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Abstract of view. This is a strong idealization because very often
in everyday life, events take time: “a tub is being filled”,
“Ann is going to her office”, “a computer program is run-
ning”...In that case we might talk of processes instead
of (lasting) events, although we will use the general term
event throughout the paper. Besides, the BMS language can
only express statements about what is true before or after
an event occurs and nathile an event is occurring. More-
over, it can neither express that an event is currently oc-
curring nor express some static properties about the world
together with the fact that an event is occurring, such as:
“the tub is not fulland it is being filled”. Actually these
kinds of statement are widespread in natural languages, and
it seems natural to expect from a logical framework to be
able to express them if one wants for example to formally
represent a given situation or talk in an abstract way about
ongoing computation processes and programs.

The insightof the BMS logical framework (pro-
posed byBaltag,Moss andSolecki) is to repre-
sent how an event is perceived by several agents
very similarly to the way one represents how a
static situation is perceived by them: by means
of a Kripke model. There are however some dif-
ferences between the definitions of an epistemic
model (representing the static situation) and an
event model. In this paper we restore the sym-
metry. The resulting logical framework allows,
unlike any other one, to express statements about
ongoingevents and to model the fact that our per-
ception of events (and not only of the static situa-
tion) can also be updated due to other events. We
axiomatize it and prove its decidability. Finally,
we show that it embeds the BMS one if we add Besides, this idealization precludes the logical study of
common belief operators. important properties of the dynamics of beliefs. In-
deed, it hides the fact that the agents’ beliefs about
events/processegand not only about the static situation,
Dynamic epistemic logic deals with the issue of representzan also change over time due to other events (in which
ing from a logical point of view the beliefs of several agentsthey are temporally included). For example, assume that
(about a given situation) and how these beliefs chang@\nn and Bob do not know whether tub 1 or tub 2 is being
over time as new events occur [van Ditmarsch et al., 2007]jled. This (lasting) event can be described by a first event
One of the most influential framework in this field model. Now assume that one privately tells Bob that tub 1
has been proposed by Baltag, Moss and Solecki (is actually being filled. This new event triggers an update
which we refer by the term BMS, [Baltag etal., 1998, of the initial eventso that Bob knows that tub 1 is being
Baltag and Moss, 2004]). Their insight is to represent thgjjled whereas Ann still does not know whether tub 1 or tub

agents’ beliefs about an event occurring completely sim- s peing filled. Formally, as we will see, this creates a
ilarly to the way the agents’ beliefs about the static situ-king of hierarchy among events.

ation are represented: by means of a Kripke model. The ) ) . )

then propose an update operation between these two KripkEh® @im of this paper is to give a formal account of these
models (one representing the initial situation and one repre?he€nomena by extending and refining the BMS framework,
senting the event) which yields a new Kripke model repre-2nd to propose a unified language which can express state-
senting the agents’ beliefs about the situation after the evedfieénts of the kind above. The paper is organized as fol-
has taken place. However, the events considered there ai@vs- In Section 1, we briefly recall and review the BMS

assumed to be instantaneous, at least from a fopoiat framework. In Section 2, we propose a new definition of
event models together with a simple and natural language

“The proofsof this paper can be found at the following ad- for them. In Section 3, we propose a generic product up-

dress:http://publications.uni.lu/record/2457/ date between event models which generalizes the BMS up-
files/ TARK2009BIS.PDF.
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dateproduct. In Section 4, we propose a general dynamic
language that can express statements about the situation as
well as the current events occurring in this situation. We
then axiomatize it and show that the BMS system can be
embedded in our framework if we add common belief op-
erators. Finally, in Section 5 we compare our framework
with related works and notably with process logics.

1 The BMS framework

Figurel: ‘tub’ example.(M°, w?)

a

Let ® be a finite set of propositional letters also called
atomic facts and lef7 be a finite set of agents.

Epistemic modelsare tuples of the ford/ = (W, R, V), ®x £ — LandR : G — 2V are functions.
whereWV is a non-empty set of possible worlds,: ® —  When we haveb € R;(a) thenthe occurrence ot is
9W avaluation andR : G — 2W*W assignsan ac- perceived by agent as being possibly the occurrence of
cessibility relation to each agent. We wrigy = R(j) b. Informally, Pre(a) is the precondition that a world
andR;(w) = {w' € W | R;(w,w')}. When we have must fulfill so that possible event can take place in this
v € R;j(w) thenin world w agent; considers worldy as ~ World. For examplePre(a) = T means that event
being possible. The epistemic language for epistemic modc@n take place in any worldPost(p,a) specifies which

els is defined as follows: conditions a possible world should fulfill so that propo-
sitional letterp is true in the resulting world after event
L:pu=p|lap|oANeg|Bjp|Cap a has occurred (this function was originally introduced

. in [van Benthem et al., 2006, van Ditmarsch et al., 2005]).
wherep rangesover ® andj overG. B;y reads'agents  However, note that unlike epistemic models, there is no val-

Jj believesy’ and Cg¢ readsit is common belief among  yation and also no (natural) language for event models to
the agents7 that ¢ is true’. The degree of a formula describe and talk about events.
without common beliefleg(y) is defined inductively as )
usuall Thetruth conditions for this language are defined Product update. Given M = (W,R,V) and A =
inductively as follows. Letw € W. M,w = p iff (Ele, {37“6; Post), their product updateM ® A =
w e V(p), M,w = —piff not M,w = ; M,w = ¢ Ay (W_,R , V') is an epistemic r_nodel describing _the new sit-
iff M,w = ¢ and M,w = ¢; M,w = Bje iff for uat!on after t_he event described Byoccurred in the sit-
allv € Rj(w) M,v = ¢, Myw = Cge iff for all uation described by/. The new set of possible worlds
. is W' = {(w,a) | M,w = Pre(a)}, the new valuation

UNS (U Rj> (w) M,v |= ¢.2 See[Faginetal., 1995] is V'(p) = {(w,a) | M,w [ Post(p,w)}, and the new

jea accessibility relation is defined by, b) € R;(w,a) iff

NS Rj(w) andb ¢ Rj(a).

