a

6 Applications

Consider a simple coin-toss protocol, when, in front of agents B and C, agent A
tosses a coin and covers it in his palm, then takes a look and makes an honest public
announcement that it is heads up. We have A = {A, B,C}, At = {H, T}, for Heads
and Tails, the kernel of the honest public announcement, denoted by H!, is T" and
it appears as it is to all the agents, whereas initially both H and T appear as HVT
to the agents. So, as assumption rules, for p € At, X € A we have

A[L]Fm Aplem A[(H v T)"T]Em
AT-HFm Ker AP Fm T Al(p®) ] F m
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As an example of a derivation, we show that if the coin is heads up then after this
announcement B believes that the coin is heads and also that C' believes this too.

arua Tru
T act ———— Ker
HE'v-H TR H
(HvT)H' - H A
————— Appc
H)T P H
- _ ylis —— 1L
arm ? Tt (HIYC + H TrooH
Fact Ker —— UckR a5 Ker
HE'vH THH HH'v0cH TH' - 0cH
(HvD)H' '+ H (HvTYH' - 0.H
B Appp —— Appp
(HP) - H , (HBYH'™ FoOcH .
W DyD’LSt ? DyD’LSt
(HEYEB - H (HEYB - ogH "
A

(HEYB - HAOcH
HH'-0Op(HAOgH)
Ht [H|Og(HAOcH)

OgR
DyR

If, instead of an honest public announcement, A had publicly lied that the coin
was tails and B and C' did not expect this and still thought that this was an
honest announcement, then by the exact same derivation steps and a different set
of appearance and kernel assumption rules, we could have proved the same thing.
Denoting the public lying by T, the assumptions for this version of the protocol
are as follows:

A[L]Fm (HVT)™ Fm
AH-THFm o AT Fm

(HVT)Tt Fm

A
AN Em

Appxe(B,c}

Similarly, if A had made an honest private announcement to B, an action denoted
by H!p, and it appeared to C that nothing, i.e. the unit action 1, had happened,
we would have the following assumption rules for appearances:

A[(HVT)*'B] Fm A[HVTFm
B\(H!p)P Apps C\(H!p)C
A[(HBYH'B)7] = m A[(HC)H'B)"] - m

Appc

If C' suspected this announcement by thinking either that nothing happened or that
A announced “heads” to B, the appearance assumption for C' would change to

Al(H vV T)VH'E Fm
A[HC)H'B ] b m

Appc

7 Summary and future work

Thus, the algebraic ideas about dynamic epistemic logic from [1,7] may be re-
presented in terms of a cut-free but complete sequent calculus, albeit one with
a complex but powerful notation and rules admitting substantial non-determinism
in root-first proof search. Nevertheless, and in contrast (we believe) to the alge-
braic approach of [1,7], this sequent calculus should be the basis of implementation
allowing automated reasoning about suitable encodings of situations and protocols
involving both epistemic operators and actions. Suitable refinements of the calculus,
addressing issues such as termination and backtracking, have yet to be developed.
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