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MODELS FOR COMMON KNOWLEDGE LOGIC

YOSHIHITO TANAKA

Abstract. In this paper, we discuss models of the common knowledge logic.
The common knowledge logic is a multi-modal logic that includes the modal
operators Ki (i ∈ I), E, and C. The intended meanings of Kiφ (i ∈ I), Eφ,
and Cφ are “the agent i knows φ” (i ∈ I), “everyone in I knows φ”, and
“φ is common knowledge among I”, respectively. Then, the models of these
formulas satisfy the following conditions: Eφ is true if and only if Kiφ is true
for every i ∈ I, and Cφ is true if and only if all of φ, Eφ, E2φ, E3φ, . . . are
true. A suitable Kripke frame for this is 〈W,RKi

(i ∈ I), RC〉, where RC is
the reflexive and transitive closure of RE. We refer to such Kripke frames
as CKL-frames. Additionally, an algebra suitable for this is a modal algebra
with modal operators Ki (i ∈ I), E, and C, which satisfies E x =

d
i∈I Ki x,

C x ≤ ECx, and Cx is the greatest lower bound of the set {En x | n ∈ ω}.
We refer to such algebras as CKL-algebras. In this paper, we show that the
class of CKL-frames is modally definable, but the class of CKL-algebras is not,
which means that the class of CKL-algebras is not a variety.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we discuss models of the common knowledge logic. The common
knowledge logic is a multi-modal logic that includes the modal operators Ki (i ∈ I,
where I is a finite set of agents), E, and C. The intended meanings of Kiφ (i ∈ I),
Eφ, and Cφ are “the agent i knows φ” (i ∈ I), “everyone in I knows φ”, and “φ
is common knowledge among I”, respectively. Then, the models of these formulas
satisfy the following conditions: Eφ is true if and only if Kiφ is true for every
i ∈ I, and Cφ is true if and only if all of φ, Eφ, E2φ, E3φ, . . . are true (see, e.g.,
[9, 8, 7]) 1. A suitable Kripke frame for this is 〈W,RKi

(i ∈ I), RC〉, where RC is
the reflexive and transitive closure of RE. We refer to such Kripke frames as CKL-
frames. Additionally, an algebra suitable for this is a modal algebra with modal
operators Ki (i ∈ I), E, and C, which satisfies E x =

d
i∈I Ki x, Cx ≤ ECx,

and Cx is the greatest lower bound of the set {En x | n ∈ ω}. We refer to such
algebras as CKL-algebras. In this paper, we show that the class of CKL-frames is
modally definable, but the class of CKL-algebras is not, which means that the class
of CKL-algebras is not a variety.

We use the proof systems PSMH, originally introduced by Meyer and van der
Hoek [8], and PSω , originally introduced by Kaneko-Nagashima-Suzuki-Tanaka [7],
to discuss proof theoretic properties of common knowledge logic. The system PSMH

includes the following three axiom schemas for the common knowledge operator:

(1.1) Cφ ⊃ φ, Cφ ⊃ ECφ, C(φ ⊃ Eφ) ⊃ (φ ⊃ Cφ).

The system PSω includes the first two axiom schemas of (1.1) and the following
ω-rule:

γ ⊃ ✷1(φ1 ⊃ ✷2(φ2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ✷k(φk ⊃ Enφ) · · · )) (n ∈ ω)

γ ⊃ ✷1(φ1 ⊃ ✷2(φ2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ✷k(φk ⊃ Cφ) · · · ))
.

1Some studies define that Cφ is true if and only if all of Eφ, E2φ, E3φ, . . . are true (see, e.g.,
[4, 2]). However, our research can be easily modified to apply in such cases, as well.
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It is shown in [8] and [7] that PSMH and PSω are sound and complete with respect
to the class of CKL-frames, respectively. Then, it follows immediately that the
both systems are sound and complete with respect to the class of CKL-algebras.
We write CKL for the set of formulas which are deriveble in PSMH and PSω. For
the knowledge operators Ki (i ∈ I), we only assume the conditions for the normal
modal logic K. However, the results of the paper hold for models for K, D, T, 4
and their combinations.

