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Abstract

Information pooling has been extensively formalised across various logical frame-
works in distributed systems [1,30,12], characterized by diverse information-sharing
patterns. These approaches generally adopt an intersection perspective, aggregating
all possible information, regardless of whether it is known or unknown to the agents.
In contrast, this work adopts a unique stance, emphasising that sharing knowledge
means distributing what is known, rather than what remains uncertain. This paper
introduces new modal logics for knowledge pooling and sharing, ranging from a novel
language of knowledge pooling to a dynamic mechanism for knowledge sharing. It
also outlines their axiomatizations and discusses a potential framework for permissi-
ble knowledge pooling.

Keywords: Information Pooling, Distributed Knowledge, Knowledge Pooling,
Permissible Knowledge Sharing.

1 Motivation

What disclosures are considered sensitive information leaks? What messages
can be shared with a cooperative partner without breaching confidentiality
agreements? In the processes of compliance checking, legal decision-making,
and responsibility allocation, it is necessary not only to grasp the ethical rami-
fications but also to understand the types of epistemic information at play and
their interaction with ethical considerations.

A notable gap exists in our understanding of the nature of epistemic in-
formation produced by these ethically questionable actions and the manner
in which this information can shed light on the suitability or unsuitability
of such actions. To address the above questions, existing research tends to
focus either on the mechanics of information transfer inherent in such commu-
nicative acts [33,7,26,34], or on the ethical considerations presumed by such
actions [11,10]. However, these approaches often overlook a comprehensive
perspective.

The mishandling of sensitive information [4], especially in the context of
multi-agent interactions, exemplifies the complexities involved in addressing
such issues. This challenge underscores the need for a more integrated approach
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that considers both the mechanics of information exchange and the ethical
implications thereof.

Example 1.1 [Sensitive Information] A customer purchases services from a
company to analyse user behaviors on websites. The company offers two
servers, a and b, each providing different type of information. Server a tracks
how users (p) are associated with user IDs (g), while server details how these
user IDs correspond to the websites they visit (r). While the company is able
to sell access to both servers, GDPR regulations prohibit selling both simul-
taneously, as doing so would result in a breach of privacy by revealing users’
personal website visitation patterns to the customer.
The knowledge provided by the servers can be represented as follows:

* Ku(p—q) and
s Kiy(g—r).

GDPR restricts the customer from acquiring knowledge that links users directly
to the websites they visit:

s Kc(p—q).
Given that the business transaction requires at least one server to relay infor-

mation to the customer, how can we construct a model of permissible knowledge
transfer to investigate the underlying mechanisms?

Research Question: How do we determine the ethical considerations in
sharing information?

This research question unfolds into two distinct inquiries:
(i) What mechanisms underpin the act of sharing information?

(ii) How do the epistemic and ethical implications of communication converge
to define the permissibility of such actions?

This work will address these questions as outlined below. Section 2 will
introduce a dynamic model of knowledge sharing, highlighting the role of inter-
presonal dependence in the exchange of information. Following the tradition
of dynamic deontic logic [31], Section 3 will develop a new framework to differ-
entiate between the permissions to know and to share information. Section 4
will discuss various results concerning expressivity, axiomatization, and com-
pleteness. Section 5 will review relevant literature and Section 6 will provide
concluding remarks.

2 Theory of Knowledge
2.1 Static Information

We follow the standard approach of distributed knowledge [33] to examine the
static dimension of information distribution and sharing. Within this frame-
work, the modality K, represents the individual knowledge of agent a, while
the modality D¢ signifies the distributed knowledge within a group G. This
allows us to express that “Agent a knows ¢” using K,p and that “Group G
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(distributively) knows ¢ if every members shares their knowledge” with Dgp.

An agent’s knowledge can be augmented through the acquisition of insights
from another. For instance, a customer’s understanding of user behaviours
on websites is reinforced when one server shares its knowledge. This agent-
dependent knowledge will be expressed by a new modality K;'. The expression
K} represents that agent b possesses knowledge of ¢ dependent on the input
from agent a.

Definition 2.1 [Language] The language L of agent-dependent knowledge is
defined as follows:

pi=pl-plere|Kip| Doy | Ky

where p € Prop is an element of the (countable) set Prop of atomic propositions,
a € T is an element of the (finite) set Z of agents, and G < 7 is a subset of
agents.

As usual, the dual modality K,p of individual knowledge is defined as
—K,—p, which express the possibility of knowing individually. The “everybody
knows” knowledge for group G, denoted as Eg¢p, can be defined as A .o Ko

Definition 2.2 [Models] A structure M = (W, {Rq}aez, V) is a model when:
e W is a non-empty set of possible states;

e R, € W x W is an equivalent relation;

e V: Prop — 2% is a valuation function.

The truth conditions of Boolean formulas and knowledge modalities are defined
as usual [33]:

M, w = Ko iff Ra[w] < [|¢]|a3
M, w = Dy it De[w] < ||¢]|ar,

where Do = (\,eq Ras Ralw] = {u € W | (w,u) € Ry}, and ||¢||m = {w €
W | M,w = ¢}. When the model M is clear from the context, we simplify
the notation ||p||ar to ||¢||. We define =4, W x W as an equivalent relation
based on agent a’s basic knowledge at state w: s =4, u if and only if s €
[lol| < u € ||p|| for all ¢ € K w, where Kow = {9 € L | M,w = Ko} is
agent a’s knowledge at w. Now the agent-dependent knowledge is interpreted
as follows:
M,w = K iff (R o)) € [[e]].

The relation Ryn =,.,, is an equivalent relation.

The expression Kj¢ analyses b’s knowledge by integrating the relevant
knowledge of a. This integration is interpreted by the intersection between b’s
knowledge accessible relation R;, and a corresponding categorization of agent
a’s knowledge. Essentially, it can be understood as “Agent b knows ¢ when
considering the knowledge from a remain constant.” This approach of knowl-
edge, grounded in equality, reflects the concept of ceteris paribus (with all other
things else being equal) [27,18,17] in the perspective of epistemology.
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These static modalities of knowledge are considered standard. The modality
of individual knowledge K, and the modality of distributed knowledge are
both characterized by the S5 axiomatic frameworks [8]. The agent-dependent
modality K} is an S5 modality as well therefore, capturing the essence of
knowledge. However, the interactions between them extend the standard Sb
frameworks.

o (Int) Ko — K¢
 (C) Koo = Ve (Kath A Ky — )
Details about axiomatizations of these modalities are presented in Section 4.2.

The following logical implication captures the relationship among these
three types of knowledge:

Kyp — Kyo — Diqpyp-

Agent-dependent knowledge serves as a bridge from individual to distributed
knowledge, filling the connection from individual towards distributed knowl-
edge. The two examples below further clarify this relationship.

