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Abstract

We show that the knowledge of an agent carrying non-trivial un-

awareness violates the standard property of ’necessitation’, therefore ne-

cessitation cannot be used to refute the standard state-space model. A

revised version of necessitation preserves non-trivial unawareness and

solves the classical Dekel-Lipman-Rustichini result. We propose a gener-

alised knowledge operator consistent with the standard state-space model

of unawareness, including the model of infinite state-space.
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1 Model and results

Recall the standard state-space model of knowledge and unawareness, where
we have a finite set of possible states Ω and a possibility correspondence P :
Ω → 2Ω which maps states s ∈ Ω to subsets of Ω. At some state s, the set P (s)
is the set of states which the agent considers to be possible, i.e. representing
the information processing capacity of the agent [7], or his epistemic state [2].
For some event E ⊆ Ω, we say that the agent with a possibility correspondence
P knows E at the state s if P (s) ⊆ E. The standard knowledge operator is
defined by

K(E) := {s ∈ Ω|P (s) ⊆ E} = KE. (1)

The set KE is the set of states in which the agent knows that E must have
occurred, so KE 6= ∅ means ’the agent knows E’. The set ¬KE = Ω \ KE
is the set of states in which the agent does not know E. Iterations of the
knowledge operator K produce higher-order knowledge, for the agent becomes
aware of her knowledge. The intuition is that if the agent knows E, than she
knows that she knows E, than she knows that she knows that she knows E,
and so on.

On the other hand, the set of states where the agent is fully unaware of E
implies that she does not know E, and she does not know that she does not
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know E, and she does not know that she does not know that she does not know
E, and so on. Iterations of the complement of the knowledge ¬K as defined in
Eq. 1 over the event E defines unawareness U(E), for we have

U(E) := ¬KE ∩ ¬K¬KE ∩ ¬K¬K¬KE . . .

=
⋂

∞

i=1
(¬K)i(E) = UE.

(2)

where (¬K)i indicates that we iterate the ¬K operator i times1. Literature
on knowledge and unawareness proposes several properties for the K and U
operators, see [2, 7, 10, 4, 12, 8, 9, 3, 13, 5].

The agent carries a non-trivial unawareness if there exist some event E such
that UE 6= ∅ [4, 9, 3, 5], i.e. there is some state s ∈ Ω such that the agent is
unaware of some event E2.

Remark 1. Non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅ violates the property of ’negative
introspection’, therefore UE 6= ∅ → ¬KE 6⊂ K¬KE for any E ⊆ Ω [10, 4].

Negative introspection is defined as ¬KE ⊆ K¬KE, and it means that if
the agent does not know the event E, then she knows that she does not know
E. The studies of [10, 4] show that negative introspection breaks down with
UE 6= ∅. Intuitively, while the agent may know that there are events she is
unaware of, she cannot know the exact events she does not know, therefore
UE 6= ∅ → ¬KE 6⊂ K¬KE. Otherwise, negative introspection implies that
the agent has a partitional possibility correspondence P and she is aware of
everything, UE = ∅ [4, 13].

We apply Remark 1 for one main result.

Theorem 1. For any knowledge operator K ′, non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅
violates the property of ’necessitation’, therefore UE 6= ∅ → K ′Ω 6= Ω.

Proof. For all events E ⊆ Ω, we have ∅ ⊆ K ′E ⊆ Ω, hence ∅ ⊆ K ′Ω ⊆
Ω. We have K ′∅ = ∅ vacuously, therefore ¬K ′∅ = ¬∅ = Ω. Now, negative
introspection implies ¬K ′∅ ⊆ K ′¬K ′∅ = K ′Ω, therefore Ω ⊆ K ′Ω. Since we
also have have K ′Ω ⊆ Ω, therefore K ′Ω = Ω [2]. However, Remark 1 shows
that non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅ violates negative introspection for any
E ⊆ Ω. Therefore, UE 6= ∅ → K ′Ω 6= Ω.

Necessitation is defined as KΩ = Ω, and it is assumed as a fundamental
property of knowledge K [8, 9, 6, 13]. Current literature applies necessitation
to derive contradictory results with respect to unawareness U , e.g. [4, 3, 14],
therefore arguing that the standard state-space model of unawareness is incon-
sistent [13].