Then, we prove that the class of CKL-frames is modally definable, that is, there
exists a set S of formulas of common knowledge logic such that the class of CKL-
frames is the class of Kripke frames in which S is valid. We show that the class
of CKL-frames is the class of Kripke frames in which CKL is valid. On the other
hand, we show that the class of CKL-algebras is not modally definable. Therefore,
the class of modal algebras in which CKL is valid is not the class of CKL-algebras.
We introduce the notion of MH-algebras, an algebraic counterpart of the system
PSMH. Then, it is shown that the class of modal algebras defined by CKL is the
class of MH-algebras and that the class of CKL-algebras is a proper subclass of the
class of MH-algebras. As a corollary it follows that the class of CKL-algebras is
not a variety. We also show that the free MH-algebras are CKL-algebras.

In the last part of the paper, we discuss infinitary common knowledge logic.
Infinitary common knowledge logic is introduced by Kaneko-Nagashima in [5, 6]
to provide a mathematical logic framework for investigations of game theoretical
problems. Then, it is shown by Kaneko-Nagashima-Suzuki-Tanaka [7] that the
infinitary extension of PSω is sound and complete with respect to the class of
CKL-frames. We show that the infinitary extension of PSMH is also sound and
complete with respect to the class of CKL-frames.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we recall basic definitions and
fix notation. In Section 3, we give definitions of the systems PSMH and PSω,
introduced by Meyer and van der Hoek [8] and Kaneko-Nagashima-Suzuki-Tanaka
[7], respectively. In Section 4, we show that the class of CKL-frames is modally
defined, while the class CKL-algebras is not. In Section 5, we discuss infinitary
common knowledge logic.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we recall basic definitions and fix notation. Throughout the
paper, we write I for a non-empty finite set of agents.

The language for common knowledge logic consists of the following symbols:

(1) a countable set Prop of propositional variables;
(2) ⊤ and ⊥;
(3) logical connectives: ∧, ¬;
(4) modal operators Ki (i ∈ I) and C.

The set ΦCKL of formulas are defined in the usual way. We write φ ∨ ψ, φ ⊃ ψ,
φ ≡ ψ and Eφ to abbreviate ¬(φ ∧ ψ), ¬φ ∨ ψ, (φ ⊃ ψ) ∧ (ψ ⊃ φ) and

∧

i∈I
Kiφ,

respectively. For each n ∈ ω we define Enφ by E0φ = φ and En+1φ = E(En)φ.
Throughout this paper, we consider multi-modal algebras with modal operators

Ki (i ∈ I) and C as algebraic models for common knowledge logic, and we refer to
such multi-modal algebras simply as modal algebras.

Definition 2.1. An algebra 〈A,⊔,⊓,−,Ki (i ∈ I),C, 0, 1, 〉 is called a modal alge-
bra if 〈A,⊔,⊓,−, 0, 1, 〉 is a Boolean algebra and ✷1 = 1 and ✷(x ⊓ y) = ✷x ⊓ ✷y
hold for each modal operator ✷ and each x and y in A. For each x in A, we
write Ex to abbreviate

d
i∈I Ki x, and for each x and y in A, we write x→y for

−x ⊔ y. A modal algebra A is said to be complete, if for any subset S ⊆ A, the
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least upper bound
⊔

S and the greatest lower bound
d
S exist in A, and said to be

multiplicative, if for any subset S ⊆ A,

(2.1) ✷

l
S =

l

s∈S

✷s

holds for any modal operator ✷. A modal algebra A is said to be ω-complete, if
⊔

S
and

d
S exist in A for any countable subset S ⊆ A and said to be ω-multiplicative,

if (2.1) holds for any countable subset S ⊆ A. A modal algebra is called a CKL-
algebra, if the following hold for each x ∈ A:

(1) Cx ≤ ECx;
(2) Cx is the greatest lower bound of the set {En x | n ∈ ω}.