Example 2.3 [Sensitive Information, Cont’d] Figure 1 illustrates a model
M = (W, Rg, Ry, R, V) representing the individual knowledge of agents a and
b, where both agents only know p:

o W = {s0, $1, S2, S3, 84},

* Ro=1{(s,8) ] s€ W} u{(so,51),(s1,50), (50, 52), (82, S0)},

* Ry ={(s,s)|se W} u{(so,s3),(ss,50),(s0,84), (54, 50)},

e Re=R,URy

* V(p) = {s0, 1,83}, V(q) = {s0, 51, 82}, and V(r) = {so, s2}.

At sg, the following individual knowledge about a, b, and ¢ are satisfied:
* Ko(p— ), ~Kalg = 1), ~Kalp — 1);

* ~Ky(p = q), Ki(q — 1), ~Kp(p — 7);

* ~Ke(p—q),~Kelg =), ~Ke(p — 7).

During knowledge pooling, the flow of information from server a to customer
c or vice versa is crucial for generating distinct agent-dependent knowledge
outcomes. Agent ¢’s knowledge can be augmented based on the classification
from a, while a’s knowledge dependent on ¢ remains the same:

* Ki(p—q),~Ki(qg—r),~Ki(p—1);

s K¢(p—q),—Ki(g—r),~K(p—r)

The further information pooling from server b to ¢ leads to:
« Kf(p—q), K&(q—1),K(p—r). !

I The truth condition of K% can be roughly understood as:

M,w = K iff (Ren Zaiw 0 Zp)[w] < [lgl].
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Customer ¢ now knows the full information the rules of user behaviors. How-
ever, it does not imply that the customer c is supposed to know the dataset of
the users:

e - K gbp.

In contrast, distributed knowledge generated through information pooling
does not merely copy the individual agent-based insights; it produces knowl-
edge that extends well beyond the possible knowable limit of all individuals’
understanding.

° D{a,b,c}(p - q)a D{a,b,c} (q - T)a D{a,b,c} (P - T);
° D{a,b,c}pa D{a,b,c}qv D{a,b,c}r-

p,q,—T @ pv_‘Q7 -r

~ .ac be_ -
p7q7r
- ~
- N
~-ac

- be ~<
_‘p7q77‘@ @_‘p7_‘q7_‘r

Fig. 1. Knowledge sharing: Beyond the aggregation of arbitrary information for
distributed knowledge.

~

Essentially, agents only share what they have known. For example, agent a
shares her knowledge of p — ¢ with ¢, which ¢ does not know. They cautiously
avoid extending to what they are uncertain. Neither a nor ¢ can verify or falsify
p nor ¢; this information is still uncertain even after they share knowledge with
each other. Distributed knowledge represents a special boundary of information
pooling, characterized by the aggregation of all conceivable information into
collective knowledge, even if gathering those uncertain goes beyond what can
be verified. Conversely, knowledge pooling is specifically aimed at gathering
confirmed or known information between agents.

A primary concern in knowledge pooling is about communication. The ex-
pression K2(p A —K,p), a variant of Moore sentence [21,20], remains logically
consistent. However, the interpretation of “p is true but agent a does not know
p” becomes problematic because it leads to unsuccessful knowledge sharing,
especially after agents have fully communicated with each other [21,15]. A
potential solution to this challenge is to introduce a dynamic mechanism for
knowledge sharing. After knowledge sharing, K?(p A —K,p) will become incon-
sistent, while K?(p A K,p), which indicates a successful delivery of knowledge,
will becomes true. This effective communication of knowledge pooling is crucial
in evaluating the ethical and normative implication of such interaction. These
dynamic processes will be explored in the next Section 2.2 and their ethical
considerations will be discussed in Section 3.
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2.2 Knowledge Sharing: A New Type of Information Pooling

Information flows from one agent to another, called information pooling, is
a dynamic process. It typically involves aggregating all available information
from the participating agents through information intersection [1,30,12], with-
out necessarily confirming whether the information constitutes knowledge. To
ensure the accuracy and integrity of communication, this section posits that
information pooling ought to involve the sharing of knowledge. To express
the concept of knowledge sharing between two agents, where agent b receives
agent a’s knowledge, we introduce the notation a > b to denote this dynamic
communication. Accordingly, the symbol [a > b] represents the act of sender a
conveying its knowledge to receiver b. Now we add the formula [a > b]p into
the language and interpret this formula as follows:

Definition 2.4 [Updated Model] Let M = (W, {Rs}aez, V) be a model and
w € W be a point in M. Then:

M,w = [a>blp iff M|, w =@

where M|qop = (W, {R}}iez, V) is a (a>b)-updated model of knowledge sharing
such that

(i) If ¢ # b, then R} = Ry;

(ii) If i = b, then (s,u) € R}
(a) When s,u € Rp[w], (s,u) € RpN =q.;
(b) When s,u ¢ Rp[w], (s,u) € Rp.

The primary feature of our updated mechanism is its directional nature. It
only eliminates those epistemic relations accessible to the recipient that do not
align with the sender’s knowledge. This approach assumes that the recipient’s
knowledge is dependent on the knowledge shared by the sender.

In addition, this updating process is syntactic. The fundamental principle
of this knowledge sharing update is represented by intersecting b’s knowledge
Ry with the equivalence set =,.,, which reflects the sender a’s knowledge locally
at w. As a result, the model is modified according to syntactic expressions that
represent the sender’s knowledge, ensuring that the receiver adjusts their knowl-
edge while maintaining every thing else being equally characterising the sender’s
knowledge, a variant of the concept known as “ceteris paribus” [27,18,17]. This
maintains the integrity of the sender’s knowledge in the recipient’s understand-
ing.

Example 2.5 [Sensitive Information, Cont’d] Revisiting the model M illus-
trated in Figure 1, we present some findings on Moore sentences that illuminate
the differences between static and dynamic knowledge arising from knowledge
sharing:

e K2((p— q) A ~K.(p— q)) is true at w in M;

e Ki((p—q) A =K .(p— q)) is false at w in M|4ep;

e Ki((p—q) A Kc(p— q)) is true at w in M|g.p-



Dong 7

The update process of knowledge sharing implies two key points. Firstly,
it categorizes the recipient’s knowledge based on the knowledge provided by
the sender, as shown in Lemma 2.6.ii. Secondly, the modification of agent-
dependent knowledge does not influence the distributed knowledge, as demon-
strated in Lemma 2.6.iii.

