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In epistemic logic, a way to deal with knowledge-wh is to interpret them as a kind of mention-some
knowledge (MS-knowledge). But philosophers and linguists have challenged both the sufficiency
and necessity of such an account: some argue that knowledge-wh has, in addition to MS-knowledge,
also a sensitivity to false belief (FS); others argue that knowledge-wh might only imply mention-some
true belief (MS-true belief). In this paper, we offer a logical study for all these different accounts. We
apply the technique of bundled operators, and introduce four different bundled operators - [tB"]¥¢ :=
2x([B]§ A 9). [tBEZJ6 := Ze([B]o A ) AVx([B]g — 9). [K'S]*g := Zx[K]$ and [KE}¢ := Ix[K] A
Vx([B]¢ — @) -, which characterize the notions of MS-true belief, MS-true belief with FS, MS-
knowledge and MS-knowledge with FS respectively. We axiomatize the four logics which take the
above operators (as well as [K]) as primitive modalities on the class of §4.2-constant-domain models,
and compare the patterns of reasoning in the obtained logics, in order to show how the four accounts
of knowledge-wh differ from each other, as well as what they have in common.

1 Introduction

In standard epistemic logic, for the most time, we deal with propositional knowledge (or knowledge-
that): that is, an agent knows that ¢, where ¢ is a certain proposition. However, this clearly does not
exhaust our daily use of the notion of “knowledge”. Besides knowledge-that, we also frequently talk
about various kinds of knowledge-wh: for example, I know how to ride a bike, I know who proved the
incompleteness theorems, I know when a certain meeting is held, I know where to buy a certain book, I
know what is the password of my computer, I know why a certain event happens, etc.

Thus, besides standard propositional knowledge, knowledge-wh also seems to be an interesting sub-
ject for epistemic logic to study. There are already a number of logical studies of various kinds of
knowledge-wh (e.g. know whether in [3]], know why in [24]], know how in [19],[4], [11]], [12] and [22],
just to name a few), and a more general framework for logics of knowledge-wh is also proposed in [20].
In this paper, following [20], we will also focus mainly on the general logical structures shared by various
kinds of knowledge-wh.

As suggested in [20] (following the philosophical stance of the so-called “intellectualism” initiated
in [17])), in many cases, knowledge-wh can be interpreted as a kind of mention-some knowledge (MS-
knowledge for short): for example, I know how to prove a theorem, iff there exists some proof such that
I know that this proof is a proof for the theorem; I know where to buy newspapers, iff there exists some
place where I know I can buy newspapers, etc. Then, in such cases, it seems that the logical structure of
knowledge-wh can be formally captured by the first-order modal formula Jx[K]¢ (x)

I'However, as it is also noted in [20], in some other situations, it seems more natural to interpret knowledge-wh in terms of
mention-all, rather than mention-some, knowledge. For example, when I say “I know who came to the meeting yesterday”,
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However, while it is quite clear that in many situations, knowledge-wh does involve some kind
of mention-some structure, it is not as clear whether MS-knowledge really is the right account for
knowledge-wh in these situations. In fact, both the sufficiency and necessity of such an account are
challenged.

For example, as it is argued in [5], [[14], [[7] and [23]], knowledge-wh may not only involve mention-
some knowledge, but also involve false belief sensitivity (FS for short). Let’s consider the following
scenario, adapted from one offered in [5], to illustrate this point.

Example 1.1 There are two stores, Newstopia and Paperworld. Newstopia sells newspapers, while
Paperworld sells only stationery. Now, Alice knows that Newstopia sells newspapers, but also believes
erroneously that Paperworld sells newspapers.

In such a scenario, it is natural to judge that that Alice does not know where to buy newspapers (psycho-
logical experiments conducted in [[14] also show that such an intuition is shared by many people): even
though she has a MS-knowledge concerning where to buy newspapers, it seems that her false belief that
Paperworld sells newspapers would corrupt her knowledge-where.

Hence, maybe knowledge-wh should be sensitive to false belief: that is, even under an MS-reading,
maybe MS-knowledge should not be characterized by 3x[K|¢ (x) alone, but should rather be characterized
by Fx[K]¢ (x) A Vx([B]¢ (x) — ¢ (x)).

On the other hand, the necessity of the MS-knowledge account is also doubted. For example, as it is
argued in [1]], it seems that knowledge-wh is subject to a kind of epistemic luck which is not consistent
with propositional knowledge. Let’s consider the following scenario, adapted from one offered in [1]], to
illustrate this point.

Example 1.2 Suppose that Bob believes that w is a way to change light bulbs, and w is indeed a reliable
way to do so. His belief is obtained by reading an instruction in a book. However, unknown to him,
all other contents in the book are erroneous, and it is merely due to a very rare print error that the
instruction he read is correct.

In this case, Bob’s true belief that w is a way to change light bulbs is too lucky to be counted as his
knowledge; but nevertheless, it still seems natural to judge that Bob knows how to change light bulbs.