Example 1.1. (‘tub’ example)Assume there are two tubs o
and two agents Ann and Bob. They both know that at least " BMS language Lpas(A) is inspired from the
one tub isnot full but they do not know which one and ©One of Propositional Dynamic Logic (PDL) [Pratt, 1976,
this is even common belief. Tub 2 is actually full but tub Harel etal., 2000] and takes as argument an event model
1 is not. This situation is depicted in the epistemic model4- Itis just the epistemic one enriched with a new modal-
(MO, w?) of Figure 1. The boxed world)® representshe 1ty [4, aly which reads “after any execution of eventy
actual world. The accessibility relations are represented b tru€’. Its truth condition is as follows:
arrows indexed by (standing forAnn) or B (standing for
Bob). The propositional letter® (resp.q®) stands for ‘tub

for details.

M,w = [A,ap iff

2 (resp. tub 1) is full’. So we hava/®, w° = Cg(—p° Vv M, w = Pre(a) implies M ® A, (w,a) = ¢
—q°): ‘itis common belief among Ann and Bob that at least
one tub is not full’. < Note that the event model, which a priori is a semantic

o ] ) object, is given in the very definition of the syntax of the

Event modelsare very similar to epistemic models and language.
are of the formA = (E,R, Pre, Post), where E is
a finite and non-empty setPre : E — L, Post :
—_— ) 2 Languages for event models

deg(p) = 0,deg(~p) = deg(p),deglp N @) =
maz{deg(p),deg(¢)}, deg(B;p) = deg(p) + 1. . . .

2If Ris a relation, we defing?* (w) = {v| there isw In this section we are going to restore the symmetry be-
Wi, . .., wn = v suchthatw; Rw;41}. tween epistemic and event models.
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2.1 Syntax and we assume in this paper that it is a rooted tree with

root O. <
Let ®°,..., ®" befinite and disjoint sets of propositional
letters. Note that because the atomic eventbbfaresupposed to
Definition 2.1. Leti € {0,...,N}. The languagel’ is  describe a particular type of eveitwe assume that their
definedinductively as follows preconditions should deal with the same type of evefair
R o Ao | Bol with properties of the world) described by souf. If this
et u=pt et @A Bl is not the case then the sbt shouldbe split up in subsets

wherep’ rangesover & and;j over G. (B;)¢" abbreiates  each dealing with a more specific type of event.

-B,;—¢'. E¢' abbreviates A B,y and E"' is defined _ _
i v jé\c g v Moreover, the occurrence of atomic events might change

inductively by E%p' = ¢ and E"tlyt = EE"p!. We  thetruth value of some atomic facts or of some other atomic
also notel! = {y’ € L’ | deg(¢?) < n} andby notation, ~events. For instance, the occurrence of the atomic event
o e Liforalli € {0,...,N}. g'="tub 1 is being filled’ affects the atomic fagf="tub 1

is full’: after the occurrence af!, the atomic fact® istrue.
Likewise, pressing on a buttdnmight trigger the filling of

tub 2 (even if tub 1 is already being filled). So after the oc-
currence of the atomic event='"Ann presses buttobi the
atomic evenp'="tub 2 is being filled’ is true. This leads us
to introduce a postcondition function which specifies some
sufficientconditions for a propositional letter to be true in
case an atomic event occurs.

The propositional letterg’ € @' for i« > 1 are called
atomic eventgof types) and the propositional lettegd
oY arecalledatomic facts <

Language£® correspondgo the classical epistemic lan-
guagecLe of Section 1 (without common belief). The other
languagesC? for i > 1 areused to describe (types of)
events. Atomic eventg’ for i > 1 describeevents, just
as atomic factg® describestatic properties of the world. Definition 2.3. For all i ¢ {1,...,N} and k ¢

For examplep' = ‘Ann shows her red card to Bobp?  {0,..., N} such thatPre(i) = k, we define a function

= ‘one truthfully announces that tub 2 is being filled®  Post(i, k) : ®* x ® — L. Post(i, k) is abusively writ-

= ‘Claire is observing Ann observing Bob opening the ten Post. <«
box'...Generally, atomic events are of the form ‘something

is happening’, ‘somebodys doing something’ whereas Post(p*, p') is a sufficient conditiorbeforethe occurrence
atomic facts are of the form ‘something has this static propof p’ for p* to be true after the occurrence gf. So in the
erty’. Besides, the occurrence of these atomic events mightib example Post(¢°,p') = T and Post(p°, p*) = p° ,
change some properties of the world, unlike atomic factswherewe recall thap®=‘tub 2 is full'.