Lemma 2.6 Let M|q.p = (W, {R}}icz, V) be a (a > b)-updated model.
(i) M|asp is still a model.
(i) R, Ry < R,
(i) Do = DE,.
Proof.
(i) We only need to demonstrate that R} is still an equivalent relation. This

requires =, to be an equivalent relation, which is not difficult to be proven
given Definition 2.4.
(ii) We only need to show: R, =,. Let uR,s and ¢ € L.
e Let M,u = K,p. Due to the 4 axiom of K,, we have M,u = K, K,p.
Since uRys, so M, s = K p.
» Let M,u = K,p. Due to the 5 axiom of K,, we have M, u = K,— K.
Since uRys, so M, s = =Ky, which is M, s = K.
(iii) We know D = Rj n Dy Due to Rff = Ryn =4, so R} < Ry. Thus,
D}, < D¢. On the other hand, due to Lemma 2.6.ii, R, n Ry & R}, so
Ry Ry n DG\{b} = R;f N DG\{b}- This is Dg < Dg
]

In this work, we adopt a non-reductionist approach [36] to characterise
the properties of dynamic knowledge sharing. Traditionally, the reduction ap-
proach [33] has been the predominant method for modelling updates in knowl-
edge. This typically involves a reduction axiom, specifically the axiom of dy-
namic iteration, which aims to simplify the iteration [a & b][c > d] into a less
complex format. However, such simplification is not feasible within our frame-
work. Consequently, we explore an alternative non-reductionist approach.

Proposition 2.7 These properties are valid in our updated model.
* (Inv) (p = [a>b]p) A (—p — [a>b]—p)

¢ Rev) —[a s Bl — [0 by

¢ () [asb]~p — ~[asbly

* (Int™) [a > b Kpp =V yep (Kola > b](¥ — @) A Kala »b]¢))

* (Inty) Kyla>blp — [a>b]Kpp

e (Int7) [a v b]K.p < K.[a>blp where b # ¢

¢ (Ke) a5 B)(p — ) — ([a > blp — [a > b]9)

e (Ns) From ¢ infer [a > bly

* (RM.) From ¢ — [a > bly infer K, — [a » 0] Ky
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These properties establish a sound and complete logical system for dynamic
knowledge sharing (detailed in Section 4.3). The Inv axiom ensures that truth
assignments remain invariant in the models before and after an update. The
Rev axiom reflects that the (a > b)-sharing update always results in a unique
model. The D axiom is crucial, illustrating the feasibility of (a >b)-sharing. The
Int*, Inty, Int™ axioms, and the RM, rule illustrate the interactions between
the knowledge and sharing. Finally, the K, axiom and Ny rule are considered
standard. These properties infer the following two standard results.

Proposition 2.8 These properties are valid:

« C:fan bl A as b — [asb)(p A )
* RK: From b @ A ¢/ — 1, it infers - [a »b]p A [a > bl — [a > D],

Using a fragment of our language, we can illustrate how one can transfer
and share one’s knowledge with others.

Proposition 2.9 The following properties are valid for the fragment regard-
ing Prop™, the set of Boolean propositions that only construct from atomic
propositions, negation, and conjunction.

¢ (Boolean) ¢ <> [a > blo where p € Prop™

¢ (Remain) K.p — [a > b]K.p where ¢ € Prop™*

* (Sharing) K,p — [a » b]|Kpp where ¢ € Prop™

* (Step) [a > b]Kpp — [a > b][b > c]K.p where ¢ € Prop™
* (Dist) [a > b] Ky — Dyqpy[a > ble

Axioms Boolean, Remain, and Sharing explain the process through which
the knowledge of agent a is accurately conveyed and integrated into the knowl-
edge of another agent. Thus, the knowledge pooling from agent a to agent b
augments the knowledge of the recipient b, without similar influence on the
sender a nor any third party such as agent c. This represents a unidirectional
flow of information. The Dist axiom further presents the unidirectional flow of
knowledge pooling can be transferred through multi-agent interactions.

Axiom Dist indicates that the knowledge derived from the pooling pro-
cess contributes to the collective understanding shared from the sender to the
recipient. However, it is not implied that all distributed knowledge can be
generated from the knowledge pooling process. This distinction is clarified in
Example 2.11 presented below. Through this, knowledge pooling reaches a new
type of collective knowledge that bridges individual knowledge and distributed
knowledge.

In this multi-agent context, our goal is to illustrate that the resolution of
knowledge within the knowledge pooling process is not merely a matter of
aggregating information arbitrarily. Consider a model M = (W, {R,}acz, V)
The information resolution operator R%p, which represents the pooling of
arbitrary information, is defined as per existing literature [1]:

M,w|=RiG<p ifft Mg, w k= ¢,
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where M| = {W,{R4|c}aez, V) such that

R eG
Ra|G = mbEG b “ ' .
R, otherwise.

While, let G = {aq,...,a,}, we can define the notion of knowledge resolution
by our operator of collective knowledge pooling:

Rgy = [a1 v az]...[an—1 > an][an > an—1]...[az »a1]e.
The following statement illustrates a crucial distinction from knowledge to
information pooling;:
s (Int') ReK,o — RLK .
Example 2.11 shows that the converse of this axiom is not possible. Besides,
we can define another operator of individual knowledge pooling:

G i=larvaz].. . [an—1 > an]e.

Now we have the following relationship between individual knowledge, “ev-

erybody knows” [33], individual sharing, collective sharing, and information
pooling.

Proposition 2.10 These properties are sound:
(i) Ka,¢ — R Egy where ¢ € Prop™

(ii) R& Eqy — RaEqye where ¢ € Prop™

(ili) Fgy — RgEgy where p € Prop™

(iv) ReEce — Ry Ecp where o € Prop™t

Example 2.11 The model M in Figure 2 is a counter-example of RS Eg¢p —
RcEgp. In this model, the information resolution pools all consistent but
unknown information gathering from agent a and b to have RN Ry, = {(s0, S0)}
Therefore,

* M,s0 = Ry, Erapy(p A g nr).
However, as both agents possess the same individual knowledge — each knows
p but nothing else — this results in:

* M,s0 = Riapy Efanyp,
* M, so = Riapy Eyapyg, and
® ]\47 S0 '= R{a,b}E{a,b}T-

This Example 2.11 demonstrates that knowledge pooling results in a dis-
tinct form of collective knowledge, diverging from the distributed knowledge
generated through information resolution. The relationship among individual

knowledge, the knowledge achieved by knowledge pooling, and the knowledge
obtained by information pooling can be outlines as follows: For ¢ € Prop™,

Egp — Kop — REEGe — RaEgyp — R Egyp < Da R .
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Fig. 2. From information pooling to knowledge sharing.
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¢’s knowledge. ¢’s knowledge.
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~ ~
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‘ac

Fig. 3. Two different directions of knowledge sharing

An important aspect of knowledge pooling is that, despite the various di-
rections in which it can occur, there always exists a resolution that obtains all
knowledge from the participating agents, as illustrated in Example 2.12 below.

