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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a novel algorithm for epistemic
planning based on dynamic epistemic logic (DEL). The nov-
elty is that we limit the depth of reasoning of the planning
agent to an upper bound b, meaning that the planning agent
can only reason about higher-order knowledge to at most
(modal) depth b. The algorithm makes use of a novel type
of canonical b-bisimulation contraction guaranteeing unique
minimal models with respect to b-bisimulation. We show our
depth-bounded planning algorithm to be sound. Additionally,
we show it to be complete with respect to planning tasks hav-
ing a solution within bound b of reasoning depth (and hence
the iterative bound-deepening variant is complete in the stan-
dard sense). For bound b of reasoning depth, the algorithm
is shown to be (b + 1)-EXPTIME complete, and furthermore
fixed-parameter tractable in the number of agents and atoms.
We present both a tree search and a graph search variant of
the algorithm, and we benchmark an implementation of the
tree search version against a baseline epistemic planner.

1 Introduction

Automated planning is of central concern in symbolic Al re-
search, with applications in i.e., logistics and robotics. In the
simple case of an agent operating in a known world using de-
terministic actions, the output of a planner is just a sequence
of actions to be performed to the effect that it achieves a
desired goal state. Epistemic planning is the enrichment
of planning with epistemic notions, in particular knowledge
and belief, including higher-order knowledge, i.e., knowl-
edge about what other agents know, knowledge about what
someone knows about someone else, etc. In general, epis-
temic planning considers the following problem: given a
current state of knowledge of the agents, and a desirable
state of knowledge, how do one get from one to the other?
One possible framework for epistemic planning is dy-
namic epistemic logic (DEL) (Baltag, Moss, and Solecki
1998). Using DEL for epistemic planning was first pur-
sued by Bolander and Andersen (2011), but independently
conceived by several other researchers (Lowe, Pacuit, and
Witzel 2011; Pardo and Sadrzadeh 2012; Aucher 2012). Re-
cently, a special issue of the journal Artificial Intelligence
(AIJ) was devoted to epistemic planning (Belle et al. 2022).
Unrestricted epistemic planning based on DEL is unde-
cidable, meaning that its plan existence problem is unde-

cidable (Bolander and Andersen 2011). Several more well-
behaved fragments of epistemic planning exist, where one
of the possible approaches is to restrict the modal depth of
the pre- and postconditions of epistemic actions (Bolander et
al. 2020). However, a maybe even more natural approach to
taming the complexity of epistemic planning is to limit the
reasoning depth of the planning agent, i.e., limit the depth
of higher-order reasoning that the agent can perform. This
is however not completely trivial to define in DEL-based
epistemic planning as states are represented semantically as
Kripke models. In this paper, we show how to use a novel
type of bounded bisimulation contractions to define a notion
of depth-bounded epistemic planning. We provide an algo-
rithm for computing depth-bounded epistemic plans, show
soundness, completeness and complexity results for it, and
provide an empirical evaluation of the algorithm.

2 Preliminaries

We now recall the main notions in Dynamic Epistemic
Logic. For a more complete overview, consult van Dit-
marsch, van der Hoek, and Kooi (2007). Following the DEL
methodology, we split our exposition in three parts covering
epistemic models, event models and product update. Finally,
we recall the definition of the plan existence problem.

Epistemic Models Let P be a countable set of atomic
propositions and AG a countable set of agents. The language
L of multi-agent epistemic logic is defined by the BNF:

pu=plop|leANe|Dip

where p € P and i € AG. Formulae of the form [J;p
are read as “agent ¢ knows/believes that ¢”. We define
the symbols T, L, V, — and {; as usual. Modal depth
is defined inductively on the structure of formulae of L:
md(p) = 0 (forp € P), md(~p) = md(p), md(p1Ap2) =
max{md(p1), md(p2)} and md(O;¢) = 1 + md(p).

Definition 1 (Epistemic Model and State). An (epistemic)

model of L is a triple M = (W, R, L) where:

o W # @ is a finite set of (possible) worlds;

e R:AG — 2">*W assigns an accessibility relation R; to
each agent 1 in a finite subset AG' C AG;

o L: W — 27 assigns to each world w alabel L(w), being
a finite set of atoms.
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Figure 1: Epistemic state of Example 1. Bullets represent worlds,
labelled by their name and the atoms they satisfy. The circled bullet
is the designated world. Edges denote the accessibility relations.

An (epistemic) state of L is a pair (M, wq), where wg € W
is the designated world.

Intuitively, the designated world w, is considered to be the
actual world from the perspective of an omniscient observer.
We also use the infix notation wR;v to denote (w,v) € R;.
For any XY C W, XR;Y denotes the fact that 3z €
X3y € Y(zR;y). Moreover, R;(z) = {y € W | zR;y}
and R;(X) ={ye W |3z € X(zRy)}.

Definition 2. Let M = (W, R, L) be a model and w € W.

(M,w) |=p iff peL(w)

(Mw)Ep i (Muw)ie

(M,w) =AY iff (M,w) | @and (M,w) |= 1
(M,w) E 0O iff forallv, ifwR;v then (M,v) = ¢

For instance, (M,w) = p means that p is true in w;
(M,w) E {;p means that agent i considers ¢ to be pos-
sible in w; (M, w) = O; means that ¢ knows/believes ¢ in
w, as ¢ holds in all worlds that ¢ considers possible.

Example 1 (Epistemic State). In the Consecutive Number
Puzzle (van Ditmarsch and Kooi 2015), two agents, Anne (a)
and Bob (b), are given two consecutive numbers ng, ny be-
tween 0 and N. Both agents know that this happens, but they
only get to see their own number. We denote with has(i,n)
the fact that agent i has number n. Figure 1 shows an epis-
temic state representing the case for N = 5 where agents a
and b are given numbers 3 and 4, respectively. Note that both
agents know their number, agent b doesn’t know whether
agent a has number 3 or 5 and, similarly, a doesn’t know
whether b has 2 or 4. Moreover, in world wa, b doesn’t know
whether a has 1 or 3, and so on until world wy.

We say that two epistemic states s and s’ agree on (the
formulas of) a set & C L if, forall ¢ € &, s = ¢ iff
s’ E ¢. We recall below the notions of bisimulation and
bounded bisimulation (b-bisimulations) (Blackburn, Rijke,
and Venema 2001; Goranko and Otto 2007).