Then, it seems that sometimes a mention-some true belief (MS-true belief for short), i.e. Ix([B]¢ (x) A
¢(x)), is enough for knowledge-wh. (In philosophical discussions, such a stance is sometimes called
“revisionary intellectualism”, which is first proposed in [2], in contrast to intellectualism.)

Of course, none of the arguments presented above is decisive. But they do reveal an enormous
complexity in the question concerning the nature of knowledge-wh. Hitherto, no consensus concerning
this question is reached in philosophical discussions, and nor will we offer a determinate answer here.
On the contrary, in this paper, we will study all the accounts mentioned above in a formal way.

In order to do so, we apply the technique of “bundled operators’ﬂ The general idea is that we pack a
complex first-order modal formula (e.g. Ix[K]¢ (x) AVx([B]¢(x) — ¢(x))) into the semantics of a single
operator, and study the logic which takes such an “bundled operator” as primitive modality. By working
in such languages with limited expressivity, we can focus on the behavior of the epistemic notion in which

it may mean that I know all the people who came to that meeting, which should probably be formalized as, for example,
Vx(¢(x) — [K]@(x)) or Vx([K]¢(x) V [K]=¢(x)). We will not deal with the mention-all reading of knowledge-wh in this paper,
since the behavior of mention-all knowledge is rather different from mention-some knowledge, and it thus seems better to study
it independently elsewhere.
In fact, axiomatization of mention-all knowledge in terms of Vx([K]¢ (x) V [K]=¢ (x)) has been studied in [25], an unpublished
undergraduate thesis.
2For a detailed introduction of such an idea, see [20] and [21]].
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we are really interested, without being distracted by irrelevant notions which can also be expressed in a
stronger language. Moreover, with the help of bundled operators, we can study the complex notions in a
compact manner.

In this paper, then, we will study the following four different bundled operatorsﬂ

[tB™]o(x) = x([B]o(x)Ad(x))

[tBrs]0(x) = (B9 (x) A (x)) AVx([B]9(x) — #(x))
[K™F¢(x) = Tx[K]g(x)

(Keslo(x) = Ix[K]g(x) AVx([B]9(x) — ¢(x)).

We will axiomatize the logics which take these operators plus an operator for propositional knowl-
edge as primitive modalities on the class of S4.2-models, a class of models which characterizes knowl-
edge, belief and their interactions in a reasonable way. Completeness results will also be presented.
Moreover, we will compare the obtained logics, in order to show the differences and commonalities
in the ways we reason about knowledge-wh, propositional knowledge and belief, which are logically
implied by the different accounts of knowledge-wh.

2 First-order S4.2-models

First, we introduce the models we use to characterize knowledge and belief on the semantic level.

Since first-order quantifiers are involved in the notions of MS-knowledge, MS-true belief and FS,
we will use first-order Kripke models as the semantic basis. We fix a set of predicates &?. A first-order
Kripke model, then, is defined as followﬂ

Definition 2.1 A first-order Kripke model is a 4-tuple .#4 = (W,D,R,p), where
o W £ 0 is the set of epistemically possible worlds of the model;
* D # 0 is the domain of the model;

o R C W? is the accessibility relation among the possible worlds, which characterizes epistemic
indistinguishability;
* p: P XW — p(D<?) assigns each n-ary predicate an n-ary relation on each possible world.

(We may abbreviate the term “first-order Kripke model” simply as “model” in the following discussions.)

Note that such a model can be interpreted rather freely on the conceptual level, so that it can char-
acterize various kinds of knowledge-wh. For example, if we want to characterize the knowledge-how
of an agent, then the elements in D can be interpreted as different methods or devices available for
the agent in question, and a predicate P € & can be interpreted as a certain goal, while a € p(P,w)
reads “at the epistemically possible world w, a is a way to achieve P”. Similarly, if we want to char-
acterize knowledge-where, then the elements in D can be interpreted as different locations accessible
for the agent, while predicates in &7 are interpreted as properties of these locations. Of course, in a
similar fashion, different models can also be used to characterize knowledge-who, knowledge-when or
knowledge-what.

3The bundled operator [K"3]* is first introduced in [20] (the notation used there is 0%, though); later, further study concerning
its decidability and complexity is presented in [13], and axiomatization in [18]]. The result presented in this paper concerning
this operator (namely, the axiomatization on $4.2), however, is new.
On the other hand, [tB"], [tB¥S] and [KY] are all novel bundled operators that have not yet been studied in literature.
“4In this paper, we will not introduce function symbols and constants to our language. Hence, we will also not consider
functions and constants in the following definition.
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Also note that we only consider constant-domain models here: all possible worlds in a model share
the same domain. This is mainly in order to avoid technical and conceptual complexities, and we believe
this is indeed a reasonable (though inevitably idealized) assumption.