Example 2.12 [Sensitive Information, Cont’d] Starting with the initial model
presented in Figure 1, knowledge sharing towards the customer ¢ can proceed
in two directions: either server a or server b initiates sharing their knowledge.
This leads to distinct updated models, as shown in Figure 3:

* M, so = [a v c]Ke(p — q);
e M,so =[brc]Kc(qg— ).

Within the framework of knowledge resolution, the concept of “everybody
knows” knowledge [33] is achievable:

e M,so = R({la,b7c}E{a,b,c}(p —q);
s M,so = R{aaﬁbyc}E{a,b,c}(q —7);
s M,so = Rl{)a’byc}E{a,b,C}(q —T);
* M.so =Ry, , 4 Elape (0 — @)
* M,so = Riape}(Eiape}(P = @) A Eapey(@ = 1) A Eapey(p— 1))

The concept of knowledge resolution highlights a crucial insight from knowl-
edge pooling: its capacity to facilitate a consensus among a group 2. However,
a knowledge resolution may not always allowed, particularly in scenarios in-

2 If we incorporate the notion of common knowledge [33] into our framework, we can validate
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volving sensitive information or issues arising from epistemic implications. The
next section will propose a formalization for permissible knowledge pooling to
address the gap between epistemic and ethical implications.

3 Permissible Knowledge Pooling
3.1 Permission to Know: Static Norms

To capture ethical implications within our model, we incorporate the concept
of ideal knowledge transition. In standard deontic logic, the Kanger reduc-
tion typically employs a propositional constant to identify states within the
model as permissible or impermissible [16]. To examine the interplay between
epistemic and ethical implications, we introduce a propositional constant that
specifies which pairs of states in the model, referred to as knowledge transi-
tions, are permissible. Those knowledge transitions considered permissible are
thus classified as ideal knowledge transitions.

We expand our framework of knowledge pooling as described below. A
structure M = (W, {Rg}aez, O,V is a deontic model when M is a model in
additional with a symmetric relation O < W x W with the property that
O #0c Uaez R,. To represent an ideal transition, we introduce the constant
O and extend our language, indicating the presence of a permissible way to
know — suggesting that it is okay to gain knowledge in such a manner. This
constant is interpreted at a point w in a deontic model M as follows.

M,w = O iff O[w] £ &.

This constant has this validity:

0—- K,0

for some agent a. 3

Example 3.1 [Sensitive Information, Cont’d] Figure 1 illustrates the state
pairs (s1,50) and (s3, sg) along with their corresponding symmetric pairs, con-
stitute the ideal relation O. These pairs are thus considered as permissible
pathways of obtaining knowledge.

We introduce a static notion termed as weak permission, denoted by P,¢,
and define it as Kop A K,0. Thus, P,p at a point w in the deontic model M
is interpreted as:

M,w | Pyp iff R,[w] € ||¢|| and Re[w] n Olw] # &

This implies that when an agent a is permitted to acquire knowledge, it means
that there is at least one ideal way for her to access her knowledge. The formula

the following statement about our knowledge resolution:
RgEgy < RaCgy,

where Cg is the modality of common knowledge in group G.

3 By incorporating the concept of common knowledge, the validity expressed by Cz Vaez O
captures the characteristics of O € | J,ez Ra and O # (.
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P, is designed to captures the concept of having permission to know. It asserts
that an agent a is permitted to know ¢ if and only if, ¢ is part of agent a’s
knowledge base, and there is at least one permissible way of knowing it. This
concept of “permission to know” can be expressed using a static language.

Example 3.2 [Sensitive Information, Cont’d] After server a conveys her
knowledge to customer c, it becomes permissible for the agent ¢ to know p — g¢.
Likewise, when server b shares his knowledge to customer ¢, it becomes per-
missible for ¢ to know ¢ — r. These permissions are true at point sy in the
models illustrated in Figure 1:

° Mlabc; S0 ): Pc(p - Q);
o M|pe, S0 = Pe(q — 7).

However, in the model in Figure (3a), the green and unique c-link will be
deleted after the (b > ¢)-update, so it is not permissible for ¢ to know p — 7.

* For instance, (M |ase)|pse, S0 = Pe(p — 7).

The static concept of permission to know displays characteristics derived
from the principles of free choice permission [19] and individual knowledge:

Proposition 3.3 Here are some validities:
(1) RFC: Pop A Potp — Polp v ¥)
) MC: Py(p A ) < Pagp A Pat)
) K Palp = 9) = (Pap = Pat))
) D: =P, L
(v) T: Pap — ¢
) 4: Pop — P Puyp
) RE: From ¢ — 1 it infers Py — Pyt
) NEC: From ¢ it infers Py

However, this concept avoid the infamous free choice permission para-
dox [19] and the 5 axiom:

Example 3.4 Here are some invalidities for all a € Z:
(i) FCP1: Pa(p v ) = Pap A Pat)
(ii) FCP2: Poyp — Pl A ¢)
(iii) 5: Pyp — PyPygp
Significantly, the permission to access knowledge represents a novel bridge
linking individual knowledge with distributed knowledge, as described below:

Da(o A O) = Pop — Ko — Ego

The dual concept of “permission to know” — “ought to know” can be defined
in the usual manner: O,p := pago. Thus, “ought to know” O,p corresponds
to a conditional (K,—¢ — K,—O0). This interpretation of “ought to know”
avoids the infamous Aqvist’s paradox [2].
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3.2 Permission to Knowledge Pooling: Dynamic Norms

Now we define a new type of permission — the permission for one to com-
municate their knowledge towards another. This introduces a novel dynamic
dimension to the concept of permission, particularly in terms of communica-
tion, that is represented as P(a »b). It denotes that agent a is permitted to
share their knowledge with that of agent b. More precisely,

P(avb) =4 [a»b]K,0

Agent a is allowed to transfer knowledge to agent b, if and only if the subsequent
communication from a to b results in a permissible way for receiver b to now.

Example 3.5 [Sensitive Information, Cont’d] Within the use of the formulas
like P(a >b), we can further explore the case of sensitive information in Exam-
ple 3.2. In the model M|4.c, server b still knows ¢ — r. When b shares this
knowledge with customer ¢, ¢ know it as well. However, there is no legitimate
means for her to have obtained this knowledge, as shown in Example 3.2:

* Mlase, 80 = [b > c]K.O.
From these observations, we deduce that the transfer of knowledge from b to ¢
is impermissible.

* Mlase, 80 = P(bvc).

Knowledge pooling shares significant ties with the concept of “permissions
to share knowledge”, particularly within multi-agent interaction scenarios.