The negation-p® of an atomic evenp’ shouldbe inter-

preted as ‘the atomic evept is not occurring’. However, 22 Semantics

this does not mean that another ‘opposite’ event is neces-

sarily occurring. We are now ready to define a semantics for this hierarchy

Moreover, these atomic events might have preconditions(.)f languages.

For example, the precondition that ‘Ann shows her redDefinition 2.4. Leti € {0,...,N}. A Li-modelM' is a
card to Bob’ p') is that ‘Ann has the red cardrg): triple M* = (W*, R*, V") suchthat
Pre(p') = r4. The precondition that ‘one truthfully an-

nounces that tub 2 is being filleghq) is that ‘tub 2 is being e Wi isa non-empty set of possible worlds;

filled’ (p'): Pre(p?) = p'. The precondition that ‘Claire is

observing Ann observing Bob opening the box)is that e R : G — 2W'*W' assignsan accessibility relation
‘Ann is observing Bob opening the box*{) whose precon- to each agent;

dition is that ‘Bob is opening the boxi{): Pre(r3) = r?

andPre(r?) = r'. Note thatin these last two examplesthe o Vi : @i — 2" assignsa set of possible worlds to
preconditions of (atomic) events are also events. This mo-  each propositional letter.

tivates our introduction of different types of events and this

alsq leads us to mtro_duce a precondition function WhlchWe writew® € M
assigns to every atomic evepitaformula of £*, for some
k # 1.

Definition 2.2. Pre: ®'U...U®Y — £°U...ULNis  Soa/fi-modelis just an epistemic model where the set of
afunction such that for all > 1, there is a uniqué # ¢ propositional letters i?. The truth conditions are also
such that for alp’ € &%, Pre(p’) € L". identical to the ones of epistemic logic:

In that case, we (abusively) writ€re(i) = k ori €  Definition 2.5. Leti € {0,...,N}. Let M' bea L'-
Pre=*(k). So ({0,...,N}, Pre~!) is a directed graph model,w’ € M® andy® € L' M% w' = ¢ is defined

for w' € W and(M?*,w?) is called a
pointed£-model. <
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inductively as follows:

Mt w' = pt iff w' e V(p?)

Mt w' = —pt iff not M w' = ¢

M w' =t Ayt iff MY wt = ¢! and M w? = o
Mt w' = Bt iff forall v’ € Rj(w?), M%, v |= ¢

We write M? |= ¢! when M, w' |= ¢ for all w* € M?,
andE=? ! whenfor all £i-modelM?, M* = ¢t <

Sothe L£i-modelsare free of the precondition and postcon-

dition functionsPre and Post that were present in the def-
inition of event models. However, givenZi-model M*

andw® € M*, we can get back the usual preconditions andone.

postconditionsPre(w?) and Post(p, w*) of event models:
Definition 2.6. Leti € {1,..., N}, k = Pre(i) andp* €

®F. Let M' bea £i-modelandw® € M*. Pre(w') and
Post(p*,w?) aredefined as follows.

e Pre(w') = N{Pre(p?) | M*,w' = p'};
V{Post(p*,p') | M*, w' |= pi}_

if Mt w' = p* for somep’ € ®°
p* otherwise.

e Post(p®,w') =

<

For Pre(w'), we take the conjunction of the relevant
Pre(p')s because these areecessaryconditions for the
possible eventw® to take place. On the other hand,
for Post(p*,w') we take the disjunction of the relevant
Post(p*, p')sbecause these asefficientconditions forp*

to be true after the occurrence of. Besides, ifw® is the
event where nothing happens, i, w! = —p* for all

p' € @, then the truth values of thes should not change.

Finally we introduce a particular kind ad’-modelwhich
will be used in Section 4. Fare {1,..., N}, we define
M0 = ({w"0}, RYO Vi) where Vi?(pt) = @ for all
p' € @, andR}’ (w?) = {w"} forall j € G. SoM*?

Theorem 2.8 ([Fagin et al., 1995]) Leti € {0,...,N}.
Forall ' € £t = ¢t iff - o' BesidesL' is decidable.

2.4 Examples

Example 2.9. (‘card’ example)This example shows that
possible events of event models can be the combination of
more elementary atomic events. Assume Ann, Bob and
Claire play a card game with three cards: a red one, a
green one and a yellow one. They have only one card
and they only know the color of their cards. Ann has
the red card, Bob the green card and Claire the yellow
Then Ann and Bob show their card privately to
each other in front of Claire who therefore does not know
which card they show to each other. We model this exam-
ple by introducing the atomic fac®® = {AhR, AhG,
ALY, BhR, BhG,BhY} and the atomic event®! =
{AsR, AsG, BsG, BsG}. AhR stands for ‘Ann has the
Red card’ AhG for ‘Ann has the Green card',. .. and so on.
AsR stands for ‘Ann shows her Red car®sG stands for
‘Bob shows his Green card’,...and so dfre(1) = 0 and
Pre(AsR) = AhR, Pre(AsG) = AhG, Pre(BsG) =
BhG, Pre(BsG) = BhG. Finally, Post(p°,p') = p° for

all p° € ®° andp! € @' becausehese atomic events do
not change atomic facts of the world (also calégastemic
eventsn [Baltag and Moss, 2004]). The event of Ann and
Bob showing privately their card to each other in front of
Claire is depicted in Figure 2.

w}: AsR, BsG S v!: AsG, BsR
) W)
AB.C AB.C

Figure2: Ann and Bob show their cards to each other pri-
vately in front of Claire.