Of course, since we use first-order Kripke models to characterize the epistemic states of an agent, the
Kripkean part of such models should also possess certain frame properties.

It is a popular choice to use S5-models to characterize an agent’s knowledge, but we will not use such
models in this paper. This is mainly because we need to deal with both knowledge and belief, as well
as the interactions between them (moreover, in our discussion, the notion of belief should be interpreted
in a rather strong sense, so we would prefer interaction principles like [B]¢ — [B][K]¢ to hold), and we
must also allow the possibility for false belief, in order for the notion of FS to make any sense at all.
This, however, seems to be a difficult task when knowledge is characterized by S5-models.

Hence, we will use $4.2-models instead - that is, models which are reflexive, transitive and strongly
convergentE] The formal definition is as follow:

Definition 2.2 A frame (W,R) is strongly convergent, iff for all w € W, there is some u € W s.t. for all
v € W, if wRv, then vRu.
A model based on a reflexive, transitive and strongly convergent frame is called an §4.2-model.

We find such models attractive, because the class of S4.2-models validates the logic of knowledge
S4.2, in which belief can be reasonably defined in terms of knowledge by the definition [B]¢ := (K)[K]¢
(as explained in [9], the underlying idea is that, if one knows that she does not know something, then she
would not believe it; and if she does not believe something, then she would know by introspection that
she does not know it). Moreover, the logic for the belief defined in this way is KD45, and we also have
many intuitive interaction principles between knowledge and belief (e.g. [K]¢ — [B]¢, [B]¢ — [K][B]¢,
-[B]¢ — [K]—[B]¢, [B]¢ — [B][K]¢). (It is Lenzen who first proposed S4.2 as a logic for knowledge
in [9]] and [10], from a syntatic perspective. Later, Stalnaker also studied S4.2 from a more semantic
perspective in [16].)

Moreover, as it is noted by Stalnaker in [16], in an S4.2-frame (W,R), we can define the following
relation Rg, which corresponds to the notion of belief defined in terms of knowledge:

Definition 2.3 Given a frame (W,R), Rg C W? is the relation which satisfies that for all w,u € W, wRgu
iff for allv € W s.t. wRv, vRu.

It is not hard to check that if (W,R) is an S4.2-frame, then (W,Rg) is KD45. Moreover, after we
formally introduce the languages and their semantics, it will be easy to check that Rg corresponds to [B]
in exactly the way R corresponds to [K].

3 Languages and semantics

Now, we introduce the languages for the bundled operators, as well as their exact semantics.
We first fix a set of variables X. Then, for any [Kyy] € {[tB™], [tBFg), [K"S], [KES]}, the corresponding
language .Z ([Kyn)) (and also Zx([Kn))) is defined as follow:

SHere, we use the notion of strong convergence to define S$4.2-models; but elsewhere, when defining $4.2-models, the notion
of weak convergence might be used instead (A frame (W,R) is weakly convergent, iff for all w,v,v/ € W s.t. wRv and wRY/,
there is some u € W s.t. vRu and v'Ru). Standard modal logic cannot distinguish these two kinds of models (as noted in [T6]),
but some of the languages studied in this paper are strong enough to distinguish them.

We choose the stronger notion of convergence here, because it seems more favorable both technically and conceptually. This
is also in accordance with Stalnaker’s note in [16]].
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Definition 3.1 Z([Kun])-formulas are defined recursively as follow:

¢ =P, ) | 2@ [ 9N G| [K]@ | [Kin]*¢

where P€ &, n>0and x,yy,...,yn € X.
—[K]—¢ is denoted as (K)¢; [B|¢ is an abbreviation for (K)[K]@.
V, — and <+ are defined in the usual way.
Moreover, let £Lx([Kun]) be the language obtained by further adding an identity relation =~ to

Z(Ka) ]

Corresponding to our definition of the bundled operators, we define the semantics for the above
languages recursively as follow:

Definition 3.2 Given a model .# = (W,D,R,p), aw € W and an assignment & from X to D:

MW, 0 EP(x1,....x,) = (0(x1),...,0(x,)) € p(P,w)

Mow,CExY — ox)=0o(y)

MW, 0 FE ¢ — MwOH¢

MW, 0E PNy <~ M,w,0FE¢and M ,w,GE @

M ,w, 0 E K] <= ForallveW, ifwRv, then 4 ,v,0 E ¢

M ,w,0 F [tB™]% <= Thereis some a €D, s.t. M ,w,G[x+— a]F [B]¢ A¢
MS1x (i) There is some a € D, s.t. M ,w,0x— a]F [B]¢p A ¢

Aowo B B0 = R allb e D, w0 B E B — 0

M w, 0 F K] <= Thereis some a €D, s.t. M ,w,0|x+— a]E [K|¢
MS1x (i) There is some a € D, s.t. M ,w,0[x— a] = [K]¢

w0 F Kyl 7 (i) Forallb € D, M ,w,6[x— b E [B]g — ¢

where G [x — a| is the assignment which maps x to a, and agrees with G on any other point.