Definition 3 (Bisimulation). Let s = (M, wy) and s' =

(M',wh) be two epistemic states, with M = (W, R, L) and

M’ = (W’',R',L). A bisimulation between s and s’ is a

non-empty binary relation Z C W x W' with (wq, w))) € Z

and satisfying:

o [atom] If (w,w") € Z, then L(w) = L(w").

o [forth] If (w,w') € Z and wR;v, then there exists v €
W' such that w' Rjv" and (v,v") € Z.

o [back] If (w,w') € Z and w' R/, then there exists v €
W such that wR;v and (v,v") € Z.

If a bisimulation between s and s' exists, we say that s and s'

are bisimilar, denoted s < s'. When (M, w) < (M,w’) for

some worlds w,w' of the same model M, we simply write
w € w', and say that w and w' are bisimilar. We denote
the bisimulation (equivalence) class of a world w € W as
[we ={veW|w=euv}

Proposition 1 (Blackburn, Rijke, and Venema 2001). Two
pointed models are bisimilar iff they agree on L.

Definition 4. Let b > 0 and let s = (M,wq) and s’ =
(M',w!)) be two epistemic states, with M = (W, R, L) and
M' = (W' R',L"). A b-bisimulation between s and s’ is a
sequence of non-empty binary relations Zy C --- C Zy C
W x W' with (wq,w!;) € Zj, and satisfying, for all h < b:
o [atom] If (w,w") € Zy, then L(w) = L(w").
o [forthy] If (w,w") € Zpy1 and wR,v, then there exists
v' € W' such that w' Rv" and (v,v') € Z,.
o [backp] If (w,w') € Zpy1 and w' R}v', then there exists
v € W such that wR;v and (v,v') € Zp,.
If a b-bisimulation between s and s' exists, we say that s
and s’ are b-bisimilar, denoted s <, s'. When (M,w) <
(M, w'") for some worlds w,w' of the same model M, we
simply write w <y, w', and say that w and w’ are b-bisimilar.
We denote the b-bisimulation (equivalence) class of a world
weWaswly={veW|wse,v}.

Note that a b-bisimulation between epistemic states is also
an h-bisimulation for all ~ < b, and hence that b-bisimilar
worlds are also h-bisimilar for all h < b.

Proposition 2 (Blackburn, Rijke, and Venema 2001). Two
epistemic states are b-bisimilar iff they agree on {¢ € L |
md(¢) < b}, i.e., on all of formulas up to modal depth b.

Definition 5. Let (M, wg) be an epistemic state. The depth
d(w) of a world w is the length of the shortest path from w,
to w (oo if no such path exists). Given d > 0, the restriction
M | dof M to dis the sub-model containing all worlds with
depth at most d (and preserving all edges between them,).

Event Models Event models represent information and
ontic change in DEL. We use them to represent actions that
agents can perform, where the individual events represent
different perspectives on the action. To each event is asso-
ciated a precondition, which specifies when such event may
occur, and postconditions, which determine how the event
changes the information of an epistemic state.

Definition 6 (Event Model and Action). An event model of

Lisatuple A= (E,Q, pre, post) where:

o E # O is a finite set of events;

e Q: AG — 2F*F gssigns an accessibility relation Q; to
each agent 1 in a finite subset AG' C AG;

e pre : E — L assigns to each event a precondition;

* post : E — (P — L) assigns to each event e a postcon-
dition map post(e) : P — L with post(e)(p) = pona
cofinite subset of P.!

An action of L is a pair (A, eq) where eq € E is the desig-

nated event.

'"We can identify postcondition maps post(e) with their in-
duced finite sets {(p, @) | post(e)(p) = ¢ and ¢ # p}.
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Figure 2: Action ann(y) of Example 2 with AG' = {a,b}. An

event e is denoted by a square labeled by (pre(e), post(e)). The
designated event is denoted by a boxed square.
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Figure 3: State s ® ann(—s), where s is the state in Figure 1.

Similarly to epistemic states, the designated event e, repre-
sents the actual event taking place. We also use infix nota-
tion eQ; f for (e, f) € Q;. The maximal modal depth among
the pre- and postconditions in an action « is denoted md(«).

Example 2 (Action). The public announcement ann(y) of
a formula @ is the action shown in Figure 2. Consider again
Example 1. Letting 1; j = \/q<p<n Dihas(j, k), the ac-
tion ann(—y 4 ) is the public announcement of the fact that
“Bob doesn’t know the number of Anne”.

Product Update The product update formalizes the exe-
cution of an action (A4, ey) on a given state (M, wgy). In-
tuitively, the resulting epistemic state (1A', w/;) is computed
by a cross product between the worlds in M and the events in
A. A pair (w, e) represents the world of M’ that results from
applying the event e on the world w. We say that (A, ey) is
applicable in (M, wg) iff (M, wq) | pre(eq).

Definition 7 (Product Update). Let (A,eq) be an action
applicable in an epistemic state (M,w,), where M =
(W,R,L) and A = (E,Q, pre, post). The product update
of (M,wgq) with (A, eq) is the epistemic state (M, W4) ®
(A7 ed) - ((W/a R/a L/)7 (wda ed))’ where:

W = {(w,e) € WxE | (M, ) = pre(e)}
R; ={((w,e), (v, f)) € W' W’ | wR;v and eQ; [ }
L'((w,e)) ={p € P | (M,w) k= post(e)(p)}

Example 3 (Update). Let s be the state shown in Figure
1 and consider the action ann(—y ) of Example 2. The
epistemic state s @ ann(—yp o) is shown in Figure 3. Note
that the only world of s where =y, , does not hold is wy,
since in this world Bob knows that Anne has number 1. Thus,
after the update, all worlds are preserved but w,.

Proposition 3 (van Ditmarsch, van der Hoek, and
Kooi 2007). Let s & s’ and let o be an action applicable in
bothsand s'. Then, s@ o € s’ @ .

This result was later generalized by Bolander and Lequen
and it will play a central role in the rest of the paper.

Proposition 4 (Bolander and Lequen 2022). Let s £, s’ and
let o be an action applicable in both s and s’ with md(«) <
b. Then, s @ @ ©p_pd(a) 8’ @

L =%

o
Wy—1:P

s=|s],=@——® r— @
Wp—1:p Wp—2:p W1P wo:p

Figure 4: Standard (|s],) and rooted (|/s]|;) b-contractions of

chain s (symbol [[s]|;" is borrowed from Definition 14). As we
consider only one agent, we omit arrows labels.

Epistemic Planning We recall the notions of epistemic
planning task and solution (Aucher and Bolander 2013).

Definition 8. An (epistemic) planning task is a triple T' =
(s0, A, @g), where sg is an epistemic state (the initial state);
A is a finite set of actions; pg € L is the goal formula.