Applying Definition 2.6, we then obtain the usual pre-
conditions and postcondition®re(w?) = Pre(AsR) A

representshe event whereby nothing happens and this isPre(Bsg) = AhR A BhG; Pre(v') = Pre(AsG) A

common belief among the agents.

2.3 Axiomatization

The axiomatization for the class @f-modelsis the same
as the one for epistemic models.

Definition 2.7. Leti € {0,...,N}. The logicL® for the

languageC? is defined by the following axiom schemes and Pre(1) = 0 andPre(2) = 1. Pre(

inference rules. We write’ o' for o' € L".

Taut  All propositional axiom schemes and
, inference rules
K F Bj(¢* = ') — (Bjy' — Bjy')

- foralljeG
Nec' If ¢ ¢ithen ! By’ forallj € G

<
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Pre(BsR) = AhGABhR; Post(p,w}) = Post(p,v') =
pforallp € ®°. <

Example 2.10. (‘tub’ example) Let ®° = {p° ¢"},
ol = {pl ¢'}, ®* = {p?}. p° standsfor ‘tub 2 is
full’ and ¢° for ‘tub 1 is full’. p' standsfor ‘tub 2 is be-
ing filled’ and ¢' for ‘tub 1 is being filled’. p? stands
for ‘one truthfully announces that tub 1 is being filled'.
p') = —p°, Pre(q') =
-¢°. Pre(p?) = ¢'. We havePost(p°,pt) = T,
Post(q°,q') = T andPost(p°, ¢*) = p°, Post(q°,p') =

q°. We also havePost(pt, p?) = p* and Post(q!,p?) =
q'. In Figure 3 (up) is depicted thé'-model (M*, w})
representinghe event whereby tub 1 is being filled but the
agents do not know wether it is tub 1 or tub 2 which is be-
ing filled: M wl = ¢' A (Ba(g! < —p*) A (Ba)p' A
(Ba)g') N(Bg(q" < —p') A (Bp)p' A(Bg) ¢'). In Fig-



wl g, —pt we vl =gt pt Example 3.2. (‘tub’ example) In Figure 4 is depicted
’ @) the product update of the modéls/*, w; ) and (M?, w7)
AB AB (up) and (M*,w!) and (M?,w?) (down) of Figure
3. So we have(M',w}) @ (M?,w?) E (¢8 A
AB Bpq') A (Ba(g" < —p') A (Ba)p* A (Ba)g') A
By (Bp(q* <> —p') A (Bp)p' A (Bgp)q¢'): Bob knows
w? : p? | that tub 1 is being filled whereas Ann does not know
whether tub 1 or tub 2 is being filled and believes that
Bob does not know neither. We also haf@/!, w}l) ®
(M? ,w?) = ¢* ABag' A Bgq': both Ann and Bob know
that tub 1 is being filled. <

,U2 . _‘p2

U

A,B

Figure 3: (up) One of the tubs is being filleth/!, w}); TR .
(downleft) one privately informs Bob that tub 1 is being (Ya 9P I~ 77,P
filled (M?2,w?) and(down righ) one publicly announces A
that tub 1 is being filled M2, w?"). A8 4.8

—p
H H 2 2 2 U
ure 3 (down lef} is depicted theC*-model (M*, w?) rep- A,B
resentingthe event where one privately informs Bob that B
tub 1 is being filled, Ann suspecting nothing about it. So ()
we haveM? w? = p? A Bgp? A Ba—p? whichsomehow = [(w;, w?) : g, ﬁpl”‘
defines formally the notion of privacy: something happens ’A
and agenB knows it but agentd believes it does not hap- Al \
pen. In Figure 3 down righd is depicted theC2-model 11 11
2! 2! . . N q y —|p - —|q ’p
(M= ,w?Z) representinghe event where one publicly in . A,B
forms Ann and Bob that tub 1 is being filled. So we have &) U

M? w? = p? A Bap® A Bgp? which somehow defines
formally the notion of publicness: something happens and
everybody knows it happens.

<
w, 1 ¢t —p' s gt p! ® wy 9
3 A generic product update W)

As we said in the introduction, because the events we con-
sider might be processes, it is quite possible that an event _ [( L w2 : gt ﬁpq
represented by\/* be updated by another event repre- o
sented byM®. This gives rise to a generic product update
betweenZ:-modelswhose definition is very similar to the
BMS one of Section 1. Figure4: (up) Product update for the private announcement
Definition 3.1. Leti € {1,...,N} andk = Pre(i). toBob thattub 1 is being filleddpwn) Product update for
Let M? = (W' R}, Vi w!) bea pointedLi-modeland  the public announcement that tub 1 is being filled.