Theorem 1 shows that non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅ violates necessi-
tation, therefore it cannot be used to prove the standard model inconsistent.
For an agent with non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅, simply assuming neces-
sitation means that she triggers her negative introspection to learn about all

1Some authors refer to Eq. 2 as ’strong plausibility’ [8, 9, 6]. Some authors define different
levels of unawareness, following from the number of iterations of ¬K within Eq. 2, [5].

2Non-trivial unawareness derives from a non-partitional possibility correspondence, such
that for some state s and some event E, P (s) 6= ∅, s /∈ KE,UE 6= ∅.
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states s ∈ Ω, i.e. it changes her possibility correspondence P so it becomes
partitional, therefore her unawareness vanishes.

On the analysis of unawareness U , Theorem 1 indicates that we are required
to derive a new definition of knowledge for an agent that carries non-trivial
unawareness, and which is consistent with the standard definitions of knowledge
KE and unawareness UE in Eq. 1 and 2 for any event E ⊆ Ω. By now,
all we have is a non-empty set of possible states Ω, events E and possibility
correspondence P , the definitions of knowledge K and unawareness U , and the
proof that UE 6= ∅ → K ′Ω 6= Ω. We apply Eq. 1 and 2 on the following result.

Definition 1. For all E ⊆ Ω, K ′E := KE \ UE.

The generalisation of the knowledge operator K ′ in Definition 1 is trivial for
all events E ⊂ Ω since KE ∩ UE = ∅ → K ′E = KE, nonetheless it solves the
conflict between the non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅ and the application of the
standard knowledge operator K on the full state-space Ω. The intuition is that
the set of states which the agent knows E necessarily excludes the states which
she is unaware of E, so we induce this condition to the full state-space Ω. The
interpretation of the generalised knowledge K ′ is the same, i.e. K ′E 6= ∅ means
’the agent knows E’. Definition 1 satisfies all standard properties of knowledge
K and unawareness U , and it revises the standard property of necessitation to
the set K ′Ω, so the non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅ does not disappear3 4.

Theorem 2. For all E ⊆ Ω, the generalised knowledge K ′ in Definition 1
satisfies:

.
K ′E = KE, for all E ⊂ Ω,
K ′Ω = KΩ \ UΩ = Ω \ UΩ. (R necessitation)

Remark 2. For all E ⊆ Ω, UE ⊆ UΩ.

Proof. Assume the set partition Ω = K ′Ω ∪ ¬K ′Ω → K ′Ω = Ω \ ¬K ′Ω. From
Definition 1 and Eq. 1, we have ¬K ′Ω = UΩ. From Theorem 1, we have
UE ⊆ UΩ.

Remark 3. For all E ⊆ Ω, UΩ =
⋃

2Ω
UE.

Proof. From Remark 2,
⋃

2Ω
UE ⊆ UΩ for all E ⊆ Ω. From Theorem 2,⋃

2Ω
UE = UΩ.

The set UΩ is the set of states which the agent has non-trivial unawareness.
Theorem 2 derives a revised version of the standard property of necessitation,
so called ’R necessitation’ equal to K ′Ω = Ω \ UΩ. R necessitation is equal to
standard necessitation if there is no non-trivial unawareness, i.e. if UE = ∅ for
all events E ⊆ Ω, then K ′Ω = KΩ = Ω.

3The generalised knowledge K ′ in Definition 1 is not the same as the awareness operator
defined in literature equal to A(E) := Ω \U(E) [4, 8, 6, 5], as it has different properties. For
example, in a state-space {a, b, c} with P (a) = {a}, U({a}) = {c}, we have A({a}) = {b, c} 6=
K ′({a}) = {a}.

4Current literature asserts that no possibility correspondence can induce a knowledge
operator which does not satisfy the standard property of necessitation [4, 8, 6, 5]. The
generalised knowledge operator K ′ in Definition 1 proves that this is not the case.
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Definition 1 satisfies the standard properties of KU introspection equal
to K(UE) = ∅, AU introspection equal to UE ⊆ U(UE), and symmetry5

equal to UE = U(¬E), for all events E ⊂ Ω, following directly from The-
orem 2. For the full state-space Ω, Theorem 2 and Remark 3 imply that
we have K ′(UΩ) = K ′(∪2ΩUE) = K(∪2ΩUE) = ∅, so KU introspection ob-
tains. Moreover, Theorem 2 and KU introspection implies ¬K ′(UΩ) = Ω, then
K ′¬K ′(UΩ) = Ω \ UΩ, then ¬K ′¬K ′(UΩ) = UΩ, and so on. Therefore, ap-
plying the definition of unawareness in Eq. 2 with respect to K ′(UΩ) provides
the property of AU introspection with respect to the full state-space Ω equal
to

U(UΩ) = ¬K ′UΩ ∩ ¬K ′¬K ′UΩ ∩ ¬K ′¬K ′¬K ′UΩ ∩ . . .