Definition 9. A solution (or plan) to a planning task (s,
A, @g) is a finite sequence a1, . . ., oy of actions of A where:
1. For all 1<k<{, ay, is applicable in soRa1®. . .Qag_1;
250001 ® - ®a = @

3 Rooted b-Contractions

A significant challenge for epistemic planners is to han-
dle the rapid growth of the size of states following up-
dates. Typically, planners make use of bisimulation con-
tractions to obtain smaller (modally equivalent) states after
each update (Yu, Wen, and Liu 2013; Fabiano et al. 2020;
Bolander, Dissing, and Herrmann 2021a). In this paper,
we seek to model agents with a bound on their reason-
ing depth (a bound on the model depth of formulas they
can reason about). Instead of considering standard bisim-
ulation contractions, we hence make use of b-bisimulation
contractions (defined formally below). That is, after an up-
date, we take the b-contraction of the resulting state, thereby
obtaining a minimal state satisfying the same formulas up
to modal depth b. A notion of b-contraction has already
been used in epistemic planning (Yu, Wen, and Liu 2013;
Bolander and Lequen 2023). There the b-contraction of an
epistemic state s = ((W, R, L), wq), denoted |s],, is de-
fined as the quotient structure of s wrt. €, namely |s|, =
(W' R, L"), wa]p), where W' = {[w]y | w € W},
R} = {([w]p, [v]p) | wR;v}, and L' ([w]p) = L(w). We call
this the standard b-contraction of s. However, unfortunately
|s], is not always minimal among the states b-bisimilar to
s, as the following example shows.

Example 4 (Bolander and Burigana 2024). Consider the
chain model s in Figure 4 (left). Since p is true in all worlds,
and the length of the chain is b, a minimal model b-bisimilar
to s is a singleton epistemic state with a loop (Figure 4,
right). This is because the loop model preserves all formu-
las up to depth b, cf. Proposition 2. However, the standard
b-contraction of s is simply s itself, as no two worlds of s
satisfy the same formulas up to depth b.

Recently, Bolander and Burigana (2024) developed a
novel type of b-contraction, called rooted b-contraction that
actually guarantees contracted states to be minimal. We
here repeat the definition and minimality result, but refer the
reader to the aforementioned paper for further details. In the
rest of this section, we will suppose given a constant b > 0
and an epistemic state s = (M, wg), with M = (W, R, L).



Definition 10. The bound of a world w € W is b(w) =
b — d(w), where d(w) is the depth of w (Definition 5).

Lemma 1 (Blackburn, Rijke, and Venema 2001). For every
world w of M | b, we have (M [ b,w) €,y (M, w).

Intuitively, Lemma 1 states that, given a formula ¢ of
modal depth up to b, the restriction of M to b contains all
the worlds that are necessary to determine whether ¢ is true
in (M, wq) (since b(wg) = b, and therefore (M | b, wq) <4
(M, wg), which means that (M | b, wy) and (M, w,) satisfy
the same formulas up to modal depth b). Note that if there
are two worlds , y such that b(z) > b(y) and = =4, ¥,
then by Lemma 1 we get (M [ b,x) =y (M [ b,y),
namely, the restriction of M to b is sufficient to determine
the truth of formulas up to modal depth b(y) in both z: and
y. Moreover, since b(x) > b(y), in general = and y might
not be b(x)-bisimilar, which implies (M [ b, ) ;) (M |
b,y). Thus, the truth of formulas at y up to modal depth b(y)
can always be determined in the sub-model of depth b(x)
rooted in x, however, the truth of formulas at z up to modal
depth b(z) can not always be checked in the sub-model of
depth b(y) rooted in y. This leads to the next definition.

Definition 11 (Bolander and Burigana 2024). Let x,y be
worlds of M with b(x) > 0 and b(y) > 0. We say that x
represents y, denoted x > vy, if b(x) > b(y) and x <y, y.
If furthermore b(x) > b(y), we say that x strictly represents
y, denoted by x > y. The set of maximal representatives
of W is the set of worlds W™ = {x € W | b(z) >
0and -3y € W(y = x)}. We say that a world x is a maxi-
mal representative of y if t € W™ and x = y.

Note that every world w with b(w) > 0 has at least one
maximal representative: Any chain w < w’ < w” < ---
is finite (since W is finite) and must hence end in a maxi-
mal representative of w. Rooted b-contractions are built on
the maximal representatives, the intuition being that all other
worlds can be represented by one of these and hence deleted.

Definition 12. The representative class of w € W is the
class [w]p(w), which we compactly denote as [w].

Definition 13. Let < be a total order on W and let 0 <

h < b. The least h-representative of w € W is the world

ming (w) = mine{v € W™ | v &5, w}.

Definition 14 (Bolander and Burigana 2024). Let < be a

total order on W. The rooted b-contraction of s wrt. < is the

state || sy = (W', R', L), [wa]), where:

o W ={[z] | x € Wmax},

* R; = {([[xﬂv Hmlnb(z)—l(y)]]) | HANS Wmaxvaiy and
b(z) > 0};

o L'([z]) = L(=), for all [z] € W'

Theorem 1 (Bolander and Burigana 2024). Let s be an epis-

temic state and letb > 0. Then, ||| is a minimal epistemic

state b-bisimilar to s.

4 Canonical b-Contractions

We now present an extension and improvement of the re-
sults of Bolander and Burigana (2024) that will be use-
ful for our bounded-depth planning algorithm. To preserve

small epistemic states, planners typically take the bisimula-
tion contraction of each computed state (Fabiano et al. 2020;
Bolander, Dissing, and Herrmann 2021a), where the bisim-
ulation contraction of s = (W, R, L), wq), denoted |s], is
defined as the quotient structure of s wrt. <, namely |s] =
(W, R, L), [wg]=), where W' = {[w]= | w € W },
R, = {([w]e,[v]e) | wRw}, and L'(jw]e) = L(w).
A very common and important operation during planning
is checking whether a state has already previously been
reached. When working with bisimulation contracted states,
this amounts to checking whether the new state is bisim-
ilar to a previously computed state. However, checking
for bisimilarity after first having computed the bisimula-
tion contraction of course incurs an extra cost, and Bolan-
der, Dissing, and Herrmann (2021a) show how this can be
avoided by devising a so-called ordered partition refinement
technique for computing bisimulation contractions guaran-
teeing two bisimilar states to have identical bisimulation
contractions. Using this technique, checking whether a com-
puted (contracted) state already exists in the search tree
amounts to check for identity of (contracted) states.” In the
present work, we are only interested in preserving the truth
of formulas up to modal depth b, and hence we want to com-
pute the rooted b-contraction of each state instead of its stan-
dard bisimulation contraction. We then run into the same
issue regarding the need to check whether two b-contracted
states are b-bisimilar. In this section we will show how to
define a notion of canonical b-contractions that guarantees
two b-bisimilar states to have identical contractions.