MF = (WF RF V¥ wk) bea pointedC*-modelsuch that

M* wk = Pre(w!). We define the pointed*-model

(M* wF) @ (M, wi) = (W', R, V' w) asfollows.

a

A,B

4 A general language
1. W= {(wk,w?) | M*, w* = Pre(w')};

2. (vF,v) € R;-(w",wi) iff ok < Rf(w’“) andvi € Definition 4.1. The languageC is defined inductively as

P follows.
R (w');
3. V/(p*) = {(wh, wi) | M*,wh = Post(p*, w')}: Lopa=Tr " | ~p| oA iends]p| [i startslp
4. wl, = (wk wi). wherek ranges ovef0,..., N}, ©* over £* andi over

{1,...,N}. As usual,(i ends)p abbreviates-[i ends]—p
<« and(i starts)y abbreviates[i starts]—p.
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ThelanguageC®? is the languageC without the operators Example 4.4. (‘tub’ example)In Figure 5 is depicted the
[i ends] and[i starts]. < [£%%-modelM = {(M° w?), (M, wl), (M? w?)}. So

) . o we haveM = [-¢° A—~Baq® A=Bpq®] A lg* ABa(q* >
T¥ readsan event of typek is occurring ,»[z ends]y reads —p') A (Ba)p* A (Ba)g! A Bg(q* < —pb) A (Bg)pt A
‘¢ holds after an event of typeends’, andi starts|preads  (B)q1)] A (p* A Bo—p?): tub 1 is not full but Ann and
‘¢ holds when a new event of typestarts’. Bob do not know it, and tub 1 is being filled but Ann and
We extend the functionPre to 7 = {T* | k ¢ Bob.do not know wether tup 1or tub_2 is being fiIIed_, and
{0,..., N}} by statingPre(T?) = T* whenPre() = k. one informs Bob that tub 1 is being filled but Ann believes
that nothing happens. So our language allows us to express
at the same time statements about static properties of the

4.1 The ‘static’ part: £5¢ R o
P world and about events occurring in this world. <

4.1.1 Semantics

A,B
Definiton 4.2, A £5-model M = '
{(M°,w°),...,(M™ w™)} is a non-empty set of { —p°, ¢° ,
pointed £i-models (M, w") such that for all pointed
Li-model (M, w') € M (with i > 1), [A’B
. . . =% ¢
1. there exists a unique pointed¥-model (M*, wk) € )
M with k = Pre(i) such that/*, w* = Pre(w?), AB
2. there is at most one pointet{-model(M!, w') € M wy :q', P —q', pt ,
with ¢ = Pre(l). ’ @)
A,B A,B
By notation, (M*, w') € M is supposed to be a pointed B
Li-model. <
o w : p?|
A £%t-modelmodels the state of the world at a given time
t: eachL?-model (M*,w?) of the £5¢-model(for i > 1) A
models an actual event occurring at tirhén the actual )
world and the static properties of this world are modeled -p }
by (MO, ). )
A,B

Definition 4.3. Let M = {(M° w°),...,(M"™,w™)} be
aL%-modelandp®* € L. M = ¢ is defined induc-  Figures: A £-model: tub 2 is full, tub 1 is being filled and

tively as follows. one privately informs Bob that this happens.
MET! iff there is(M?, w') € M
M w' = o . -
. _ if there is(M*, w') € M Some notations. Let :_{(Mo,wo),...,_(M' ,w™)}
MEop iff M0 0 | i be a £5*-model and let (M?,w') € M (with i > 1).
otherwise Pre (M, w') is the uniqueC®-model (M*, wk) € M
: such thatk = Pre(i). Finally fori € {0,...,N},
MpE—e it ot M=o definelast(i) = T' T!. So we h
Moy iff MEpandM = ¢ we definelast(i) = A A —T' So we have

lePre—1(4)
<« M [ last(i) iff there is (M?,w') € M and there is no
(M',w') € M such thatPrey (M, w') = (M, w?).
If there is noC*-modelin M this means that no event of last(i) for i > 1 reads ‘thelast event which occurred and
types is occurring and the agents all know that, i.e. that thewhich is still occurring is of typ€’. last(0) reads ‘no event
event modeled by th€*-model (M*?, w"?) is occurring is occurring’.
(defined in Section 2.2). Thatis why in that case the truthpefinition 4.5. Let M = {(M°,w0),...

value of a formulay® € £ is determined by M*? w™?). o 3 £5t_model such that M = last((%. 7wV3,}e
Notethat itis quite possible that&’-modelin M is bisim-  jefine ®M) by ®M) = M if n = 0 and
ilar to (M*? w"?) (i.e. contains the same information as D(M) = {(MO, w0, ..., Preaxd(M™, w™) @ (M™, w")}
(M9, w"?)). In that case we still have thatt = T' al-  gherwise. ’ ’
thoughno genuine event of typis occurring. But because

this is a very marginal case, we prefer to keep the intuitiveSo® (M) is just. M updated by the most recent event when
reading of T? as‘an event of type is occurring’. this one ends.

<«
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Example 4.6. (‘tub’ example) If we take up theZ-model
M of Example 4.4 them (M) = {(M°,w?), (M, w}l)®
(M2, w?)} where(M*, w!l)® (M? w?) is depicted in Fig-
ure 4. <

However, because the product update might change truth
values of atomic events, the preconditions of the possible Az

events might change during an update. So evemtifs a
L5t model, ®(M) is not necessarily &*-model. This
leads us to define the notion Sfmodel.

Definition 4.7. A £-modelis a £°t-modelwhich is sta-
ble underg, i.e. aL%*-model M suchthat®(M) is a L-
model. <

We write-5t  for ¢ €

LSt

L  All axiom schemas and inference rules bf
foralli € {0,...,N}
A, 5 <last(0) —
ie{1,...,N}
F5t last(i) — —last(i') forall ¢ # ¢
As FSt =Tt En (~pi A(B;)-p') foralln € N
A, FS5t Pre A Post

last(7)

<

Axiom A; expresses that if at least one event is occur-
ring then one of these events is the most recent. Axiom
schemaA, characterizesondition 2 of Definition 4.2 and

We are now going to determine under which conditions aexpresses that there is a unique most recent event. Ax-

£5t modelis a.£-model.