Proposition 3.6 Here are two validities:
(i) [a=b]P(brc) — Plavc)
(ii) If - Ko < Kpp then P(avc) < P(brc)

Proposition 3.6.1 demonstrates that, if it is permissible to share knowledge
from b to c after a’s sharing towards b, a knowledge sharing from a directly to
¢ is also permissible. Proposition 3.6.ii addresses the condition for replacing
participants in permissible pooling: if the originating knowledge of the senders
is identical, then the permissibility status of their knowledge pooling is the
same. Therefore, Proposition 3.6.ii explains one scenario in which epistemic
implications can affect ethical considerations. Example 3.7 below shows that
substituting recipients with identical knowledge does not guarantee the preser-
vation of the original permissibility status.

Example 3.7 Here are some invalidities:
(i) If Kpp < Ko then P(a»b) < P(a>c).

4 Expressivity, Axiomatization, and Completeness

This section presents several technical results, including the expressivity, sound-
ness, and completenss of various axiomatizations of knowledge sharing.



14 Permissible Knowledge Pooling

Lix Lak Lpk
Liks Laks Lpxks — Lpkr

Fig. 4. Expressivity

(S5) The S5 proof system for individual knowledge [33]
(AK) S5 axioms for agent-dependent knowledge

(Int) Kop — Kop

(Ch) Koo — \/weL(Kzﬂ/’ A K( — )

(NEC4) From ¢ inferring K2¢p

Fig. 5. Axiomatization AK

4.1 Expressivity

Now we list different langauges of knowledge sharing as follows:

Liko:=plonpl|Kyp

Lak zo=plone|Kap|Kyp

Lpr =p:=plore| Kap| Kjp| Dap
Lixsp:=plorp|Kup|[arblp
Laksup=ploreg|Kup| Ky |larblp
Lprs:p:=plone|Kap| Kjo|Dag|[ar>ble
Loxr:e:=plenre| K| Ko | Doy | Ry | [asble

where p is an element of the (countable) set Prop of atomic propositions,
a,b € T are elements of the (finite) set Z of agents, and G < Z is a subset
of agents.

Theorem 4.1 The diagram in Figure 4 illustrates the expressive power, indi-
cating that any language pointed to by an arrow is strictly more expressive than
the language from which the arrow originates.

4.2 System AK of Agent-dependent Knowledge

The logical system AK of agent-dependent knowledge is presented in Figure 5.
It includes two interaction axioms Int and Cl to connect between individual and
agent-dependent knowledge.

Theorem 4.2 The system AK is sound and (strongly) complete.
Proposition 4.3 The aziom Cl is valid.

Proof. Let M,w = K2p. This is (Ran =p.)[w] S ||¢]|. Now we need to
find a ¢ € Lax to satisfy Rq[w] < [[¢ — ¢|| and Ry[w] < |[¢||. Notice
that Rp[w] S=p.p [w] by Lemma 2.6.ii and Rp[w] # &. So we are able to
find ¢ € Lag such that Ry[w] € ||[¢|] S=pw [w]. Now we need to show
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R.[w] < || — ¢||. If not, there is a u € Ry[w] such that u € || A —¢l].
However, from u € ||[t)|| S=p.y [w] and u € Ry [w], it infers u € ||p]|. This leads
to a contradiction. O

Definition 4.4 [Maximally Counsistent Sets] Given the system AK, for any
Y C Lak:

e 3 is AK-consistent iff each finite X € ¥ such that £ ax — /\ X; otherwise
3. is AK-inconsistent.

¢ ¥ is a maximally AK-consistent subset iff it is AK-consistent and if ¥
Y € Lk then Y is AK-inconsistent.

We define M C'S be the set of all maximally AK-consistent subsets.

Lemma 4.5 Let X2 be a member of MCS. For any p,v € Lak:
s p¢Ed e —pe .
c WAYED S p e .
e Y is closed under the logic AK, such that
p e and Ak p — ¢ imply P € 2.
Definition 4.6 [Canonical Model] Given the system AK, we construct the
canonical model MY = (W {RS} ez, VE) as follows:
e« W = MCS is all maximally AK-consistent subsets.
e RC={(A,0)c W xWC | K,pe A= pe 0}
* VOp)={AeW [pe A}

Hence, = is defined as {(A,0) € W x WY | Vp e K)I'(pe A < ¢ € 0)}.

Concerns about the possibility of an empty intersection [12] between Racm Egr

do not arise in our canonical model.

Lemma 4.7 (Truth Lemma) Let M¢ = (WS {RS} ez, VE) be the canon-
ical model with respect to logic AK. For any ¢ € Lax and A e WC:

MY AEgiffoeA.

Proof. We only focus on the case of agent-dependent knowledge K%p. The
other cases are standard.

* Suppose K2p € A. We want to show (RS =, )[A] < ||¢|lpre. Let
O € (Ryn =p.a)[A]. From KPp € A and Cl axiom they infer K, € A and
Ky(¢p — @) € A for some ¢ € L. From (A,0) € RS it then infers ) € ©.
From (A, ©) e=p.a it infers ¢ — p € ©. So ¢ € ©. By inductive hypothesis,
itis ©® € ||QD||1\/[C.

* Suppose ~K%p € A. We need a © € MCS such that © € (RSn =, )[A]

but © ¢ ||p||pre. We construct such a © in the following way. We enumerate
the formulas in the countable set Lax as ©1,...,%n,... and construct I';



16 Permissible Knowledge Pooling

for i € N as follows:
Lo = {—p} U Ay,
r {Fi U {¢i | Kbp; € A} if this set is AK-consistent;
i+l =

I else.

where Ag = {¢p € Lak | Kpp € A}

(i) We need to show I'; where i € N is consistent.

(a) A must be consistent. We want to show I'g is consistent. If not, then it
must be some w1, ...,9, € Ag such that = A, ., ¥i — ¢. By the RK
rule of K? modality, it infers - A, _,.,, Ki¢i — Klp. Due to Kl € A
for any 1 <i < n and A € MCS, it leads to K2p € A. This leads to a
contradiction.

(b) Every I'i11 = T'; U {—¢} should be consistent. Otherwise, there are
Y1, ...,¥y, € I'; such that - —¢p — — /\1<i<n 1;. That is /\1<z<n P —
¢. By the rule RK of K} modality, it infers - A, _;_,, Kiv; — KX¢. No-
tice =KJp € A. By the closure of - in MCS, it infers — A\, _, ., Klip; €
A. However, K'; € A for each 1 < i < n. It leads to a contradiction
that A is consistent.