Note that we need not introduce an independent operator for belief, since [B]¢ is already defined by
(K)[K]¢ in the languages given above. It is also not hard to check that on $4.2-models, the semantics for
[B]¢ defined this way is indeed the following one:

| 4 ,w,0F[Bl¢p < Forallv €W, if wRgv, then .#,v,cF ¢ |

4 The logics

Then, we introduce the four logics, corresponding to our four accounts of knowledge-wh respectively.
Their axiomatizations are all obtained in a similar fashion: generally speaking, we start from a standard
S4.2 system for [K], and then add axioms and rules to describe the behaviors of the bundled operators.
Below is a list of schemas of axioms and rules that will be used to offer the axiomatizations (in which
the operator [Kx] should be substituted by [tB"], [tBYs], [K"S] or [K¥g] in the corresponding logics){|

®In the following discussions, we will be working in the language . ([Kyn]) when we do not specifically mention the
language in which we are working. We will make it clear whenever we switch our working language to Zx ([Kyn])-

"Note that when we use the notation @[y/x] to denote the formula obtained by replacing every free occurrences of x in ¢
with y, we also implicitly assume that y is admissible for x in @: that is, y does not appear in the scope of any operator of the
form [Kyn]” in ¢.



532 Knowledge-wh and False Belief Sensitivity

Axioms
TBtoKe | (1B AQ)l/x] = K9 | Ktokun | [KIB[y/x] = [Kun}0
KantoFS | [Kua[d — (B9 — 0)[v/x] | BtoBKun | [BI6[v/x] = [B][Ku)0
Rules
oo | Yo K o K] = (B9 A 9)) )
» = o= KI(wi = Kl (¥ = ~[Kal6) )
e = o (K| (v = - (K] (v — ~[K]9) )
o Fwo — [K](y1 = - [K] (W — = [Kin]9) )
Fwo = [Kl(yi — - [K](yn = (B]¢ = ¢))---)
PSRl | S Ky — (K] (v — (BIOD/A] = [Kan'9)) )
FS&KtoK.. o — [Kl(y1 = - [K](yu — ([B]¢ = 9)) )

= yo = [Kl(y1 = - [K] (v = (K9 [y/A] = [Kial*9)) )

(In all the rules above, n can be any natural number, and we require that x ¢ U;, FV (¥;))

By using rules like K;,toTB or FS&KtoK,n, we have sacrificed some intuitiveness for technical
reasons, but the underlying idea is straightforward: for example, K, toTB essentially says [Kyn]*¢ —
Ax([B]¢ A ¢), and FS&KtoKy says Vx([B]¢ — @) A [K]@[y/x] — [Kun]*@, in languages where the exis-
tential and universal quantifiers are not available.

With the help of the above axioms and rules, then, we can give the following four logics:

$4.28"] | 842K g {TBt oKy, KuntoTB}

S4.285) | 842K g {K 1t oFS, BtoBKyp, KyntoTB, FS&BtoKyp
$4.2K°1 | 842K @ {Kt oK, KentoK}

S4.2%8) | $4.2% g (K, toFS, BtoBKyp, Kunt oK, FS&Kt oKy }

Moreover, for any [Kyu] € {[tB"], [tBhs], [K"S], [KES]}, when we work in the language -Zx([Kn)),
let S4.2LK =) be the logic defined as follows:

S4 2Kl

S4.2[Kwh]@{xkﬁx, xRy — (9[x/z] = @y/2]), x#y — [K](x#y)}

Note that all the logics given here are non-normal, since they are all non-aggregative: that is,
(K]0 A [Kan]*W — [Kun]*(¢ A w) is not an inner theorem of S4.2%! (or S4.2[§"h}) for any [Kin| €
{[tB"], [tBLS).

[KM],[K¥S]} (in fact, in all these logics, [Kyn|*Px A [Kyn]*—Px is consistent). Moreover, some of the
logics are even non-monotone, as we will see below.

Then, we show the completeness theorem for these logics.

Since we are now dealing with bundled operators with more complex structures, the strategy to prove
completeness theorems for the case of [KMS] in [20] and [18]] cannot be directly applied here (moreover,
axiomatization of the logic of [K™®] on $4.2 has also not yet been studied). Hence, we will develop a new
strategy to prove completeness theorems for all the above logics in a uniform way.

Theorem 4.1 S4.2/K] (as well as S4.2LK sl ) is sound and strongly complete w.r.t. the class of S4.2-
constant-domain models, where [K.y] € {[tB"], [tBrg], [K"3], [KES]}.

PROOF.  We only sketch the general idea of the proof here. A detailed proof for the case of S4.2/K
can be found in the appendix.
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Generally, we use maximal consistent sets (MCS) of formulas which also contain certain witness
formulas to construct the canonical model. The main difficulty is to ensure at the same time that (i)
every MCS in the model contains all the witness formulas we need, (ii) every formula of the form (K)¢
in an MCS has some accessible MCS containing ¢ as its witness, and (iii) the canonical model is an
S$4.2-constant-domain model.