Definition 4.8. Letp’ € ®°U...U®Y. Post(p') isdefined
inductively as follows.

e Post(p®) =T;

o Post(p’) = A (Post(p*,p') — (Pre(p*) A
pkedk

Post(p*))) if i > 1 andk = Pre(i).
ThenPost' is defined inductively as follows.

e Post? =T;

piedi pleEP?

Post®) if i > 1 andk = Pre(i).
Finally we definePost and Pre.

e Post= A
1€{0,...,N}

(last(i) — Post?);

e Pre = A

peE®OU...UPNUT

(p — Pre(p)).

<

Pre characterizes condition 1 of Definition 4.2ost(p’)
is a necessary condition for 45t-model M to be a -
model in caseM = p' A last(i).

Proposition 4.9. Let M be a£*-model. M is a £-model
iff M |= Post.

4.1.2 Axiomatization

Let o € £5. We write = ¢ when for all £-model M,
M=o
Definition 4.10. The logicL®" for the languagecSt is de-

fined by the following axiom schemes and inference rulestion of R:
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iom schemeAs characterizeshe special event of type
(M*? w"?) wherenothing happens and this is common
knowledge.

Theorem 4.11. For all o5t € L5, |= oSt iff F5t 5,
Theorem 4.12. L°* is decidable.

4.2 Adding dynamics: £
4.2.1 Semantics

Definition 4.13. Leti € {1,..., N}. The relationsk! , ;.
and R:,,,., on £L-modelsare defined as follows. Lett

and M’ betwo £-models.

e M' e R, (M)iffthereis(M*, w') € M such that
M = Q(M)
if M = last(i);
M/ € Rlends o Rinds (M)

wherePre (M, w') = (M?, w?), otherwise.
e M' € R,,..(M) iff there is a pointedZ’-model
(M, w?) suchthat M’ = M U {(M?, w')}.

Lety € L. M |= ¢ is defined inductively as follows. The
boolean cases are as in Definition 4.3.

M E [iends|p iff forall M' e R}, (M),
M Ep
M [ [i starts]p iff forall M' € R, (M),
M Ep
We write = ¢ when for all£-modelM, M = ¢. <

If an event of typd presupposes an event of type.e. if
Pre(l) = i, then if the event of type ends then the event
of typel also ends. For example, if ‘Bob is opening a box
to look at a coin’ p*) and ‘Ann is observing Bob opening
the box’ (p?) then Pre(p?) = p'. So if Bob stops opening
the box to look at the coin (p}), Ann stops observing Bob
opening the box-p?). This explains the inductive defini-

ends"®



Thanksto these formulasg,,, we can now express what is

(MO, w®), ..., (M*,wh), (M, w'), ..., (M",w")} true in M* © M’, (w*,w") onthe basis of what is true in
(M* w*) and(M?, w?). Intuitively, Pre® () in the next
R, .. definition is the formula thatM*, w*) mustsatisfy so that

@ be true in(M*, w*) @ (M?,w?), in caseM*, w® |= 6,,.
—~ Definition 4.16. For all i,k € {0,..., N} such thatt =
pointed L ™-model Pre(i) we define for alln € N the functionPre : E! x
LE — £k inductiely as follows:

{(M°,w°),...,(MF, ") ®...0(M" L w e (M™ w)}

{(MO,w®), ..., (M"™,w™)} Lo
V{Post(p”,p') | p' € Ro(6n)}
l o Predn(ph) = if Ro(6,) # 0
p* otherwise;

Rn+1

starts

(MO, w), oy (M7 "), (M7 w1
o Pre®n(p A ') = Pred(¢) A Pred(¢');
Note that the above figures (wheke= Pre(i)) also ex- o Prebe(op) — —Prefn(p)

plain our reading ofast (i) introduced in Section 4.1.1.

On . _ . 7
Example 4.14. (‘tub’ example)If we take up Example * Pre’r(Bjy) ~, e/}\%‘(ﬁ )BJ(( ieR/(\(S )PTe(p )
4.4 thenM = [2 ends](¢' A Bpg* A Ba(¢* < —p') A s Prefo-i(p)) noiETe prETolon
(Ba)p* A (Ba)q'): after the event of type 2 ends (i.e. after 14
the private announcement to Bob that tub 1 is being filled)
Bob knows that tub 1 is being filled while Ann still does
not know whether tub 1 or 2 is being filled. We also have' "’ 3 P X ;
= [2 starts)(p> A Bap® A Bpp® — [2ends](q' A Bag' A POINtEdL -]rCnodkeI and (M‘,w’) be a pointed £'-model
Bpgq')): after any event where one publicly announces thatut thatM*, w® |= Pre(w'). Letd, € E;,.
?Lljlbdl is being filled everybody knows that tub 1 is being If M?,w |= 6, then
illed. <

<
Proposition 4.17. Let o* € £F. Let (M* w*) be a

M* wF = Prede (oF) iff (M*, wF) @ (M, w') & oF.
4.2.2 Axiomatization We are now ready to axiomatize the full languagje