(i) We define I' = | J,.5 I'i. We need to show I' € MCS. To verify that I" is
consistent, the proof is similar to the previous case. The next is to show
I' is maximal. If not, then there is a ¢ such that T" U {¢} D> T is still
consistent. In such a case, I' U {¢} € T, which leads to a contradiction.
(iii) We want to show I € (RS n ={ 4 )[A], which is

(a) Vo€ Lag (Kgp€e A= peTl), and

(b) Voe KA (pe A = pel)

From the Int axiom, given any K,p € A it infers K'p € A. By the
construction of T', it gives ¢ € I'. So the condition (a) is verified. The
condition (b) can be verified by the construction of T'. Given any Kpp € A,
it is the case that ¢ € KpA. By the T axiom of K modality it is always
@ € A, while by the construction of I' it is the case that ¢ € I'. So the
condition (b) is always satisfied.

O

4.3 System IKS of Knowledge Sharing

The dynamic logic IKS of knowledge sharing is presented in Figure 6. No-
tably, this system adopts a non-reductionist approach [36] to model knowledge
sharing.

Theorem 4.8 The system IKS is sound and (strongly) complete.
Proposition 4.9 The azxioms and rules in IKS are valid.

Proof. Now we prove the validities of all axioms and rules for the [a > )]
modality.

e The validity of the Inv axiom can be verified by the definition of updated
model.



Dong 17

(S5) The proof system of individual knowledge

(Inv)  (p— [a>blp) A (—=p — [a>b]—p)

(Inc)  [a > bKp — VVyer (Kola = b6 — ) A Kala »bJ)
(Inty)  Kpla > bl — [a>b]Kyp

(Int7)  [avb]K.p < K.[avblp where b # ¢

(Rev)  —[a=blp— [asb~p

(D) [a>b]—¢p — =[avblp

(Ke)  [a»bl(e —¢) — ([a>blp — [a>b]y)

(Ny) from ¢ infer [a » b]p

(RM,) from ¢ — [a »b]y) infer K,p — [a > b]Kpy)

Fig. 6. Axiomatization IKS with non-reduction axioms

* Suppose M, w |= [a »b]Kpp. This is equal to R¥**[w] < ||¢||*. Now we need
to find a ¢ € Lrxg such that Rp[w] € ||v — ¢||* and Re[w] < ||¥||*. As
Ry[w] €=aw [w] and R,[w] # &, we are able to find out such a ¢ # L such
that Re|[w] € ||¢]|¥ S=¢.w [w]. Now we need to show Ry[w] < ||v — o||*.
If not, there is a u € R?[w] such that u € ||[{p A —¢||*. From u € |[1||* C=4.0
[w] and u € R°[w], it follows that u € RI"® < ||¢||*. It then leads to a
contradiction. So the Int™ axiom is valid.

e This is straightforward by considering the definition of update.
¢ Due to the definition of update, Int™ is valid.

e From M,w k= [a » b]y it infers M|.up,w = ¢. This is M|gep, w E —¢. So
Mw = o sbg.

* Suppose M, w k= [a > b]L. So M|swp, w = L, which is not possible.

 Suppose M |gup, w =@ — ¥ and M|gup, w = . S0 M|aep, w = 9. So the K,
axiom holds.

e From (J, o Ralw] < ||¢|| and the Inductive Hypothesis, it infers

Unew (Ba[w]n =p [w]) < [lof[*.
O

Proposition 4.10 These are valid in TKS:
¢ C:avblp A fas Bl — [a v b](p A )
* RK: From b @ A ¢/ — 1, it infers - [a »b]p A [a > bl — [a > D],
Proposition 4.11 These are derivable in IKS.
(i) (Boolean) ¢ <> [a » bl where ¢ € Prop™
(ii) (Remain) K.p — [a v b]K.p where ¢ € Prop™
(iii) (Sharing) K¢ — [a »b]Kyp where ¢ € Prop*t
(iv) (Step) [a > b]Kpp — [a > b][b > c]K.p where ¢ € Prop™
Proof.
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(i) Boolean can be derived by Inv, Rev, D, and K,.

(ii) Remain can be verified by Boolean, NECk,, Int™ and Int..
(iii) Sharing can be verified by Boolean and RM.,.
)

(iv) Step can be verified by Sharing, K., Ng, and MP.
O

We adopt the detour canonical method [36] to prove the completenss of this
dynamic logic IKS.

Definition 4.12 [Extended Model] An extended model M for IKS is a struc-
ture <VVa {Ra}ana {Rg}a,bez, V> where:

o (W {Ru}uez,V)) is a model for IKS;
e Tor any a,be Z, R} is a relation over W.

We call (W, {R,}aez,V)) the core of the extended modal M and denote it as
M-

The truth conditions are defined as follows:

M,w =" p iff we V(p)
M,wE" —piff Myw E" ¢
M,wkE" oAy iff MwE" ¢ and M,w ="
M,wE" K.p iff Vue Ry[w] : M,u =" ¢
M,w E" [avb]p iff Vue R[w] : M,u =" ¢.
Definition 4.13 [Normal extended model] An extended model M =

W, {Ru}aez, {RE}apez, V) for IKS is called normal if and only if for any
w,u € M:

* (U-Functionality) For any w € W, w has a unique (a > b)-successor, that is
|Ry[w]| = 1.

* (U-Invariance) If wRbu then Vp € Prop: we V(p) < ue V(p).

 (U-Zig) If wR,u, wRYw', and uR%/', then w'R,u'.

» (U-Zag) If w' R u’ and wRbw’, then Ju such that wR,u and uR%u’.

Definition 4.14 [Bisimulation] A binary relation Z is called a bisimulation
between two pointed model M,w and N,u, denoted as M,w < N,u, when
wZu the following conditions of w’'Zu’ hold:

* (Invariance) p € VM (w) iff pe VN (u)

* (Zig) If wR,u for some u € M then there is a v’ € N such that w' R,u' and
A

o (Zag) If w’' R,u’ for some v’ € N then there is a u € M such that wR,u and
uZu'

Lemma 4.15 Given a »-normal extended model M :

M gy, w & M~ w
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when the following conditions hold:

s wRw in M

o for any point se M: M~ s =p < M,s =" ¢

Proof. We need to show that < is a bisimulation.

o That pe VM le (w) & pe VM (w') is ensured by U-Invariance.

* Let wRpu. By U-Functionality, there are w’, v’ such that wRjw’ and uRjv'.
By U-Zig, w'Ryu’.

* Let w'Ryu/. By U-Zag, it leads to wRyu and uRjw'.

Lemma 4.16 When M~ |4, w & M~ W', it is the case that

M ooty w & M~ 0" = .
Theorem 4.17 For any p € Lixa in IKS and any normal extended model
M:
M,sE"pe M ,skE=p.