We write ACKL for the class of all CKL-algebras.

Definition 2.2. An algebraic model is a pair 〈A, v〉, where A is a modal algebra and
v is a mapping, which is called a valuation in A, from the set Prop of propositional
variables to A. For each valuation v in A, the domain Prop is extended to ΦCKL

in the following way:

(1) v(⊤) = 1, v(⊥) = 0;
(2) v(φ ∧ ψ) = v(φ) ⊓ v(ψ);
(3) v(¬φ) = −v(φ);
(4) v(Kiφ) = Ki v(φ) (i ∈ I), v(Cφ) = C v(φ).

In this paper, we assume a Kripke frame is equipped with relations RKi
(i ∈ I),

RC, unless otherwise noted.

Definition 2.3. A Kripke frame is a structure 〈W,RKi
(i ∈ I), RC〉, where W is a

non-empty set and RKi
(i ∈ I) and RC are binary relations on W . A Kripke frame

is called a CKL-frame, if RC is the reflexive and transitive closure of RE, where
RE =

⋃

i∈I
RKi

. We write FrmCKL for the class of all CKL-frames.

Definition 2.4. A Kripke model is a pair 〈F, v〉, where F = 〈W, {RKi
}i∈I , RC〉 is

a CKL-frame and v is a mapping, which is called a valuation in F , from the set
Prop of propositional variables to P(W ). For each valuation v in F , the domain
Prop is extended to ΦCKL in the following way:

(1) v(⊤) =W , v(⊥) = ∅;
(2) v(φ ∧ ψ) = v(φ) ∩ v(ψ);
(3) v(¬φ) =W \ v(φ);
(4) v(✷φ) = {w ∈ W | ∀v ∈ W ((w, v) ∈ R✷ ⇒ v ∈ v(φ))}. for each modal

operator ✷.

Definition 2.5. Let A be a modal algebra. A formula φ is said to be valid in A
(A |= φ, in symbol), if v(φ) = 1 for any valuation v in A. Let C be a class of modal
algebras. A formula φ is said to be valid in C if A |= φ for every A ∈ C. A set Γ
of formulas is said to be valid in C (C |= Γ, in symbol), if C |= γ for every γ ∈ Γ.
The corresponding relations between Kripke frames and formulas are defined in the
same way.

Definition 2.6. Let Γ be a set of formulas. We write Alg(Γ) (resp. Frm(Γ)) for
the class of modal algebras (resp. Kripke frames) in which Γ is valid. Let C be
a class of modal algebras or a class of Kripke frames. We write For(C) for set of
formulas which are valid in C.

Let F = 〈W,RKi
(i ∈ I), RC, 〉 be a Kripke frame. It is well-known that

F+ = 〈P(W ),∪,∩,W\,✷RKi
(i ∈ I),✷RC

, ∅,W 〉
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is a complete and completely multiplicative modal algebra, where

✷RS = {w ∈ W | ∀v ∈ W ((w, v) ∈ R) ⇒ v ∈ S}

for each binary relation R in F , and F |= φ if and only if F+ |= φ, for any formula
φ ([13], see also [1]). It is easy to see that the following theorem holds:

Theorem 2.7. Let F be a Kripke frame. Then, F is a CKL-frame, if and only if
F+ is a CKL-algebra.

3. Proof systems for common knowledge logic

In this section, we define two equivalent proof systems PSMH and PSω for
common knowledge logic, initially introduced by Meyer and van der Hoek [8] and
Kaneko-Nagashima-Suzuki-Tanaka [7], respectively.

We first define the system PSMH which is originally given by Meyer and van
der Hoek (the system KEC(m) of [8], where m is the number of the knowledge
operators K1, . . . ,Km).