In order to construct such a model, we use a step-by-step method. We start from a consistent set I,
and extend consistent sets to MCS, add new formula sets as witnesses for formulas of the form (K)¢,
and add witness formulas to formula sets during the same process. The key is to ensure, at each step
of the construction, that every formula set except I'y is finite, and all the information contained in a set
is recorded in its predecessor with a formula of the form (K)¢. This ensures that we can always add
witness formulas to formula sets using rules like K;,toTB and FS&KtoKyy,.

Then, after countably many steps, we obtain a model which satisfies both (i) and (ii), and is also
an S4-constant-domain model. Finally, we add another set of MCSs to the model to make it strongly
convergent, so that we can obtain an $4.2-model. O

Remark 4.2 The above logics also have some interesting technical aspects.

For example, it is shown in [[13] that the language £ ([K"®]) cannot distinguish constant-domain and
increasing-domain models in general. However, when we confine the models to S4.2-ones, £ ([K*]) can
distinguish constant-domain and increasing-domain models, and consequently, S4.2"1 is not sound
w.r.t. the class of S4.2-increasing-domain models (e.g. (K)[K™[*¢ — [KM]*(K)¢ is an inner theorem of
S4.2IK] but is not valid on S4.2-increasing-domain models). In fact, for all [Kun] € {[tB"], [tBHs], [K™9],
[KES)Y, S4.21K) is not sound w.r.t. $4.2-increasing-domain models.

Another interesting fact is that S4.218% 4nd S4.2IK¥) are able to distinguish S4.2-models (defined
in terms of strong convergence) and models which are reflexive, transitive but only weakly convergent.
The axiom BtoBKyy : [B]¢[y/x] — [B][Kun]*¢ does the trick. When [Kyy] = [tB"] or [K™S), on the other
hand, we also have [B]¢]y/x] — [B][Kun]*¢ as an inner theorem of S4.2/K1 byt in this case, the formula

[tB"]

does not have the power to distinguish strong and weak convergence, and consequently, S4.2 and

MS . .
S4.2" ure also sound w.rt. the class of reflexive, transitive and weakly convergent models.

S Comparisons

Now, we have the formal ground to compare the different accounts of knowledge-wh.

5.1 Differences

An interesting difference among the different accounts of knowledge-wh concerns the ways these ac-
counts interact with propositional knowledge.

For example, consider positive introspection. Since we take S4.2 to be the underlying logic for propo-
sitional knowledge, which is stronger than S4, it is clear that propositional knowledge satisfies positive in-
trospection: [K]¢ — [K][K]¢ is an inner theorem of $4.2K=! for any [K,p] € {[tB"S], [tBYS], [K¥S], [KYS]}.
However, does knowledge-wh also have positive introspection? To put it more formally, is [Kyn|*¢ —
[K][Kyn]*¢ an inner theorem of $4.2/K/2 The answer is as follow:

Proposition 5.1 S4.2/<°1 - [K!S]¥¢ — [K][K"S]*¢, but S4.20K) 1/ [Kin]*0 — [K][Kun] 0 when [Kun] €
{[tB"]. [tBFs], [KFE]}-
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The underlying reason for the failure of positive introspection in S4.2[tBMS], S4.2BE) and S4.2/KH]
is similar. Essentially, this is because these accounts may involve true beliefs (the MS-true belief in
[tB"]¥¢ or [tBE]*@, or a true belief required by the FS condition in [tBhg|*¢ or [K¥S]¥¢), but positive
introspection requires knowledge rather than mere true belief, while the latter in general does not imply
the former in an S4.2 system.

The following proposition helps us make this point clear on the formal level. Note that in the for-
mulation of (a part of) the following proposition, we will also need the identity relation = and the logic
S4.2%=) which involves the axioms for ~-.

Proposition 5.2 We have the following identities between logics:

S4.2B% ¢ B g — [K|[tB™S["¢ = S4.2B" 15 [Blo Ao — [K|o
S4.21B8] ¢ [tBYS]*g — [K|[tBYS]*¢ = S4.21B8 q [Blp A — Ko
4285 ¢ Ko - (KK = s42laxaty - (B9 A — [K]9)

In other words, under our S4.2 setting for propositional knowledge, requiring [tB**]*¢ and [tB}s]*¢
to satisfy positive introspection is in effect the same as requiring true belief to imply knowledge. The
case for [K}S]*@, on the other hand, is a bit more complex: when [K¥S]*¢ satisfies positive introspection,
either true belief implies knowledge, or there is at most one element in the domain (in which case the
notion of FS is clearly trivialized).