Example 5. Let s be the pointed model in Figure 5 (left)
with W = {wg,w1,...,ws}, and let < be the following
total order on W: wyg < w; < we < wz < wy. Let
b = 3. Then b(wg) = 3, b(wy) = blwz) = 2, and
b(ws) = blwy) = 1. Since no two worlds of W are 1-
bisimilar, it follows that all worlds of W are maximal repre-
sentatives, i.e., W™ = W . The rooted b-contraction of s
is shown in Figure 5 (center). Since W™ = W, for each
world w € W, ||s||5 contains the world [w] = [W]p(a0)-
The contraction only differs from the original model by the
deletion of a single “unnecessary” edge. Now let t be an
epistemic state equal to s, except that we rename wy as wsy
and, vice versa, wy as wy. Clearly s and t are isomorphic,
but ||s||5 and |[t||5 are not! The rooted b-contraction of t
is shown in Figure 5 (right). We still delete an unnecessary
edge, but this time a different one (since it depends on the or-
der <). This shows that rooted b-contractions don’t ensure
unique representatives of classes of b-bisimilar states.

We now provide a novel and revised definition of b-
contractions, called canonical b-contractions, guaranteeing
a unique representative of each class of b-bisimilar states.
We first need unique identifiers for h-bisimilar worlds. We
do this by introducing a notion of h-signature, inspired by
Bolander, Dissing, and Herrmann (2021b).

Definition 15. Let h > 0. By mutual recursion we de-
fine the h-signature oy (w) of w and the relation Xy (w)

’In Bolander, Dissing, and Herrmann (2021a), doing bisimula-
tion contractions is not only for practical efficiency of the planner
but also to guarantee uniformity of the generated policies.
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Figure 5: Epistemic states s (left), || s]|5 (center) and |[¢]|5 (right).

between agents i and sets of (h—1)-signatures i-accessible
Sfrom [w]p:

on(w) = (L(w), Ep(w))

g,
Ep(w) = {{(i’gh(’u)7i)) | Ri([w]n) # 2},

op(w,i) = {op-1(v) | [wlpRi[v]n-1}

ifh=0

otherwise

The representative signature of w is the signature
Oy (w) (W), which we compactly denote with o (w).

The h-signature of w describes both what atoms hold in
w and which (h—1)-bisimulation classes are accessible from
[w]r, by each agent i. More precisely, oj,—1(v) € op(w, 1)
denotes that there exist w’ € [w]p,v" € [v]p—1 such that
w’'R;v’. This allows to identify h-bisimilar worlds by the
same h-signature, as we will formally show (Theorem 2).
Lemma 2. Let M = (W,R,L) and M’ = (W' R/, L") be
two epistemic models, let h > 0 and let v € W, 2’ € W’ be
s.t. opy1(x) = opyr(2). Then op(x) = op(2)).

Proof. We show this by induction on h. If h = 0 (base
case), then oy (z) = o (') implies L(z) = L(x') and, thus,
oo(z) = (L(x),2) = (L(z'), ) = oo(a’). If h > 0, as-
sume by induction hypothesis (LH.) that o}, (y) = ox(y’)
implies oj,_1(y) = op_1(y/), forally € W,y € W'. If
oh+1(x) = opt1(2’), then L(z) = L(a’) and forally € W
s.t. [x]p+1Rily]n there exists ¥ € W' s.t. [2']h+1 Ry n
and o (y) = on(y’) (and vice versa). By LH., we have
on—1(y) = or—1(y'). Moreover, from [z]n+1R;[y]n and
[ |h1Ri[y']n, we get [x]nRi[yln—1 and [2]nRi[y']n—1.
We then have L(z) = L(z') and for all y € W s.t.
[]n Ri[y]n—1 there exists y' € W' s.t. [2/]pR;[y']n—1 and
oh—-1(y) = onp—1(y’") (and vice versa). Thus, o (x)
o (z'), as required.

Theorem 2. Let M = (W,R,L) and M' = (W', R', L’
be two epistemic models, let x € W, 2’ € W' and let 0 <
h <b. Then, (M, z) <, (M',2") iff on.(z) = op(2).

Proof. (—) The proof is by induction on h. If h = 0
(base case), then (M,x) <¢ (M',2') iff L(z) = L'(2)
iff L(z) = L(2') iff oo(z) = (L(x),2) = (L(2'),2) =
oo(z’). If h > 0, assume by induction hypothesis (I.H.) that
(M,y) ep_1 (M',y') implies op,—1(y) = op—1(y’), for all
y € W,y € W. Let (M,z) 2, (M',2'). We need to
prove that o (x) = op(2). Since = and «’ are h-bisimilar,
they are also 0-bisimilar. By [atom] of Definition 4 we then
have L(z) = L'(2'), and thus L(z) = L(2’). Only left to
show is that X (z) = Xy ('), ie., op(x,i) = op(a’,4) for
all i € AG. We only show o, (z,4) C op(2’,17), the other
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direction being symmetrical. So let },_1(y) € op(x,1). We
then need to show oy,_1(y) € op(2’,¢). From o,_1(y) €
on(z,1) we get [z]pRi[y]n—1, i.e., TR;g for some T € [z]y,
and (TS [y]h—l‘ From (M,J?) £p (M/,Jj/) and T &y 7,
we get (M,z) <), (M',2'). Since also ZR;¥, there exists
y’" € W' such that 2’ R}y’ and (M, 35) <1 (M',y’). By
LH. and from y <1 3, we get op,_1(y) = op_1(y) =
on-1(y’). Since 2’ R}y’, we have [2'], R.[y]—1., and hence
on-1(y’) € on(2',1). As op_1(y’") = on—1(y), we then get
on—1(y) € on(2’,14), as required.