Proof. We only need to discuss the case of [a > b]y.

o Let M,w " [a»>b]y. So Yu e Rl[w] : M,u =" ¢. By U-Functionality,
there is one and only one such u € R%[w]. From Inductive Hypothesis, we
know M~ ,u |= ¢. From u € R2[w], Inductive Hypothesis, and Lemma 4.15,
we know that M~ |4, w © M~ u. Since IKS-formulas are invariant under
bisimulation, we have M~ |4, w =@ < M~ u = ¢. So we have M~ ,w =
[a & b]p, which is desired.

* Suppose M, w =" [a>b]p. So there is a u € R¥[w] such that M,u =" ¢. By
Inductive Hypothesis, M~ u |= ¢. We want to show M, w = [arb]e, which
is M~ | 4o, w = ¢. Due to u € RE[w], Inductive Hypothesis, and Lemma 4.15,
we have M~ |gep, w © M~ ,u. So M~ |gwp,w |= ¢ from M~ u = ¢ and the
invariance of bisimulation.

O

Definition 4.18 [>-Canonical Model] Given the system IKS, we construct the
>-canonical model M"” = (W? {R}}eez, {R " }a,pez, V") as follows:

o (WP {R!}4ez, V") is a standard canonical model for IKS.
e R ={T,A)cW>xW"|VpeLigs:[arblpel = pe A}
So (M*)~ = MC.
Proposition 4.19 IfT'Ry*"T, AR:T', and Ky[a > bl € A, then ¢ € T".

Proof. Suppose K,[a »ble € A. From AR!T it infers [a v bl € . From
TRy*T" it infers ¢ € I”. O

Lemma 4.20 (Truth Lemma w.r.t. =") For any p € L1ks:

M AE" pepeA
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Proof. All cases of ¢ are standard, however, we will still present the proof of
¢ = [a > b]y here.

* Suppose [a »b]) € A. We want to show M, A =" [a > b], which is VI €
R¥°[A] : M, T =" ¢. By U-Functionality, there is one and only one I' €
R#*[A]. So ¢ € T by the definition of Ry”. By Inductive Hypothesis,
M*®,T =* .

* Suppose —[a > b]y € A. We want to find a I" such that I' € R**[A] and T ¢
[|¥]|ar>. We enumerate the formulas in the countable set £ as ¢1,...,¢n, ...
and construct I'; for ¢ € N as follows:

FO = {_'1/}}7
L. - i v {p;|[a>b]lp; € A} if this set is IKS-consistent;
e I else.

(i) T; (¢ € N) is consistent. Otherwise, there are 11, ...,1¢, € I'; such that
F =Y — = Aicicp ®i- This is = A<, ¥ — 9. By applying the
rule RK of [a »b] modality, it infers = A, [a > b]Yy; — [a > b]Y. From
—[arb]y € At infers — A, ., [a>b]yA, which contradicts to [a>b]i € A
and A is in MCS.

(i) We define I' as ( J,. I'i- So I' e MCS as the standard proof.

(ili) I' e RY"[A] and —9 € I can be guaranteed by the construction of T'.
O

Proposition 4.21 Given any A € M", there is a unique (a »b)-successor.

Proof. There are two steps for this proof.

e There is a (a > b)-successor. This can be constructed as the same technique
in the proof of Lemma 4.20, while the D axiom of [a » b] modality is needed.

o If I',TV are both A’s (a > b)-successors, we need to show that they are the
same. If not, there is a ¢ € I" and —p € I". From I € R¥*"[A], we have
—[av>b]e € A. Because of the Rev axiom, we then have [a>b]—¢p € A. Taking
together with I' € Rg*"[A], it infers —¢ € I', which leads to a contradiction.

U

Proposition 4.22 IfT' e R}**[A] then Vpe Prop:pe A< pel.
Proof. This proposition is guaranteed by the Inv axiom. O
Proposition 4.23 If AR:T, ARY* A/, and TR%"T", then A'R:T".

Proof. We need to show: Yp € Lixgs : Kop e A" = ¢ € I”. Suppose Ko €
A’ So (b cyK,p € A. By the Rev axiom, we have [b > c]K,p € A.

e When a = c¢. By applying the Int™ axiom, there is a 1) € L;xg such that
Kqbec(p — ¢) € A and Kp[b > c]yp € A. So, from AR'T, [bvc](¢p —
@) € T. From TRY"T’ it leads to ¢ — ¢ € I''. From K[b»c]yp € A and
Proposition 4.19, it infers 1) € I. So p € .
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e When a # ¢. By the Int™ axiom it infers K,[b>c]p € A. By applying AR;T
and TRY°T”, it has p € I,
O

Proposition 4.24 If A'R:T" and ARY®A!, then there is a T € MCS such
that TRY*T and AR:T.

Proof. We enumerate ¢1,...,¢n,... in Lrxs and construct T'; (i € N) as
follows:

Ty

{gﬁ € EIKS | Kacp € A},
{Fi U {p; | [a >b]p; € A} if this set is IKS-consistent;

i =
1 T else.

¢ T is consistent. If not, there is 41, ..., 1%,, ¢ € Tg such that = A\, ., i —
—. By the RK rule of K, modality, it infers /\1§i§n K., — K,—. So
K,—1 and Ky are both in A € M CS. However, it leads to a contradiction.

e T'; for each ¢ € N is consistent. The proof is similar to the case of T'y.
* We define I' = | ;. Is. SoT'e MCS.
+ The construction of ' ensures that T RY*T" and AR:T.
[
Proposition 4.25 M" is a normal extended model of MC.

Proof. This proposition can be verified by Proposition 4.21, Proposition 4.22,
Proposition 4.23, and Proposition 4.24. O

Lemma 4.26 (Truth Lemma) For any ¢ € L1xs and a point w € M€:
pewe MY wk o

Proof. This lemma can be verified by using Lemma 4.20 and by (M*)~ = M¢
from Proposition 4.25. O

4.4 Other Systems

According to the languages given in Section 4.1, we can continue axiomatiz-
ing the logical systems of knowledge sharing as follows. The system IK is
the S5 proof system of individual knowledge [33]. The system AKS contains
all axioms and rules both in AK and IKS, along with these two interaction
axioms:

* [a»b]Kyp < K{[avb]p and
.« [asb]Kgp o Kgla > blp.
The system DK contains all axioms and rules in the classical proof system for

distributed knowledge [33] and in the system AK. The system DKS contains
all axioms and rules in DK and in ASK together with this axiom:

* [av>b]Dgy < Dgla v ble.
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Proposition 4.27 [a > b]Kyp — Dyqpy[a > bl is derivable in DKS.

Proof.

e It can be verified by Int™ axiom with the interaction axiom of Dg modality.
[

The system DKR extends DKS with the axioms and rules in the system
of resolved information [1] as well as this axiom:

s (Intf) ReK,p — RLK .

Proposition 4.28 Int? is valid.

Proof.