A similar phenomenon also appears in the case of the formula Ky [*¢ — [Kun]*[K]¢. Intuitively, the
formula says that knowledge-wh offers the agent a way to obtain propositional knowledge: for exam-
ple, if we interpret [Kyy] in terms of knowledge-how, then the formula says that if an agent knows how
to achieve ¢, then she also knows how to make herself know that ¢. In fact, Proposition and
still hold after we substitute every occurrences of [K][Kun]*¢ in these propositions with [Kyn[*[K] @, since
[Kan] [K]9 ¢ [K][Kun]* is in fact an inner theorem in $4.21%! for all [Kyy] € {[tB"S], [tBYS], [K¥S], [KYS]}.

A more interesting difference among the different accounts of knowledge-wh concerns the mono-
tonicity of knowledge-wh. We say our notion of knowledge-wh is monotone if the following rule is
admissible in the corresponding logic:

Fo—wvw
F [Kan]*¢ — [Kan]*y

The rule says that if y follows logically from ¢, then if an agent has knowledge-wh of ¢, then she
automatically also has knowledge-wh of y.

Note that in order for this to hold, we need to assume that the agent we consider is logically omni-
scient; and we have indeed assumed so in our underlying logic for propositional logic, S4.2!%, However,
even such a logically omniscient agent still may not have a monotone notion of knowledge-wh, when FS
is involved in our account of knowledge-wh.

The propositions below show how FS influences the monotonicity of knowledge-wh. (Note that we
need the identity relation ~ to formulate Proposition [5.4])

MONO

Proposition 5.3 MONO is admissible in S4.2!"") and S4.2"°), but inadmissible in S4.218%) and S4.2/K%),
Proposition 5.4 The following equivalences holds:

s4.2%% cmong = S4.2lB% g xy s ([Blg — ¢)

K]

sa2l¥ guome = S4285 @ty (Bl — ¢)
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As we can see, FS corrupts the monotonicity of knowledge-wh. In fact, as it is shown in Proposition
if we force [tBhg|*¢ and [KS]*¢ to be monotone, then either the agent can have no false belief at all,
or there is only one element in the domain of the model which characterizes her knowledge and belief -
in both cases, the notion of FS is completely trivialized. In this sense, we may say that FS is incompatible
with the monotonicity of knowledge-wh in quite an essential way: in order to retain the monotonicity of
knowledge-wh, we have to give up FS completely.

5.2 Commonalities

As we have seen, different accounts of knowledge-wh behave rather differently when interacting with
propositional knowledge. However, when interacting with belief, their behaviors are much more similar.
For example, the following proposition shows some inner theorems shared by all the logics presented
abovef|
Proposition 5.5 For all [K.p] € {[tB"S], [tBS], [K¥S], [K¥S]}, the following are S4.25%]_theorems:
(i) [Blo[y/x] = [Kw]'[Blo (i) —[B]@[y/x] = [Kun]*~[B]¢
(iii)  [B]g[y/x] = [B][Kun["® (iv) [B][Kun]'¢ V [B]=[Kun|*¢

If we interpret [Ky|*¢ in terms of knowledge-how, then (i) and (ii) say that if an agent believes / does
not believe that some certain y is a way to achieve ¢, then she knows how to make herself believe / not
believe that ¢; (iii) says that if the agent believes that some y is a way to achieve @, then she also believes
that she knows how to achieve ¢; and (iv) says that an agent is “confident” concerning her own epistemic
state: for any @, she either believes that she knows how to ¢, or believes that she does not knows how to
¢. Note that in S4.2/X!, we also have the interaction principles [B]¢ — [K][B]¢, —[B]¢ — [K]—[B]¢ and
[B]¢ — [B][K]¢ and [B][K]¢ V [B]=[K]¢ between propositional knowledge and belief; hence, we may say
that when interacting with propositional belief (rather than knowledge), our accounts of knowledge-wh
show more aspects that resemble propositional knowledge.

Also note that from (i) and (iii), we can deduce the following two formulas, respectively:

V) [Kan]'¢ = [Kan[*[B]¢  (vi)  [Kin]'¢ — [B][Kun]*0
As we can see, though [Kyn]*9 — [Kin] [K]¢ and [Kyn]*9 — [K][Kun]*¢ cannot be deduced in S$4.2!K!
when [Kp] € {[tB"], [tBhs], [KES]}, when the operator [K] is relaxed to [B], we obtain (v) and (vi), which
are inner theorems of 84.21%%] for all K] € {[tB"], [tBYS], [K"S], [KLS]}.

Another interesting commonality shared by all our logics (which also has to do with the interaction
between knowledge-wh and belief) concerns what logic of knowledge-wh our agent believes.

In section we have already shown some complexities in the reasoning about knowledge-wh: for
example, concerning positive introspection and monotonicity, different accounts yield different behaviors
of knowledge-wh. These complexities, however, only appear when we reason about the knowledge-wh
of an agent from an external perspective; when the agent herself reasons about her own knowledge-wh
from within, all such complexities evaporate.