Definition 3.1. The proof system PSMH for common knowledge logic consists of
the following axiom schemas (1)-(5) and inference rules (6)-(8):

(1) all tautologies;
(2) ✷(φ ⊃ ψ) ⊃ (✷φ ⊃ ✷ψ), for each modal operator ✷;
(3) Cφ ⊃ φ;
(4) Cφ ⊃ ECφ;
(5) C(φ ⊃ Eφ) ⊃ (φ ⊃ Cφ);
(6) modus ponens;
(7) uniform substitution rule;
(8) necessitation rule for each modal operator.

Next, we define the system PSω, which includes an ω-rule. It is originally
introduced by Kaneko-Nagashima-Suzuki-Tanaka (the system CY in [7]), and is a
Hilbert-style translation of the sequent system CK given in [11].

Definition 3.2. The proof system PSω consists of axiom schemas (1)-(2) and
inference rules (6)-(8) in Definition 3.1 and the following ω-rule: for any k ∈ ω
and any modal operators ✷1, . . . ,✷k,

(3.1)
γ ⊃ ✷1(φ1 ⊃ ✷2(φ2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ✷k(φk ⊃ Enφ) · · · )) (n ∈ ω)

γ ⊃ ✷1(φ1 ⊃ ✷2(φ2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ✷k(φk ⊃ Cφ) · · · ))
.

The set of premises of inference rule (3.1) is countable. When k = 0, (3.1) means
that

(3.2)
γ ⊃ Enφ (n ∈ ω)

γ ⊃ Cφ
.

It is shown in [8] that a formula φ ∈ ΦCKL is derivable in PSMH if and only if φ
is valid in the class FrmCKL of CKL-frames. Soundness and completeness of PSω

with respect to FrmCKL is shown in [11, 7]. So, PSMH and PSω are equivalent.
We write CKL for the set of formulas that are derivable in these proof systems.
It is obvious that the proof systems PSMH and PSω are sound and complete with
respect to the class ACKL of CKL-algebras. Hence, we have

(3.3) CKL = For(ACKL).
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4. Models for CKL

In this section, we show that the class FrmCKL of CKL-frames is modally defin-
able, while the class ACKL of CKL-algebras is not, which means that ACKL is not a
variety. In fact, we prove that the class FrmCKL of all CKL-frames is equal to the
class Frm(CKL) of Kripke frames in which all formulas of CKL is valid. Next, we
introduce a class AMH of MH-algebras, and show that CKL is sound and complete
with respect to AMH, and that ACKL is a proper subclass of AMH. Then, we prove
that ACKL is not modally definable. Finally, we show that free MH-algebras are
CKL-algebras.

Definition 4.1. A modal algebra is called a MH-algebra, if the following hold for
each x ∈ A:

(1) Cx ≤ x;
(2) Cx ≤ ECx;
(3) C(x→E x) ≤ x→Cx.

We write AMH for the class of all MH-algebras.

It is clear that a formula of common knowledge logic is derivable in PSMH if and
only if it is valid in AMH. Hence,

(4.1) CKL = For(AMH).

We show that ACKL ⊆ AMH.

Theorem 4.2. If A is a CKL-algebra, then it is a MH-algebra.

Proof. Suppose A is a CKL-algebra and take any x ∈ A. We show that for any
n ∈ ω

(4.2) x ∧C(x→Ex) ≤ Enx

by induction on n ∈ ω. The case n = 0 is trivial. Suppose that

(4.3) x ∧ C(x→Ex) ≤ Ekx.

Since A is a CKL-algebra,

(4.4) x ∧C(x→Ex) = x ∧
l

n∈ω

En(x→E x) ≤ Ek(x→Ex) ≤ Ekx→Ek+1x.

By (4.3) and (4.4),

x ∧ C(x→Ex) ≤ Ek+1x.

Hence, (4.2) holds for any n ∈ ω. �

Theorem 4.3. An ω-complete and ω-multiplicative MH-algebra is a CKL-algebra.