(+) Let op(z) = op(a’). Forall g < h,let Z, C
W x W’ be defined by Z, = {(w,w') € W x W' |
o4(w) = o4(w’)}. Weneed to show that Zy,, . . ., Zy is an h-
bisimulation between (M, z) and (M, 2’). Clearly, (z,z') €
Iy, Zp C -+ C Zy follows from Lemma 2 and [atom]
follows from the definition of 0-signatures. We only show
[forthy] ([back] being symmetric). Let g < h, (w,w’) €
Zg41 and wR;v. We need to find v/ € W’ s.t. w' Rjv
and (v,v’) € Z,. From wR;v we have [w]y41R;[v], and
hence o4 (v) € og41(w, 7). Since og11(w) = ogp1(w'), we
also have 04(v) € o441(w’,i). Thus, there is ' € W’
s.t. og(u') = o4(v), implying [w']441R;[w'], and hence
there is w” € [w']g41 and v € [u']y s.t. w” Rju”. From
w' 2441 w’ and W Rju” we get a v’ € W' s.t. w R
and v' 24 u”. Since v <, v’ 24 W/, by (=) we get
04(v") = o4(v) and hence (v,v") € Z,.

Note that since the sets P and AG are countable, we can
assume a fixed total order on them. This induces a fixed
total order on signatures that we will denote <. From this,
we define the notion canonical h-signatures.

Definition 16. Let s be an epistemic state and let 0 < h < b.
The canonical h-signature of a world w of s is the signature
of(w) = ming{o(v) | v € W™ and op,(v) = op(w) }.

Definition 17. Ler s = ((W,R,L),wq) be an epistemic

state and let b > 0. The canonical b-contraction of s is the

epistemic state ||s||; = (W', R',L"),o(wy)), where:

e W ={o(x) |z € Wmax};

* R = {(U<x)a0'1f(z),1(y)) | o € W™ xR,y and
b(x) > 0};

e L'(o(x)) = L(x), forall o(xz) € W'.

Note that the canonical b-contraction only differs from
the rooted b-contraction by the naming of worlds (o(x) in-
stead of []) and by the choice of representative of the class
of worlds (b(xz) — 1)-bisimilar to y in the definition of R;
(04 (4)—1 () instead of [minyz)—1(y)]). This means that the
proof of Theorem 1 carries directly over to this setting:



Theorem 3. Let s be a state and b > 0. Then, [Lsﬂz is a
minimal state b-bisimilar to s.

Example 6. Consider again the states s and t from Exam-
ple 5. Before the issue was that whether the contraction of
s would delete the edge (ws,w1) or the edge (w3, ws) de-
pended on the naming of the worlds. Let us confirm that
with signatures this is no longer the case. For the canoni-
cal 3—contraction, the edges (ws, w1 ) and (ws, w2) become
the edge (o(ws), o5(w1)) = (o(ws), min{o(v) | v €
W and o9(v) = og(w1)}) = (o(ws), ming{o(v) | v €
W and L(v) = L(w1)}). This shows that the end node of
the edge only depends on the world labelling and the total
order on worlds, not on the naming. So s and t will have
the same canonical 3-contraction, and as shown by the next
theorem, this uniqueness of representatives hold in general.

The next theorem captures the core property of canonical
b-contractions (full proof in Supplementary Material).

Theorem 4. If s < t, then | s|; = [[t]]}.

Proof. (Sketch) We use Theorem 2 to show that the worlds
of ||s]; and ||¢]; are equal; Theorem 2 and Definition 16
to show that such worlds are linked by the same edges; and
Lemma 2 to show that they have the same labels. O

5 Algorithms

Bounded Partition Refinement A well-known technique
for computing the standard bisimulation contraction of an
epistemic state s is the partition refinement algorithm (Paige
and Tarjan 1987). As the original algorithm is described for
unlabeled accessibility relations, we adapt its presentation to
accommodate for labeled relations. Let s = (M, wy) with
M = (W, R, L) and agent set AG'. A partition P of W
is a set of non-empty and pairwise disjoints subsets of W.
Elements of P are also called blocks. A block B is i-stable
wrt. a second block S if either B C R;(S) or BN R;(S) =
@. Thatis, B is i-stable wrt. S if either B contains all worlds
accessible from S by agent ¢, or if no such world is in B. B
is stable wrt. S if it is i-stable for all i € AG’. A partition
P is stable wrt. S if all blocks of P are stable wrt. S. P is
stable if it is stable wrt. to all of its blocks. Given i € AG,
a partition P and a set S C W, we let SPLIT(¢, S, P) be the
partition obtained by replacing each block B € P such that
BNR;(S) # @ by the two blocks BNR;(S) and B\ R;(S).
SPLIT(Z, S, P) is also called the i-refinement of P (wrt. S).
Furthermore, we let REFINE(.S, P) be the partition resulting
from iteratively taking the i-refinement of P wrt. S for all
agents i € AG'. If P # REFINE(S, P), we call S a splitter
of P. Note that P is not stable wrt. S iff S is a splitter
of P and that, furthermore, REFINE(S, P) is stable wrt. S.
The partition refinement algorithm, PARTITIONREF, takes
as input parameter an epistemic state s = (W, R, L). First,
the algorithm builds an initial partition P of W that groups
worlds with the same label. Then, until there exists a splitter
S of P, it replaces P with REFINE(S, P). In other words,
at each step the algorithm refines P wrt. one of its splitters,
until a stable partition is obtained. At the end of the partition
refinement algorithm, the following holds.

Algorithm 1 Bounded Partition Refinement

1: function BOUNDEDPARTITIONREF(s = (W, R, L), b)
2 Let h = 0 and P, be a partition of W wrt. labels

3 while h < b and P, is not stable do

4: for all S in Py, do Py; < REFINE(S, Pp,)

5 h+—h+1

6 return [Py, ..., P)

Proposition 5 (Aceto, Ing6lfsdéttir, and Srba 2012). Let P
be the partition returned by PARTITIONREF(s), B € P and
x € B. Then [r]= = B.

As a result, from the output of the partition refinement
algorithm, we can build the bisimulation contraction of s.

To compute rooted and canonical b-contractions, we in-
stead do bounded partition refinement, shown in Algorithm
1. The inputs of the algorithm are an epistemic state s =
(W, R, L) and an integer b > 0 and the output is a vector
[Py, - - ., Py) of partitions of . As in the standard partition
refinement, the algorithm starts from the partition Py of W
calculated wrt. labels (line 2). Ateachstep 0 < h < b, if P,
is not stable, for all blocks S € Py, the algorithm refines Py
wrt. S (line 4) using the REFINE operator described above.
At each step h of the algorithm, the following invariant hold.

Proposition 6. Let P, (0 < h < b) be a partition computed
by BOUNDEDPARTITIONREF(s,b), B € Py and x € B.
Then [x]p, = B.