In the BMS axiomatization one needs to refer to theDefinition 4.18. The logicL for the language is defined

modal structure of the event model, introducing it hence DY the following axiom schemes and inference rules. We

forth directly into the language. In our axiomatiza- Write = ¢ for ¢ € L. Foralli,k € {0,..., N} such that

tion we will also need to refer to it. However, we Pre(i) = k:

V.V'" do so thanks to our Iangua'lg.eé’ arjd more par- L5 All axiom schemas and inference rules.6f

ticularly thanks to formula$,,, originally introduced in A - [i ends] (last(k))

[Balbiani and Herzig, 2007]. These formulas can com- >

pletely characterize the modal structure of amodelup . dslli end o *and

to modal depth [Balbiani and Herzig, 2007]. lix en sllé in‘ slpl@=1o,..sin
Pre(ij41) =141}

Definition 4.15. [Balbiani and Herzig, 2007] Let € A7 Flast(i) — ((i ends)p < [i ends]p)

As F[iends]e < N{last(in) — [in ends]...

{0, ..., N}. We define inductively the sefs!, asfollows. As  Flast(i) — ([i ends]e™ < ©™)
foralln #£ i,k
e Ei={ A DA A —9'|SoC ) Ay Flast(i) —
ies, i¢s,
piEse pIESe [i endsle® < A (0, — Pre‘sn(gok))>
onEEY
; forall * € £* andn € N
EiL = {5 A B;)6n A B, S ¥ s S
° B = {do jé\G (%QS‘Z;( i) Jén\e/si; ) | Aio | [i starts]last(i)
S € Ei, 85 CEi Y. Ay F —last(k) < [i starts] L

Aix F[istarts](tV O V... v ©N) < (([i starts]t)
VO VoV ([i starts]et) V..V o)
wheret is a boolean combination of elementsbf

— A1z +last(k) — ((i starts)p® <>
6n+1 =g A /\ /\ <B>5n/\B \/ O | . 13 ; i
J€G \s, esi ! ]57165.77; Post(p*) A Pre(p))

Letd,41 € E;'LH. dn+1 Canbe written under the form

Forallj € G, we noteR;(0n11) = S}, and Ro(0n11) = for all * € £7 suchthat—p’ ¢ L5
{pred| Fd —p'} < Ay Fiends](¢ = ¢¥) — ([t ends]e — [i ends]y)
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Ais F[istarts](¢ — ¢) — ([i starts|p — [i starts]y)  events as such. In [Baltag et al., 1999], the event language
Ri  If - gthen - [i starts]p and - [i ends|p is the same as the epistemic languagfe and one sets
< A,a EpwhenPre(a) = p. In [Rodentauser, 2001], la-
bels are introduced that refer to the possible events of the
Axiom A,y expresses that when a new event of tyjs¢arts  event model, as in hybrid logic. New operators are also in-
to occur then this event is the most recent one, and similarlyroduced: 4, a |1 ¢ meansany state reachable with
for Axiom As. Axiom A;; expresses that an event of type makesp true’ andA4, a =2 ¢ meansany state that makes
i can occur if and only if an event of typeis already oc- ¢ true can be reached witi.

curring (and this event is the most recent one). Axiégn .
captureghe fact that when an event ends then this implief‘t the outset of PDL [Pratt, 19_76]’ a number of logical
frameworks called process logics were proposed to ex-

that all the other events that depended on this event alsh hat h wuring th tati f
end (see Definition 4.13). AxiorAg captureghe fact that bress what happerenng the computation ot programs.

only what is true about an event of typand about its pre- A.S in PDL, the semantics of these frameworks all con-

conditions are affected when this one ends; and similarlf'qer a set of states (possible worlds) as given, and 'th.e
for axiomA;2. Axiom Ag capturesProposition 4.17. Ax- primitive programs at stake are represented by accessibil-
iom A5 expresses that an event satisfyipcanoccur if ity relations (transitions) between states. All these log-

and only if the necessary preconditions and postcondition’sCS are propositional based and do not con§|der a set of
associated to' arefulfilled. agents. In [Pratt, 1979], the language of PDL is augmented

- g St with two additional operators. and|[. If a is a path (i.e.
Proposition 4.19. Letp € L. Then there isp>" € L a sequence of primitive programs) apda propositional

s : ) .
sud thath- ¢ «» " formula thena L ¢ is true inw if at least one of the
Theorem 4.20.Forall p € L, = ¢iff - . states of any computation af starting fromw satisfies
Theorem 4.21. L is decidable. ©. alp is true inw if in any computation starting from

w, if ¢ is true in some state then it remains true until
the end of the computation. One can show that our logic
is more expressive than Pratt’s process logic (yet with-