Proof. Suppose that A is an ω-complete and ω-multiplicative MH-algebra. Take
any x ∈ A. Since A is ω-complete,

d
n∈ω En x ∈ A. We show that Cx =

d
n∈ω En x.

Let z =
d

n∈ω En x. By ω-multiplicativity,

E z = E
l

n∈ω

E
n x =

l

n∈ω

E
n+1 x ≥

l

n∈ω

E
n x = z.

Hence, z→E z = 1. By (3) of Definition 4.1, 1 ≤ z→C z, which means z ≤ C z.
Therefore, l

n∈ω

E
n x = z ≤ C z = C

l

n∈ω

E
n x ≤ Cx.

By (1) and (2) of Definition 4.1, for any n ∈ ω,

Cx ≤ E
n x.

Hence, Cx ≤
d

n∈ω En x. �
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i 0 2 · · · k(x)− 2 k(x) k(x) + 2 k(x) + 4 · · ·
x ∗ ∗ ∗ · · · ∗ 0 1 1 1 1 · · ·

Kn x (n− k(k) 6≡ 0) 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 1 1 1 1 · · ·

Kn x (n− k(x) ≡ 0) 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 1 1 1 · · ·

Ex 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 1 1 1 · · ·

Figure 1. Kn x(i) and E x(i) for even i

Corollary 4.4. A Kripke frame F is a CKL-frame, if and only if F |= CKL.

Proof. By Theorem 2.7, 4.2 and 4.3,

F ∈ FrmCKL ⇔ F+ ∈ ACKL ⇔ F+ ∈ AMH

⇔ F+ ∈ Alg(CKL) ⇔ F+ |= CKL ⇔ F |= CKL.

�

Next, we show that ACKL $ AMH. Let x ∈ 2ω. We say that x is finite, if the
cardinality of the set {n | x(n) = 1} is finite, and cofinite, if the cardinality of the
set {n | x(n) = 0} is finite. The constant function in 2ω that takes the values 0
(resp. 1) is simply denoted as 0 (resp. 1), if there is no confusion. By treating 2 as
a two valued Boolean algebra, we consider 2ω as a complete Boolean algebra.

Theorem 4.5. There exists an MH-algebra that is not a CKL-algebra.

Proof. Define S ⊆ 2ω by

S = {x | x is finite or cofinite}.

Then, S is a sub-Boolean algebra of 2ω. For each cofinite x ∈ S, define k(x) ∈ ω
as follows:

k(x) = min{i | i is an even number and for each even number j ≥ i, x(j) = 1}

Since x is cofinite, k(x) is well-defined. Suppose that |I| = N and define modal
operators Kn (n ∈ I) on S as follows (see Figure 1):

(1) if x is finite, then Kn(x) = 0;
(2) if x = 1, then Kn(x) = 1;
(3) if x is cofinite and x 6= 1 and n 6≡ k(x) (mod N), then

Kn(x)(i) =

{

0 if i is even and i < k(x)

x(i) if i is odd or i ≥ k(x);

(4) if x is cofinite and x 6= 1 and n ≡ k(x) (mod N), then

Kn(x)(i) =

{

0 if i is even and i ≤ k(x)

x(i) if i is odd or i > k(x).

Define modal operator C on S by

Cx =

{

1 if x = 1

0 otherwise.

It is easy to see that

E(x)(i) =
l

n∈I

Kn(i) =

{

0 if i is even and i ≤ k(x)

x(i) if i is odd or i > k(x).

for any cofinite x ∈ S which is not 1.
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We first check that S is a modal algebra. By definition, Kn 1 = 1 (n ∈ I) and

C 1 = 1. It is straightforward to show that C(x ⊓ y) = Cx ⊓ C y. We check that

Kn(x ⊓ y) = Kn x ⊓Kn y holds. The cases that x = 1 or y = 1, and x or y is finite
are straightforward. Suppose that x and y are cofinite and x and y are not 1. It
is easy to see that Kn(x ⊓ y)(i) = (Kn x ⊓ Kn y)(i), for each odd number i ∈ ω.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that k(x) ≤ k(y). Then, k(x⊓y) = k(y).
Suppose that n ≡ k(y) (mod N). Then, for each even number i ∈ ω,

Kn(x ⊓ y)(i) = 0 ⇔ i ≤ k(x ⊓ y) ⇔ i ≤ k(y) ⇔ (Kn x ⊓Kn y)(i) = 0.