= Ω ∩ UΩ ∩ Ω ∩ UΩ ∩Ω ∩ · · · = UΩ.
(3)

At last, Theorem 2 implies K ′(¬Ω) = K ′∅ = ∅, then ¬K ′∅ = Ω, then
K ′¬K ′∅ = K ′Ω = Ω\UΩ, then ¬K ′¬K ′∅ = K ′Ω = UΩ, and so on. Therefore,
applying the definition of unawareness in Eq. 2 with respect to ¬Ω, we have

U(¬Ω) = ¬K ′∅ ∩ ¬K ′¬K ′∅ ∩ ¬K ′¬K ′¬K ′∅ ∩ . . .

= Ω ∩ UΩ ∩ Ω ∩ UΩ ∩Ω ∩ · · · = UΩ,
(4)

which is equal to Eq. 3, therefore satisfying the property of symmetry with
respect to the full state-space Ω equal to UΩ = U(¬Ω).

1.1 Addressing the Dekel-Lipman-Rustichini result

The study of [4] is classical in the literature for it proves contradictory results
within the standard state-space model of unawareness using the properties of
necessitation, plausibility, KU introspection and AU introspection. In short,
[4] show that an unaware agent satisfying the standard properties of knowledge
and unawareness must be indeed aware of everything. [4] interpret this result
as indicating that the state-space model of unawareness is inconsistent6 [4, 8,
3, 6, 13, 5].

[4] show that for an agent with non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅, it implies

∅ 6= UE ⊆ U(UE) (AU introspection)

⊆ ¬K¬K(UE) (plausibility, Eq. 2)

= ¬KΩ (KU introspection)

= ∅. (necessitation)

(5)

5Property of symmetry for unawareness equal to UE = U(¬E) is often regarded as a
desired property, see [10, 8]. Nonetheless, if we have UE 6= ∅, then the traditional definition
of unawareness in Eq. 2 does not satisfy symmetry.

6Curiously, [4] drop the property of negative introspection while inadvertently invoking
necessitation. Theorem 1 shows that negative introspection leads to necessitation, for both
properties are violated if there is non-trivial unawareness.
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The last line in Eq. 5 derives by applying the property of necessitation, for
we have KΩ = Ω → ¬KΩ = ∅. As a result, the contradiction ∅ 6= UE = ∅.
The generalised knowledge K ′ in Definition 1 solves this contradiction, for we
have

∅ 6= UE ⊆ U(UE) ⊆ ¬K ′¬K ′(UE)

= ¬K ′Ω = UΩ. (R necessitation)
(6)

therefore UE ⊆ UΩ, see Remark 2. Overall, the generalised knowledge K ′

preserves the agent’s non-trivial unawareness UE 6= ∅ through the theoretical
manipulations of the knowledge operator, therefore preserving model consis-
tency.

2 Related literature

Literature on unawareness begins with the classical study of [1] and the notion
of ’common knowledge’, which refers not only that two agents know an event,
but each knows that the other knows it, and each knows that the other knows
that she knows it, and so on. For two agents having the same prior beliefs, if
their posteriors for an event include common knowledge, then their posteriors
become equal [1].

The study of [1] motivates several approaches to model the epistemic states
of agents. Some early studies are based on modal logic, for the events are sen-
tences which may be true or false, and modal operators over sentences indicate
the knowledge and awareness of the agent [10, 11]. Awareness is defined as a
concious uncertainty where the agent knows the event, or she knows that she
does not know the event7. These studies propose the now-standard definition
of unawareness equal to the negation of awareness, meaning that the agent
does not know the event, and she does not know that she does not know the
event (and so on). A modal logic of unawareness requires the weakening of
some axioms of logic and inference related to monotonicity and the knowledge
of tautologies [10, 11].