This result is Proposition 7 in Bolander and
Lequen (2022), except here adopted to the exact for-
mulation of Algorithm 1. As a result, the output of
BOUNDEDPARTITIONREF(s,b) is a vector [Py,..., P
of partitions of W such that each P, contains all the
h-bisimulation classes of s. From this, we can compute
the rooted and canonical b-contraction of s by following
Definitions 14 and 17, respectively.

Iterative Bound-Deepening Search We now describe
two variants of our iterative bound-deepening planning algo-
rithm. We begin with the tree search variant, ITERBOUND-
TREESEARCH, shown in Algorithm 2. A node n of the
search tree is a triple (s, b, is_bisim), where s is the state of
n, b is the depth bound (or simply bound) of n, intended to
denote the maximum modal depth of formulas we can safely
evaluate in s, and is_bisim is a boolean representing whether
|sll; = s holds. We denote the elements s, b and is_bisim
of a node n as n.state, n.bound and n.is_bisim, respectively.
In general, a node n contains an (n.bound)-contracted state
n.state. We can think of n.state as an approximation of a
“real” state, where we are guaranteed that n.state is at least
(n.bound)-bisimilar to the real state.

In the ITERBOUNDTREESEARCH algorithm, the integer
b > 0 denotes the global maximum modal depth of the for-
mulas that we evaluate in each state of the search tree. In
other words, we can see b as a bound on the reasoning-
depth of the planning agent. In the first iteration of the al-
gorithm, we let b = md(yp,) (line 2), ensuring that agents



Algorithm 2 Iterative Bound-Deepening Tree Search

1: function ITERBOUNDTREESEARCH((s0, A, ¢g4))

2 for b < md(p,) to co do

3: 7 <— BOUNDEDTREESEARCH((S0, A, ¢g),b)
4 if 7w # fail then return 7

5: function BOUNDEDTREESEARCH( (S0, A, ¢4), b)
6: frontier «+ (INITNODE(sg, b, true))

7: while frontier # () do

8: n < frontier.POP( )

9: if n.state = ¢, then return plan to n.state
10: for all o € A applicable in n.state do
11: if md(a) < n.bound then
12: n’ < CHILDNODE(n, o, md(¢g))
13: if n' # fail then frontier PUSH(n')
14: return fail

15: function INITNODE(s, b, was_bisim)

16: n.state < ||s|;

17: n.bound < b

18: n.is_bisim < (n.state £ s) A was_bisim
19: return n

20: function CHILDNODE(n, a, dg4)

21: (s, b, is_bisim) < (n.state, n.bound, n.is_bisim)
22: if 7s_bisim then

23: return INITNODE(s ® a, b, true)

24: if b — md(a) > d, then

25: return INITNODE(s ® a, b—md(«), false)
26: return fail

can effectively verify whether the goal formula is satis-
fied in any state. We then iteratively call the BOUND-
EDTREESEARCH algorithm over increasing values of b, un-
til a plan 7 is found (lines 2-4). This algorithm implements a
Breadth-First Search (BFS) that starts from the initial node
ng = (so,b, true) (line 6). We keep track of the nodes to
be expanded in the frontier queue, initially only containing
no. While frontier contains a node n, we extract it from
the queue and check whether its state satisfies the goal for-
mula. If it does, then we return the plan that lead to n.state
(line 9). Otherwise, we process n by (attempting to) gener-
ate child nodes for all actions « applicable in n.state satisfy-
ing md(«) < n.bound (lines 10-12). The latter condition is
necessary to ensure that we do not evaluate in n.state formu-
las with modal depth exceeding the bound of node n. The
update operation is carried out by the CHILDNODE function
described later. We push onto frontier all the updated nodes
n' # fail and continue the search. If the frontier is empty
and no plan has been found, we return fail and we proceed
to the next iteration of ITERBOUNDTREESEARCH.

We now describe the CHILDNODE function (line 20). Let
n = (s,b, is_bisim) be a node, let « be an action and let d,
be the modal depth of the goal formula. The CHILDNODE
function returns either an updated node n’, generated by the
INITNODE function, or fail. We will analyze CHILDNODE

in detail in our later soundness proof, so here we only pro-
vide the intuition. The intuition is that if n.is_bisim is true,
then s = n.state is a state that is bisimilar to the “real”
state s’ that it is approximating. In this case, Proposition 3
gives us that also s ® « and s’ ® « are bisimilar, so the state
n/ .state of the generated child n’ is also approximating the
real child state, s’ ® v, up to bisimilarity (see lines (22-23)).
If n.is_bisim is false, we only know that s is b-bisimilar to
the real state s’, where b = n.bound. Hence, from Propo-
sition 4 we are only guaranteed that the state n’.state of the
generated child is (b — md(«))-bisimilar to the real child
state s’ ® « (see lines (24-25)). If neither of these conditions
hold, it means that s®a is not a sufficiently good approxima-
tion of the real child state s’ ® « to guarantee that we can cor-
rectly evaluate ¢, in it, and we return fail. This essentially
amounts to a “pruning” or “blocking” technique, where we
stop expanding the tree from nodes when the approximation
becomes too bad to safely evaluate the goal formula.

All nodes n calculated at iteration b such that n.is_bisim
is true will be computed again in iteration b + 1. For this
reason, in the implementation, we make sure to avoid this
redundancy and only recompute nodes in iteration b + 1 if
their is_bisim value was false during iteration b.

Finally, we describe the graph search variant of our it-
erative bound-deepening search algorithm. As this variant
is very similar to the tree search one, we do not report its
pseudocode. The main difference is that in line 13 we also
check that n'.state has not already been visited. We do so
by keeping a set of visited states containing the canonical
contractions of the states computed so far. By Theorem 4,
to check whether n'.state has already been visited, it suf-
fices to check whether ||n'.state|”, ,...a € visited. The
graph search variant of BOUNDEDTREESEARCH is called
BOUNDEDGRAPHSEARCH.

6 Soundness, Completeness and Complexity

Theorem 5 (Soundness). Let T = (so,A,¢4) be a
planning task and b > md(p,). If the algorithm
BOUNDEDTREESEARCH(T, b) returns a plan 7, then T is
a solution to T.