The case n 6≡ k(y) (mod N) is shown in the same way. Hence, S is a modal
algebra. Next, we show that S is a MH-algebra. It is easy to see that Cx ≤ x
and Cx ≤ ECx hold. We show that C(x→Ex) ≤ x→Cx holds. The cases that
x = 0 and x = 1 are straightforward. Suppose not. Then, x 6≤ Ex. Therefore,
x→E x 6= 1. Hence,

C(x→Ex) = 0 ≤ x→Cx.

Finally, we show that S is not a CKL-algebra. Let a ∈ S be

a(i) =

{

0 (i = 0)

1 (i 6= 0)
.

Then, in 2ω,
l

n∈ω

E
n a(i) =

{

0 (i is even)

1 (i is odd)
,

but the greatest upper bound of the set {En a | n ∈ ω} does not exist in S. �

In S, Kn 0 = 0 and Kn x ≤ x hold for each n ∈ I, and Kn x ≤ Kn Kn x holds for
each n ∈ I, if |I| ≥ 2. Hence, Theorem 4.5 holds for algebraic models for K, D, T,
4 and their combinations.

Corollary 4.6. The class ACKL of CKL-algebras is not modally definable. Hence,
it is not a variety.

Proof. It is trivial from the definition that AMH is a variety. Hence, AMH is equa-
tionally definable. Since we can identify a formula φ ≡ ψ of the common knowledge
logic with the equation φ = ψ of modal algebras, AMH is modally definable. Hence,
by (4.1),

AMH = Alg(For(AMH)) = Alg(CKL).

On the other hand, by (3.3) and Theorem 4.5 and

ACKL $ AMH = Alg(CKL) = Alg(For(ACKL)).

Therefore, ACKL is not modally definable. Hence, it is not equationally definable.
Therefore, it is not a variety. �

In the last part of the section, we show that free MH-algebras are CKL-algebras.
Let PS be a proof system and ∼ be a binary relation on ΦCKL such that φ ∼ ψ if
and only if φ ≡ ψ is derivable in PS, for each formulas φ and ψ. We write LTPS

for the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra ΦCKL/∼. For each formula φ, we write |φ|PS

for the equivalence class of φ in ΦCKL/∼.

Definition 4.7. Let X be a set of variables. The set of terms of modal algebras
over X is the smallest set T (X) which satisfies the following conditions:

(1) 0 and 1 are in T (X);
(2) if a is in T (X), then (−a) ∈ T (X);
(3) if a and b are in T (X), then (a ⊔ b) and (a ⊓ b) are in T (X);
(4) if a is in T (X), then (✷a) ∈ T (X) for each modal operator ✷.
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We write ∼MH for the binary relation on T (X) such that for each a and b in
T (X), a ∼MH b if and only if a = b holds in every MH-algebras. It is known that
∼MH is a congruence relation, and we write |p|MH for the equivalence class of p in
T (X)/ ∼MH. We write the free MH-algebra over X

〈T (X)/ ∼MH,⊔,⊓,−,Ki (i ∈ I),C, 0, 1, 〉

by FMH(X). We define notations ∼CKL, |p|CKL, and FCKL(X) in the same manner.

Theorem 4.8. For each set X, the free MH-algebra FMH(X) over X is a CKL-
algebra.