To put this point more rigidly, we introduce the following notion:

Definition 5.6 For any logic L, let Lg = {¢ | [B]¢ € L}.

Intuitively, for a logic L, Lg collects all the formulas which L says that an agent believes. In this
sense, if L characterizes the epistemic states of an agent, then Ly characterizes the epistemic logic
believed by this agent.

Then, with the help of this new notation, we can formulate the following theorem:

8 iii) i iti is i jom i [tBES] (K]
Note that (iii) in the proposition below is in fact an axiom in S4.2 and S4.2!"¥s!,
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Proposition 5.7 For all [K,] € {[tB™], [tBFg), [K"S], [KES]}, S4.2[E;<"h] can be axiomatized by the follow-
ing system:

s5lKl All axioms and rules of an S5 system for [K]
KtoKan | [K]Q[y/x] = [Kin]"¢
FKl¢ — vy
0
KyntoK K6 Sy (where x ¢ FV(y))

It is also not hard to check that this system is equivalent to the system SMLMSK presented in [20]], a
system in the language . ([K"%]) which is sound and strongly complete w.r.t. the class of S5-models.

Hence, conceptually, the above theorem says that no matter which account of knowledge-wh we
choose, it makes no difference for our agent: the agent always believes that her knowledge-wh behaves
in exactly the same way as MS-knowledge, and the logic for the underlying propositional knowledge is
as strong as SS5. In such a logic, of course knowledge-wh is monotone and satisfies positive introspection;
moreover, it even satisfies negative introspection: —[Kun[*¢ — [K]=[Kin]* @ is in S4.2g( = for all [Kin] €
{[tB"S], [tBES], [K™], [K¥S]}. On the other hand, all the subtle differences among the different accounts of
knowledge-wh, generated from the gap between mere true belief and knowledge, as well as the peculiar
behavior of the FS condition, are all invisible for the agent in question.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we studied four bundled operators: [tB"™], [tBlg], [K"S] and [K¥], which correspond to the
four different accounts of knowledge-wh. We axiomatized the logics which take them (as well as [K])
as primitive modalities on the class of S4.2-constant-domain models, and compared the ways we reason
about knowledge-wh in different logics.

There many potential future works that can be done based on our work.

For example, we can further study the four bundled operators introduced in this paper. We have only
studied their behavior on S4.2-models, which characterize knowledge and belief in a highly idealized
way; our study of the obtained logics is also far from complete. Hence, it seems interesting to study
the logics obtained in this paper in greater detail, or to study the behavior of the bundled operators on
other reasonable models for knowledge and belief (of course, we need not confine ourselves to Kripke
models). This may offer us a deeper understanding of the different accounts of knowledge-wh, and may
eventually help us decide which account is indeed the right one.

Moreover, the kind of step-by-step proof method applied in this paper can be generalized to study
other complex epistemic notion. For example, there are cases where it is better to understand knowledge-
wh in terms of mention-all knowledge, and there are also various competing accounts of these kinds of
knowledge-wh, e.g. the weakly exhaustive reading (first proposed in [8]), the strongly exhaustive reading
(first proposed in [6]), and the intermediately exhaustive reading (first raised, but soon rejected, in [[6], and
later proposed again in [15]), which can be formalized as Vx(¢ (x) — [K]@(x)), Vx([K]¢9 (x) V [K]=¢ (x))
and Vx(¢(x) — [K]@(x)) AVx([B]o(x) — ¢(x)), respectively. Using the technique developed in this
paper, we can easily pack these complex notions into bundled operators, and study their behavior.

Speaking on a more general level, the step-by-step method used in this paper can at least be gen-
eralized to any logic equipped with a set of ordinary modal operators {O,},cr plus a set of bundled
operators of the form W¢ := Ixa[¢/p] AVxB[@/p], where o and B are propositional modal formulas
containing only one propositional symbol p, boolean connectives and operators in {0, }4c.. Our trick
works no matter how complicated the structures of & and f3 are, so a great deal of complex first-order
modal notions can be handled in this way.
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A Appendix

In the appendix, we show how to prove theorem [.1] Proposition[5.2]and Proposition [5.4]
. . MS .
First, we consider theorem ﬁ We only prove the case for S4.2K%] since the other cases can be

proved in a similar way. Moreover, for most of the time, we will be working in the language .Z([K¥]),
since our proof can easily be generalized to the case of £ ([KEg]) with the help of some slight modifi-
cations. We will demonstrate how to do so along the proof.

First, we check that the soundness result holds.

Proposition A.1 S4.2I5%! is sound w.rt. the class of §4.2-constant-domain models.

PROOF.  We only prove that BtoBKyy, is valid on the class of $4.2-constant-domain models, and
FS&KtoKy, preserves validity on such models.

For BtoBKyp:

Let # = (W,R,D,p) be a S4.2-model, let w € W be arbitrary, and let & be an arbitrary assignment.
Assume that .# ,w,c = [B]@[y/x]. Then, for all v € W s.t. wRgv, 4 ,v,0 F ¢[y/x].