Proof. Let T = (s9,A, pg4) and by > 0 be the inputs of the
algorithm. We first prove that for any path
nognlg...%;)nk (1)
of the search tree, we have
1. If ng.is_bisim = ¢rue, then

ny.state © sp Qg @ -+ ® wp_1 2
else

ng.state Sy, pound S0 @ o @+ - © a1 3
2. ng.bound > by —X; < md(c;) and ng.bound > md(pg

).
This is by induction on k. In the base case & = 0
we have ng = INITNODE(so, bo, true) = ([[sol;, . bo,0)

where ¢ = true iff USOJJZO < s9. Thus, ng.bound =
bo and ng.state = [LSOJJZO 2. so. This immediately
proves (3), and if n.isbisim = o = true, we fur-

thermore get ng.state = USOJ_IZO e 59, proving (2).



Since by > md(p,) by assumption, we get ng.bound =
by > md(py), proving 2. For the induction step, sup-
pose the claim holds for £ — 1. Extending the path to
np we get ny = CHILDNODE(ng_1,ar—1,dg). Let
(s,b,is_bisim) = nj_y. There are two cases to con-
sider, depending on whether it was the condition in line
22 or line 24 that was satisfied in the (successful) call of
CHILDNODE(ng_1, ap—1, dg).

Case I: Line 22 was satisfied. Then s_bisim is true and
ni = INITNODE(s ® a—1, b, true) = (|[s ® ag_1 |}, b, 0)
where o is true iff |s® agp_1];, © s ® ag_1. Since

ng—1.s_bisim = true, LH. gives us s € s5 ® ap ®
-+ ® ap_o. Proposition 3 then gives s ® ax_1 € so ®
ag ® -+ ® ap_1. If ng.isbisim = o = true, then

IIs ® ak_lﬂ; 2 s ® ag_1 and hence we get ny.state =
u5®04k—1JJ; 2 sQap-1 2 SV a® - Q ag-1,
proving (2). If ng.is_bisim = false, we get nj.state =
s ®ar_1]} 2ps@ap_1 2 5@ ® -+ @ ag_1, prov-
ing (3), since ny.bound = b. Thus, we have proved 1. Since
ng.bound = b = ni_;.bound, .H. immediately gives us 2.

Case 2: Line 24 was satisfied. Then is_bisim =
false is false, b—md(ap—1) > md(yp,), and
ngy = INITNODE(s ® ag_1,b—md(ax_1), false) =
(Is® O‘k'—lJJZ—md(ak,l)a b—md(ak—1), false). Now by
LH. we get s £}, sg @ ag ® - - - ® 2. Proposition 4 then
gives s @ k-1 Sp_md(ay,_,) S0 @ 0o @ -+ @ a1, and
hence nj.state = |s® ak,lﬂzfmd(ak_l) 24 md(ak_1)
5@ k-1 Sp_md(ay_,) S0 @ @ & -+ @ ag_1, proving (3),
since ny.bound = b — md(ax—1). As ng.is_bisim = false,
we don’t need to prove (2). Since the condition of line 24
was satisfied, we get ny.bound = b—md(ax_1) > md(py),
proving the second inequality of 2. LH. then gives
us ng_i.bound > by — X;cp_1md(e;), and hence
ng.bound = b — md(ag—1) = ng—1.bound — md(ax_1) >
by — X;<xmd(a;), proving the first inequality of 2.

This completes the proof of 1 and 2. If the algorithm re-
turns a plan in line 9, we must have ny.state = ¢4 Where
ny, is the last node of a path of the form (1). By 1, we then
have ny.state £, pound S0 @@ - - ai_1. By 2, we have
ni.bound > md(ypg), so Proposition 2 gives us that ny.state
and sp ® ap ® --- @ a1 agree on formulas up to modal
depth md(p,), and hence also so @ ap @ - - - ®@ ap—1 = @y
Thus, ag, ..., ar—1 is a solution to the planning task. O

We now introduce the parameters that will be used for our
completeness and complexity results. The same parameters
have previously been introduced to do parameterized com-
plexity analysis of epistemic plan verification (van de Pol,
van Rooij, and Szymanik 2018; Bolander and Lequen 2022).
For any planning task T = (so, A, ¢4), we use a to denote
the number of agents used in T, i.e., a = |.AG’|, where AG’
is the agent set of sy (and of the actions in A). Similarly,
we use p to denote the number of propositional atoms used
in sg and the actions of A. We furthermore use c to denote
the maximal modal depth of the pre- and post-conditions in
A, ie., c =max{md(a) | a € A}. We use o to denote the
modal depth of the goal formula, i.e., o = md(y,). Finally,
we use u to denote the maximal allowed solution length.

Theorem 6 (Completeness). If a planning task T has
a solution of length at most u, then the algorithm
BOUNDEDTREESEARCH(T, cu + o) will find it.

Proof. Suppose T has a solution «y, . ..,a;—1 with I < u.
First we want to prove that the search tree computed by the
algorithm includes a path of the form (1) for all £ < [. The
proof is by induction on k. The base case is trivial. For the
induction step, suppose the algorithm has found the path (1)
for some k£ < [. We want to show that the algorithm will at
some point extend the path (1) with the node resulting from
applying a. From the soundness proof we have properties 1
and 2 (using I.H.). In particular, we have ny.state <, pound
S0®ap ® -+ - ® ag_1 where ng.bound > by — X, md(a)
and ny.bound > md(p,) with by being the input bound, in
our case by = cu + o. Since md(a) < cforall « € A,
and since k < [ —1 < u— 1, we get ng.bound > by —
Yickmd(a) >cu+o—kc>cu+o—(u—1)c>c+o.

Since oy is applicable in sp ® ap ® -+ ® ag—1 (oth-
erwise «ag,...,a; would not be a solution), and since
Ng.state €4, pound S0 ® o @ - - - @ ay—1 With ny.bound >
c+ o > md(ag), we get that oy is also applicable in
ng.state. Hence when ny is popped from the frontier, oy
will eventually be chosen in line 10, and since nj.bound >
md(ay), the test in line 11 will be satisfied, and hence
CHILDNODE(ng, oy, md(pg)) will be called. If is_bisim
tests true in line 22, then we immediately get that a child
node n’ with state ny.state ® «y, is added, as required. Oth-
erwise, we get in line 24 that b — md(ax) = ng.bound —
md(ag) > c+o—md(a) > c+o—c=o0 2> md(pg),
so the test returns true and then the child node n’ with the
relevant state will be added by line 25.