Further models follow a set-theoretic approach, which became predominant
in literature. [2] derive one of the first state-space models of knowledge, which
is based on a universal set of states of the world, events as subsets of the
universal set, and a knowledge operator over states modelling the events known
by the agent. [2] propose four properties of knowledge to be satisfied by a
rational agent, namely the properties of non-delusion, conjunction, positive
introspection and negative introspection8. Hence, a rational agent obtains a
partitional information structure regarding all possible states. The properties
proposed by [2] became standard in literature, e.g. [2, 12, 8, 9, 13].

7Awareness derives from negative introspection [10]. i.e. for a sentence ϕ and the modal
operator kϕ meaning ’agent knows ϕ’, awareness is defined as aϕ := kϕ ∨ k¬kϕ. Literature
also refers to this approach as Kripke-structures model [13].

8For events E1, E2 and a knowledge operator K, non-delusion is defined by KE1 ⊆ E1,
conjunction is defined by K(E1 ∩ E2) = KE1 ∩ KE2, positive introspection is defined by
KE1 ⊆ KKE1.
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The partitional model of knowledge implies that the agent becomes aware
of everything, by monotonicity and negative introspection, so it imposes a
limitation on modelling unawareness as the negation of awareness. [7] is seminal
in modelling knowledge of events by means of non-partitional sets of states. The
intuition is that at some true state s, the agent may consider several states
to be possible, and any state may be included in more than one possibility
correspondence of the agent. In this approach, the agent knows an event if that
event includes all states that are included in her possibility correspondence9.

The non-partitional model proposed by [7] provides the theoretical structure
to define unawareness (negation of awareness) within the state-space model of
knowledge, i.e. it allows to derive the set of states which the agent is unaware
of some event [7, 4]. It also derives the standard properties of unawareness
consistent with the early modal-logic studies of [10, 11], referring to plausibility,
KU introspection and AU introspection10 [4, 8, 9, 3, 13].

Not long after the study of [7], [4] apply the same non-partitional model
to show that under the standard properties of knowledge and unawareness, an
unaware agent is always aware of everything, see Section 1.1, i.e. assuming all
the standard properties, the unaware agent obtains the same epistemic state
as the rational agent with a partitional knowledge. Studies interpret this con-
tradictory result as indicating that the state-space approach is not capable to
properly model unawareness, so proposing its full refutation [4, 8, 9, 3, 6, 13].

Several studies address the result in [4]. One stream of studies explores fur-
ther contradictions within the state-space model. A major question is whether
the knowledge of an agent is induced by a possibility correspondence [4, 5, 14],
for a model applying a primitive knowledge operator and axiomatic properties
may promote model generalisation [4, 3, 13, 5, 14]. In this axiomatic approach,
studies show that not all intuitive properties are consistent with each other,
thus some properties must be abandoned. For example, the studies of [3, 14]
show that by assuming necessitation or symmetry, the properties of negative
introspection, KU introspection and AU introspection become operationally
equivalent to each other, and especially equivalent to the empty set ∅. [5]
show that under a generalised state-space compatible with all properties in the
literature, the knowledge of an agent does not always satisfy AU introspection.

A second stream of studies proposes new models intended to solve the
result in [4]. The predominant set-theoretic approach is to model multiple
state-spaces and to define knowledge and unawareness with respect to separate
subspaces. [8] model a lattice of state-spaces which are partially ordered by ’ex-
pressiveness’ of each subspace, therefore inducing a surjective projection from
the more expressive to the less expressive subspace. An agent knows an event
with respect to the subspace which she might be aware, and unawareness refers
to states in other subspaces which the agent cannot reach by her own introspec-
tion11, so called ’non-expressible’ subspaces. Non-expressible subspaces imply

9For example, for a state-space {a, b} and a possibility correspondence P (a) = {a}, P (b) =
{a, b}, the agent knows events {a} and {a, b}, however she does not know the event {b}.

10On the analysis of common knowledge and consensus across agents, [7] propose additional
properties, e.g. ref. ’knowing that you know’, ’nested’, and ’balanced’.