We add a common belief operator to our languageand ~ ©ut the operator). In [Harel etal., 1982] the language
we assume as in BMS that thé'-modelsare finite (for ~Of PDL is augmented with two additional operatofg

i > 1). Let A = (E, R, Pre, Post) be an event model andgsufy: fe is true on a path ifp is true at the ini-
with E = {ai1,...,a,}. We define the set of atomic tial state qf this path, and the operatar f corres.ponds
eventsb! = {p!, ..., pl} wherePre(p!) = Pre(a;) and 10 the until operator of temporal logic [Pnuelli, 1977].
Post(p°,p}) = Post(p°,al). We define the pointeg!- ~ Their process logic is more expressive than Pratt's pro-
modelt(A,a) = (W', R',V1,a) by W! = E,R' = R cess logic [Pratt, 1979], Parikh's SOAPL [Parikh, 1978],
andVi(p!) = {a;} foralli € {1,...,n}. t(4,a) can Nishimura's process logic [Nishimura, 1980] and Pnueli's
be characterizétby a single formulay(t(A4, a)) (thanks to ~ 1émporal Logic [Pnuelli, 1977].  This logic is refined
the common belief operator). We also define the opetator in [Harel and Peleg, 1985] wherg¢ and suf are re-
from Lpars(A) to Lbyt(p°) = p°, t(—p) = —t(y),t(pn  Placed bychop and slice yielding a strictly more ex-
©') = t(p) At(¢)), t(B,p) = Bjt(p),t(Cayp) = Cat(p) ~ Pressive logic yet still decidable. Another process logic
andt([A, ale) = [1 starts|(x(t(A,a)) — [1 ends]t(¢)). is defined in [Harel and Singerman, 1999] in the spirit of
[Harel and Peleg, 1985] which also models concurrency
and infinite computations. All these process logics have
in common to evaluate truth of formulas on paths (a state
MO, w® = pars @ iff {(MO,w®)} = (). being a path of length 0). This makes it difficult to com-
pare them formally with our framework since ofimodels
model what is true at a certain time and not throughout a
history of programs (a path). In that respect they cannot
express as we can that a primitive program is currently run-
ning but only express what is true at each step of a sequence
5 Related work of primitive programs.

4.3 Embedding of the BMS framework

Theorem 4.22. Let A be an event model angp €
Lzns(A). For all pointed epistemic modéhM°, w?),

However, note that the operator of the BMS language
cannot be expressed in our framework.

Other languages for event models have been proposeg Conclusion
but none of them allows to express statemel@scribing

°A formula x characterizes a finite and pointe¢f-model ~ We have proposed a logical framework that really exploits
(M*,w") iff M*,w' = x andfor all finite and pointedC’-  the power of the BMS notions of event model and prod-
model (M, w'), if M",w = yx then(M’,w') is bisimilar ~ uct update. We showed that our framework embeds the
to (M",w'). BMS one and is still decidable (yet without common be-
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lief). Unlike any other logical framework it can express [Fagin et al., 1995] Fagin, R., Halpern, J., Moses, Y., and
statements about ongoing events (together with some static Vardi, M. (1995). Reasoning about knowledge. MIT
properties about the world). From a conceptual point of Press.

view, its formal structure reveals new aspects on the notion )

of event and belief dynamics. Firstly, as we saw, our belHare! etal., 1982] Harel, D., Kozen, D., and Parikh, R.
liefs about an event occurring can also be updated due to (1982). Process logic: Expressiveness, decidability and
other events. Secondly, the set of all events has an internal completzen;ss.JournaI of Computer and System Sci-
logical structure and the classical Manichaean distinction ences, 25(2).

between event and fact is not fine enough to account for thgyare| et al., 2000] Harel, D., Kozen, D., and Tiuryn, J.

dynamics of beliefs. (2000). Dynamic Logic. MIT Press.

A final remark on future work. In Definition 4.2, for sim- [Harel and Peleg, 1985] Harel, D. and Peleg, D. (1985).
plicity and technical reasons we assumed that thegd is Process logic with regular formulagheoretical Com-
mostone pointedZ!-modelwith i = Pre(l) (condition puter Science38:307—322.

2). We can perfectly remove this assumption but then other

kinds of product update should also be introduced. IndeedHarel and Singerman, 1999] Harel, D. and Singerman, E.
assume that while tub 1 is being filled one publicly informs  (1999). Computation paths logic: An expressive, yet
the agents that tub 2 is actually full. The preconditions of elementary, process logidAnnals of pure and applied
both events (the tub 1 being filled and the public announce- logic, 96:167—186.

ment) are of type 0. However, after this public announce-_ .
ment, the agents know that tub 2 is full so they should['\II . /
update their beliefs and infer that tub 1 is currently being complete process logicActa Informatica, 14(4):359-
filled. Formally, this calls for the introduction of a ‘reverse’ 369.

update product which takes as argumerit'amodeland @  [Parikh, 1978] Parikh, R. (1978). A decidability result

L'-modelwith Pre(i) = k and yields a newZ’-model.We for second order process logic. Rroceedings of 19th
leave the investigation of this new kind of update product FQOCS, pages 177-183.

for future work.

shimura, 1980] Nishimura, H. (1980). Descriptively

[Pnuelli, 1977] Pnuelli, A. (1977). The temporal logic of
Acknowledgements programs. IrfProceedings of 18th FOCS, pages 46-57.

This paper originates from a discussion with Johan varPratt, 1976] Pratt, V. (1976). Semantical considerations
Benthem during my master's thesis where he suggested On floyd-hoare logic. IrProceedings of the 17th IEEE
that event languages might be defined similarly to epis- Symposium on the Foundations of Computer Science
temic languages. | thank him for that and also indirectly ~Pages 109-121.

for the long journey it sparked. | also thank Emil Weydert [Pratt, 1979] Pratt, V. R. (1979). Process logic. Rro-

for comments on this paper. ceedings of the 6th ACM symposium on Principles of
Programming Language$an Antonio.
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