Thus the algorithm will eventually compute the path (1)
for k = [. It only remains to show that when the last node of
the path, n;_1, is popped, a solution will be returned. So we
need to show that n;_;.state |= ¢4. From property 1 of the
soundness proof, we have n;_j.state £, | bound S0 ® g @
-++ ® oq_1, and property 2 gives n;_1.bound > md(p,).
Proposition 2 then gives us that n;_ .state and s)Ray®- - -®
ay—1 agree on all formulas up to modal depth md (¢, ), and
since ayg, . .., ay—1 is a solutionto 7', we get so Qg R - - - ®
a;—1 = ¢4 and hence n;_; .state |= ¢, as required. O

Theorem 6 shows that BOUNDEDTREESEARCH
will always solve a planning task 7' if the bound is
high enough.  Since ITERBOUNDTREESEARCH calls
BOUNDEDTREESEARCH iteratively with increasing
bounds, it will eventually find a solution if one exists.

Theorem 7. BOUNDEDGRAPHSEARCH(T, b) runs in time
IT1°M expb™ O(a + p).?

Proof. First let us determine the size of the search tree com-
puted by the algorithm, more precisely, an upper bound on
the number of nodes it contains. As we are doing graph
search, it will contain at most one node per canonically b-
contracted state, i.e., at most one node per b-bisimulation
class (Theorem 4). Since each b-bisimulation class is

a®

*Where exp”” x is the iterated exponential a® with n as.



uniquely determined by the signature of the designated
worlds of its elements (Theorem 4), it suffices to compute
how many such signatures exist. We can do that using Defi-
nition 15. Let |0y, | denote the number of unique h-signatures
(given a fixed set of agents and atomic propositions). Re-
call that a is the number of agents, and p the number of
atoms. As og(w) is just (L(w),d), we have |og| = 2P.
For h > 0, op(w) = (L(w), X (w)), where X (w) is a
mapping from agents into sets of (h — 1)-signatures. There
are a agents and |0, 1| possible (h — 1)-signatures, so there
are (2!7»-11)2 = 2lon-112 guch mappings. Thus in total we
get |oy,| = 2P2lon-1l2 = gptlon-1la We now prove that
lon| = exph™™ O(a + p) by induction on h. For h = 0 we
have |o},| = 2P = 290@+P) — expl O(a + p). For h > 0 we
get, using LH., |o| = 2PHlon-1la = gpt(exps Oatp))a —
20xp3 O(a+p) — exph ™ O(a 4 p). We have now proved
that the number of nodes of the search tree is bounded by
loy] = exp5T™ O(a + p). This also gives an upper bound
on their size, and hence we also get upper bounds on com-
puting each contracted update and model checking the goal
formula given by |T|°™) exp5t O(a + p) (see the proof of
Theorem 4 by Bolander and Lequen (2022) for details). [

Corollary 1. BOUNDEDGRAPHSEARCH runs in (b+ 1) —
EXPTIME.

Theorem 7 generalises a number of existing results.
First of all, if ¢ = 0, then by Theorem 6, BOUND-
EDTREESEARCH, and hence also BOUNDEDGRAPH-
SEARCH, will solve the problem with bound b = cu +
o = o, and hence in time |T|°™M exp$™ O(a + p). This
shows that we can solve propositional planning tasks (plan-
ning tasks where all pre- and postconditions are proposi-
tional) in (md(py) + 1) — EXPTIME, hence providing a
new proof of an existing result (Yu, Wen, and Liu 2013;
Maubert 2014). Also note that if b > cu + o, then The-
orem 6 gives that BOUNDEDGRAPHSEARCH is complete,
and Theorem 7 that it runs in time |79 exp$“*° O(a +
p). This proves that epistemic planning is fixed-parameter
tractable (FPT) with parameters acopu, generalizing the cor-
responding FPT result for plan verification by Bolander and
Lequen (2022). As the aforementioned paper shows that
plan verification is not FPT for any subset of these parame-
ters, this is the best result we can get. It means that epistemic
planning is tractable as long as we can put a bound on the
number of agents (a), number of atoms (p), modal depth of
the formula (o), maximal modal depth of pre- and postcon-
ditions (c) and maximal length of a plan (u), but that if we
only put a bound on some of them, the problem becomes in-
tractable. Also note that epistemic planning is tractable for
a fixed bound on the depth of reasoning, and fixed agent and
atom sets, which might be a quite realistic assumption for
many practical applications. Of course putting a bound on
the reasoning depth means that certain problems become un-
solvable, but in other cases we just get longer solutions (the
agent finds a solution that doesn’t require complex higher-
order reasoning). Next, we do a brief experimental evalua-
tion, and leave a deeper evaluation of the trade-off between
reasoning depth and solution quality for future work.
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Figure 6: Time results for ITERBOUNDTREESEARCH (blue line)
and BFS (red line).

7 Experimental Evaluation

In this section, we report the results of our experiments. We
tested our ITERBOUNDTREESEARCH algorithm on a sam-
ple of well-known benchmarks from the literature, such as
Coin in the Box (Baral et al. 2015; Fabiano et al. 2020), Se-
lective Communication and Collaboration through Commu-
nication (Kominis and Geffner 2015). We refer to the orig-
inal papers for a presentation of the benchmarks. We com-
pared our algorithm to a baseline BFS search using standard
bisimulation contractions. The results are shown in Figure 6
(timetables in Supplementary Material). As seen, our algo-
rithm consistently outperforms the baseline. The tests show
that in most cases, the two algorithms compute a similar
number of nodes (see Supplementary Material). This sug-
gests that b-contractions play a key role in improving the
overall performance. They result in smaller states than stan-
dard bisimulation contractions. As these preliminary exper-
iments show promising results, we plan to implement also
the graph search variant and compare it to tree search.

To highlight the strength of our algorithm, we also de-
vised a simple, yet illustrative domain, called Switches. In
a control room, agent ag needs to turn on n switches (all
initially off). To turn on switch 1 < k < n, agent ap must
be supervised by a specific agent a;. The result of turn-
ing on a switch is only witnessed by agents ay and aj, (the
other agents believe that no switch was toggled). Agents
may also communicate their knowledge on which switches
are on. The goal is to turn all switches on. Since the goal
has modal depth 0 and turning on a switch can be done with
a propositional action, ITERBOUNDTREESEARCH does not
consider the communication actions (that have modal pre-
conditions). Hence, our algorithm takes the O-contraction of
each visited state, which consists of a singleton state. On
the other hand, the baseline algorithm keeps the states in
their full size. Since each switch action is witnessed only
by a particular agent (plus ag), the depth of the state grows
after each action. With 8 switches, our algorithm solves the
problem in 16 seconds, while the baseline takes 5 minutes.
With 9 switches, our algorithm uses 3 minutes, and the base-
line times out after 30 minutes. If the problem could only be
solved at a higher bound than 0, of course our algorithm
would eventually reach that bound and still find a solution.
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