Proof. It is easily proved that in the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra LTPSω
of PSω,

|Cφ|PSω
=

l

n∈ω

|Enφ|PSω

holds, by (3) and (4) of Definition 3.1 and (3.2). Similarly, for each modal operator
✷,

(4.5) |✷Cφ|PSω
=

l

n∈ω

|✷Enφ|PSω
,

holds by letting k = 1 and φ1 = ⊥ in (3.1). Hence, the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra
LTPSω

is a CKL-algebra. Since PSMH and PSω are complete with respect to the
class FrmCKL of all CKL-frames, LTPSMH

= LTPSω
. Suppose that X is countable.

Then, there exists a bijection from the set Prop of propositional variables to X ,
and we can identify a formula of the common knowledge logic with a term of modal
algebras. Then, it is easy to see that φ ≡ ψ is derivable in PSω if and only if φ = ψ
holds in FCKL(X), and the same relation holds betweenPSMH and FMH(X). Hence,

FCKL(X) ∼= LTPSω
= LTPSMH

∼= FMH(X).

Therefore, FMH(X) is a CKL-algebra. Take any set Y and any |p|MH and |q|MH in
FMH(Y ). Let y1, . . . , yn be the list of elements of Y which occur in p or q, and let
X be a countable set which includes all y1, . . . , yn. Then, it is known that

|p|MH = |q|MH in FMH(Y ) ⇔ |p|MH = |q|MH in FMH(X)

holds (see, e.g., Theorem 11.4 of [3]). Since FMH(X) is a CKL-algebra,

for any n ∈ ω, |q|MH ≤ E
n |p|MH in FMH(Y )

⇔ for any n ∈ ω, |q|MH ≤ E
n |p|MH in FMH(X)

⇒ |q|MH ≤ C |p|MH in FMH(X)

⇔ |q|MH ≤ C |p|MH in FMH(Y ).

It is clear that for any n ∈ ω, C |p|MH ≤ En |p|MH holds in FMH(Y ). Hence,

C |p|MH =
l

n∈ω

E
n |p|MH

holds in FMH(Y ). �

It is known that an equation holds in a class of algebras if and only if it holds
in the free algebra over a countable set of variables (see, e.g., corollary 11.5 of
[3]). However, there exists an MH-algebra which does not satisfy the equation

Cx =
d

n∈ω En x, while the free MH-algebra over a countable set X satisfies it. Of
course, this is not a paradox, as

d
n∈ω En x is not a term of MH-algebras.



MODELS FOR COMMON KNOWLEDGE LOGIC 9

5. Infinitary common knowledge logic

In this section, we discuss infinitary common knowledge logic. We define in-
finitary extensions IPSMH and IPSω of PSMH and PSω, respectively. Then, we
show that IPSMH is Kripke complete. The system IPSω is originally introduced
by Kaneko-Nagashima-Suzuki-Tanaka [7], and its Kripke completeness is given also
in [7]. We show that IPSMH and IPSω are equivalent, which implies the Kripke
completeness of IPSMH.

Now, we define syntax and semantics for infinitary common knowledge logic.
First, we define syntax. We extend the language by adding two logical connectives
∨

and
∧

, which denote countable disjunction and conjunction, respectively. Then,
we define the set IΦCKL of formulas of infinitary common knowledge logic as the
least extension of ΦCKL which satisfies the following: if Γ is a countable set of
IΦCKL, then

∨

Γ and
∧

Γ are in IΦCKL. Next, we define semantics. An algebraic
model for infinitary common knowledge logic is a pair 〈A, v〉, where A is an ω-
complete and ω-multiplicative modal algebra and v is a mapping from the set Prop
of propositional variables to A. For each valuation v in A and each countable set
Γ of formulas, we define

v
(

∨

Γ
)

=
⊔

γ∈Γ

v(γ), v
(

∧

Γ
)

=
l

γ∈Γ

v(γ).