* Suppose M,w | Rgy. This indicates Ran =a\(jE [|¢|[* where a € G.
Notice that [,e Ri S Ran =@\{a) from the proof of Lemma 2.6.ii. So
MNicc Ri < |l¢]|* together from applying Boolean.

O

Proposition 4.29 These are derivable in DKR.:

(i) Ko, — R Ecp where p € Prop™

(ii) R4 Eqy — RgEgy where ¢ € Prop™

(i) Ege — RgFEgy where p € Prop™

(iv) ReEce — R Ecp where o € Prop™t

Proof.

(i) The following statements are derived from the axioms and rules of Sharing,
Remain, N¢, K., and MP:

Ko, p — [al > GQ](KM‘P A Kayp)

by Sharing and Remain

[a1 > az2] (Ko, 0 A Kayp) = [a1 > az][az > a3](Ka, 0 A Koy A Koy )
by Sharing, Remain, N, K., and MP

[ai > az] - [an—2 > an_1] /\ Ko, 0 — [a1 v az] - [an—1 > an] /\ K¢

1<i<n—1 1<i<n
So we have Ko, ¢ — [a1 > az]---[an—1 > an] \1<;<, Ka;, which is the
desired result K4, o — RgEge.

(ii) The following statements are derivable from Proposition 2.10.i, Ng, K.,
and MP:

Eqp — R¢'Egye by Proposition 2.10.i
[an-1>an](Ece — RZ'WEGQO) by N,
[an—1 > an]Ecp — [an—1 > an|RG Ece by K, and MP

R4 Egp — RaEgy by Ng, K, and MP
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(iii) Similar to Proposition 2.10.i, by Sharing, Remain, N;, K., and MP, this
formula is derivable.

(iv) This can be derived from the Int® axiom.

So we have the following implication in DKR:
Eqp — Kup — REEqp — RoEgp — RgEce.

5 Related Work
5.1 Methodology of Link Deletion

Our model update, focused on (a »>b)-knowledge sharing, selectively eliminates
all b-links within the model that do not align with agent a’s knowledge. In
the field of model update and modification, deletion is widely recognized as
a core strategy, as evidenced by various methodologies including public an-
nouncement [23,24], semantic updates [35], product updates [6], upgrades [28],
and sabotage updates [25] among others. Technical surveys detailing the re-
sults of their complexities can referred to [33,26,3]. Link deletion, in par-
ticular, is essential for defining strategies in information pooling, where each
method of update is designed for a specific function: Product updates [6,33]
are agent-oriented, upgrades [28] focus on formula-specific modifications, and
sabotage methods [25,26] target the removal of arbitrary links without regard
to specific expression 4. In the domain of information pooling, algebraic inter-
section methods that consolidate all potential information relative to specific
agents [1,30,12] stand out. Unlike previous approaches, our method remains
agent-specific in the syntax in its deletion of links, but notably underscores the
semantic role of knowledge formulas in the update process.

5.2 Social Dependence

Our knowledge pooling model brings to light a dimension of dependence within
social interactions, a concept extensively examined in various formal theories.
The notion of belief dependence, as introduced by Delgrande et al. [14], focuses
on belief change and revision, thereby framing epistemic dependence. However,
it is formalized within conditional logics employing a static language framework.
On a different note, Boella et al. [9] have proposed a formal model designed to
explain the power dynamics inherent in social dependence, rooted in an agent’s
reliance on others to achieve their goals. This model of normative dependence
utilises Castelfranchi’s methodology of dependence graphs [13], albeit without
integrating a logical system.

In contrast, our framework for permissible knowledge pooling introduces a
concept of dependence that not only underscores the dynamics of knowledge

4 A recent proposal introduces a language-specific approach to sabotage updates [3]. Fur-
thermore, an exploration of updates from a language-specific perspective to those unrelated
to language in sabotage modifications was presented in [29].
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among individuals but also explores the capacity for maintaining the permis-
sibility of information sharing between agents. This approach sheds light on
the complex network of interpersonal dependencies, examined through both
epistemic and normative lenses. Thus, this approach holds promise for future
explorations into understanding social hierarchies and power dynamics.

5.3 Permission to Know

Our methodology for permissible knowledge pooling draws on the established
logic of permission, as introduced by van der Meyden [31], which identifies
permissibility across pairs of states concerning the authorization to acquire
knowledge. Traditionally, most models have formalized the concept of permis-
sion to know by highlighting permissibility in relation to states. Moreover, in-
spired from Aucher et al. [4], several existing studies view permission to know
as contingent upon permission to communicate—postulating that knowledge
acquired through communication should not result in a breach of permissible
states, as supported by the research of Balbiani et al. [5], Li et al. [22], and
Van Ditmarsch and Seban [32].

Our approach introduces a different perspective on the interplay between
the permission to know and the permission to communicate, emphasising that
the former precedes the latter. In essence, our framework suggests that we are
granted the permission to know prior to receiving the authorization to commu-
nicate. This conceptualization of permissible knowledge pooling is distinctly
defined through the lens of permission to know, offering a fresh viewpoint on
its relationship with communicative permissions.

6 Conclusions

This study explores two key aspects of multi-agent communication: knowl-
edge pooling and the permission to share knowledge. Unlike the conventional
approach to information pooling, which aggregates arbitrary information to
form collective knowledge, our framework selectively integrates only verified
and known information during the pooling process. This approach introduces a
novel perspective to information pooling, uncovering a unique form of collective
knowledge that bridges the gap between individual and distributed knowledge.

Furthermore, our investigation offers a unique viewpoint on the interac-
tion between epistemic and ethical considerations, successfully establishing a
framework that explains how epistemic states together with our normative en-
titlement to knowledge influence our actions. By examining the relationship
between the permission to know and the permission to share knowledge, we
provide insightful observations on this interplay.

In our formal framework, we have investigated a range of validities and
expressivities related to knowledge pooling, distributed knowledge, and the
permission to know, emphasizing their roles within permissible knowledge pool-
ing. We also explore their axiomatizations in addition with the soundness and
completeness of systems AK for agent-dependent knowledge and IKS for dy-
namic knowledge sharing. The soundness and completeness of other systems are
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straightforward based on the results of AK and IKS. We leave the exploration
of computational complexity and decidability to future technical research.

Our framework for permissible knowledge pooling introduces various chal-
lenges in the formalization of social reasoning within multi-agent interactions.
For example, investigating the applicability of our concept of knowledge pool-
ing — as a form of social dependence — to interpret social power is of significant
interest. This includes examining the correlation between the extent of knowl-
edge sharing and the structure of social hierarchies. Additionally, incorporating
the concept of common knowledge into our framework presents an opportunity
to explore deeper into the relationship between knowledge pooling and the
achievement of social consensus.
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