11In detail, each subspace includes mutually exclusive states which are considered possible
by the agent, while unaware states are included in ’non-expressible’ subspaces. Unaware
states are not included in either the set of known events or in their complements [8].
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a new property called ’weak necessitation’12, which solves the contradictory
result in [4].

[9] model the full state-space as a cartesian product between the set of all
possible states which may be true or false and the agent’s awareness operator.
Events carry information not only about the true states (factual information)
but also about other possible states (awareness information), so events may
change the less-detailed ’subjective state-space’ of the agent13. While the agent
knows an event E with respect to her subjective state-space only, that event
allows the agent to become aware of possible states which she might be unaware
before knowing E14. Subjective state-spaces imply the property of ’subjective
necessitation’ which is equivalent to necessitation with respect to the agent’s
subjective state-space only, therefore proposing a solution for the result in [4].

[5] recently provide a rigorous generalised model which combines the stan-
dard state-space model by [7, 4] and the multiple state-spaces by [8]. The
generalised state-space is defined as a triple including a complete algebra, a
collection of partial orders on subsets and a collection of surjective projections
on subsets as in [8]. An event E is defined within the base subspace which it
is expressed, so the knowledge of an agent depends on the subspace which she
is aware. The generalised model fully replicates the properties of the lattice
model by [8], however it does not satisfy AU introspection when applied on the
standard non-partitional model15. Inspection of the model shows that this lim-
itation derives from the property of necessitation inherited from the standard
state-space approach.

3 Discussion

There are two relevant observations. First, necessitation is a partitional prop-
erty. It derives from early decision models where the knowledge of agents
partitions the full state-space, therefore inducing a belief measure on events
[1, 12]. The application of the unawareness operator in Eq. 2 for some event
E often leads to the expression KΩ. It would be rather spontaneous to apply
the standard definition of knowledge in Eq. 1 hence invoking necessitation,
KΩ = Ω. From this stage and on, further iterations of the knowledge op-
erator keep jumping between the full state-space Ω and the empty set ∅, so
any unawareness vanishes16. This is clearly unwanted for a consistent model

12Formally, assume a universal space Ω, subspaces S, S′ ⊆ Ω, and the relation S′ � S
meaning ’S′ is at least as expressive as S’. Assume that ∪S′ is the set of all extensions of
S to equal or more expressive vocabularies. For an event E ⊆ S, weak necessitation implies
that the agent is aware of E so K(∪S′E) [4].

13The set of subjective state-spaces also produce a lattice of state-spaces ordered by ex-
pressiveness [9], similar to the model in [8].

14For example, for the event ’Bob died’, the agent knows that Bob died, and she also
becomes aware of several possible states which she was unaware before knowing that Bob
died, e.g. there was some creature named Bob, or Bob may be his nickname; Bob could be
a person, a pet, a character in a story; there may be an accident, a disease, a crime. Events
that contain the same factual information but incorporate more awareness are defined as
’elaborations’ of an event [9].

15[5], Section 3.1 shows a detailed analysis of all standard properties of knowledge and
unawareness following the application of the general model on the standard non-partitional
approach.

16We refer to iterations of the form
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of unawareness. Models on multiple state-spaces are successful in preserving
non-trivial unawareness precisely by deriving more restrictive versions of neces-
sitation, e.g. weak necessitation in [8], and subjective necessitation in [9]. The
property of R necessitation in Theorem 2 preserves non-trivial unawareness
within the standard state-space model.

Second, the knowledge KE does not imply that the agent knows all states
within that event, for we may have E \KE 6= ∅. Likewise, the full state-space
Ω includes states which the agent is unaware of some events. The standard
knowledge operator implies KΩ = Ω, for it does not reflect this unawareness
structure, especially when Ω is infinite. An unaware agent does not know what
she does not know, although she knows that there are things she does not
know yet [10, 4]. Definition 1 derives the unawareness set UΩ, such that for a
learning agent that refines her possibility correspondence and becomes aware
of new events, it implies s ∈ K ′Ω → s /∈ UΩ. Now, if there is always something
new to learn, we may assume an infinite unawareness set so we have |UΩ| =
∞, |K ′Ω| < ∞,Ω = K ′Ω∪UΩ → |Ω| = ∞17. The generalised knowledge K ′ in
Definition 1 provides the appropriate set-theoretic representation of non-trivial
unawareness, including the model of infinite state-space.
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