A Kripke model for infinitary common knowledge logic is a pair 〈F, v〉, where
F = 〈W, {RKi

}i∈I , RC〉 is a CKL-frame and v is a mapping from the set Prop

of propositional variables to P(W ). For each valuation v in F and each countable
set Γ of formulas, we define

v
(

∨

Γ
)

=
⋃

γ∈Γ

v(γ), v
(

∧

Γ
)

=
⋂

γ∈Γ

v(γ).

Now, we define IPSMH and IPSω. First, we define IPSMH.

Definition 5.1. The proof system IPSMH for infinitary common knowledge logic
consists of all axiom schemas and inference rules of PSMH and the following axiom
schemas

(5.1)
∧

γ∈Γ

✷Γ ⊃ ✷

∧

Γ for each modal operator ✷,

(5.2) γ ⊃
∨

Γ,
∧

Γ ⊃ γ (|Γ| ≤ ω, γ ∈ Γ),

and the following rules

(5.3)
γ ⊃ φ (∀γ ∈ Γ)

∨

γ ⊃ φ
,
φ ⊃ γ (∀γ ∈ Γ)

φ ⊃
∧

γ
(|Γ| ≤ ω).

Next, we define IPSω, which is originally introduced by Kaneko-Nagashima (the
system GLω in [5, 6]).

Definition 5.2. The proof system IPSω consists of all axioms and inference rules
of PSω and axioms (5.1) and (5.2) and inference rules (5.3).

It is proved in [7] that IPSω is Kripke complete:

Theorem 5.3. ([7]). For each formula φ ∈ IΦCKL, φ is provable in IPSω if and
only if it is valid in the class FrmCKL of CKL-frames.

Now, we show algebraic completeness of IPSMH and IPSω.

Theorem 5.4. For each formula φ ∈ IΦCKL, the following conditions are equiva-
lent:
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(1) φ is provable in IPSω;
(2) φ is provable in IPSMH;
(3) φ is valid in the class of ω-complete and ω-multiplicative CKL-algebras.

Proof. It is straightforward to show the soundness of IPSω and IPSMH with respect
to the class of ω-complete and ω-multiplicative CKL-algebras. It is obvious that the
Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra of IPSω is an ω-complete and ω-multiplicative CKL-
algebra. Then, by Theorem 4.3, it follows that the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra of
IPSMH is also an ω-complete and ω-multiplicative CKL-algebra. Hence, IPSω and
IPSMH are complete with respect to the class of ω-complete and ω-multiplicative
CKL-algebras. �

Corollary 5.5. For each formula φ ∈ IΦCKL, φ is provable in IPSMH if and only
if it is valid in the class FrmCKL of CKL-frames.

Interestingly, the Kripke completeness of IPSMH can also be shown directly, by
using a kind of universal technique, whereas proving the Kripke completeness of
PSMH is not straightforward (see [8]). It is well-known that the Jónsson-Tarski rep-
resentation theorem provides Kripke completeness of many types of modal logics.
Moreover, it is known that an extension of the Jónsson-Tarski representation theo-
rem, which preserves countably many infinite joins and meets, holds, and the Kripke
completeness of various non-compact modal logics follows from this extension in the
same way ([12, 10]). When proving the Kripke completeness of the common knowl-
edge logic using this extension, it is necessary to show that

d
n∈ω En x = Cx holds

in the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra. As we have seen in Theorem 4.8, it is true that
the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra of PSMH satisfies

d
n∈ω En x = Cx, but, in Theo-

rem 4.8, this was shown by using the Kripke completeness of PSMH. Since the order
of the propositions to be proved is reversed, we must show that

d
n∈ω En x = Cx

holds in the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra of PSMH without using Kripke complete-
ness. However, this does not seem to be straightforward. On the other hand,
it follows immediately from Theorem 4.3 that the Lindenbaum-Tarski algebra of
IPSMH satisfies

d
n∈ω En x = Cx. Therefore, Kripke completeness of IPSMH can

be obtained directly from the extension of Jónsson-Tarski representation.
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