Then, let v € W be arbitrary, and assume that wRgv.

We first show that .#,v, ¢  [K]¢[y/x]. This is clear, since for all u € W s.t. vRu, it is easy to check
that wRgu, and thus .#Z ,u,c F @[y/x].
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Then, we show that for all a € D, #,v,c[x — a] F [B]¢ — ¢. This is also clear: since (W,Rp) is
KDA45, v is Rg-reflexive.

Hence, it is easy to see that .#,v, 6 F [K¥S]¢, and thus .7, w, o F [B][K¥S]*¢.

For FS&KtoKyn:

Let .# = (W,D,R,p) be an arbitrary S4.2-model, and assume that yo — [K](y1 — - [K](y;, —
([B]¢ — ¢))---) is valid on .#,w, where n is an arbitrary natural number; and let x be an variable s.t.
x & Uica FV (W)

Then, let ¢ be an arbitrary assignment, and suppose (towards a contradiction) that .#Z,w, ¢ ¥ vy —
Kl(y1 — - [K](w, — ([K]@[y/x] = [K¥E]*@))---). Then, there is some wo,w1,...,w, € W, s.t. w=
WoRWR -+ Rwy, M ,w;i,0 E y; for all i < n, and 4 ,w,,0 # [K]o[y/x] — [KES]*¢. By the validity of
wo — [K](y1 — -+ [K](y — ([B]¢ — @))---), and since x ¢ U;<, FV(y;), for alla € D, A4 ,w,,0[x —
a) E [B]¢ — ¢. But then, since .#,w,,c = [K|@[y/x], .4 ,w,, &[x — 6 (y)] E [K]¢, and thus it should
follow that . ,w,, o = [K¥]*¢, causing a contradiction. O

It is also not hard to check that S4.2K% has the following inner theorems, which will be used in our
completeness proof.
NBKntoBNKa  (B)[Kks["¢ — [B][KE§|"¢
BKantoKmB  [B][KES]"0 — [KE|*(B]¢
RIKE) [KES]* o < [KES]Y@[y/x] (where y does not appear in ¢)
Now, we are ready to prove the completeness theorem.
As preparation, we first define the language .Z+ ([K¥S]), which is obtained by adding countably many
new variables to £ ([K¥5]). We use X to denote the set of variables of . ([K¥S]).
Then, we use a step-by-step method to prove the completeness theorem. We first define the notion
of a network. Note that when constructing such networks, the states will all be taken from a set of states
{wi | i € o}, which we fix in advance.

Definition A.2 A network is a triple /= (W,R,V), where
s {wo} CW CH{w; i€ o}
* RC W?, and (W,R) forms a tree where wy is the root;
* Vv assigns each element in W a set of £ ([K¥S])-formulas.

We also define the following two properties for the formula sets in a network:

Definition A.3 (MS-property) An £+ ([K¥S])-formula set A has MS-property, iff for all ¢ € £+ ([K¥])
and x € XV, if [K¥S[* 9 € A, then there is some y € X s.t. [K]@[y/x] € A.

Definition A.4 (FS-property) An £ ([K¥S])-formula set A has FS-property, iff for all ¢ € £+ ([K¥])
and x,y € XT, if ~[K¥[* 0, [K|@[y/x] € A, then there is some z € X" s.t. ([B]p A—¢)[z/x] € A.

Then, we define the notion of coherence and saturation for networks:
Definition A.5 A network A/ = (W,R, V) is coherent, iff the following conditions are satisfied:
(i) W is finite;
(ii) Forallwe W, v(w) is S4.2I58]_consistent; and for all w € W \{wo}, v(w) is finite;
(iii) For all w,v € W s.t. wRv, there is some Y s.t. -y <> Av(v) and (K)y € v(w);

(iv) There are countably many variables in X which do not appear in v(w) for any w € W.
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Definition A.6 A network ./ = (W,R,V) is saturated, iff forallw € W and ¢ € £ ([K¥S)]), the following
holds:

(i) v(w)is a MCS of £ ([K¥S])-formulas;

(ii) If [K]¢ € v(w), then for all v € W s.t. wRv, ¢ € v(v);
(iii) If (K)¢ € v(w), then there is some v € W s.t. wRv and ¢ € v(v);
(iv) v(w) has the MS-property;

(v) v(w) has the FS-property.

Then, corresponding to the requirements of saturation, we also introduce the following notion of
defects:

Definition A.7 The possible kinds of defects we may find on a state on a w € W in a network N =
(W,R, V) are as follow:

(1) 9 ¢ v(w) and ~9 & v(w)

(d2) [K]¢ € v(w), but there is some v € W s.t. wRv and ¢ ¢ v(v)

(d3) (K)¢ € v(w), but there isnov € W s.t. wRv and ¢ € v(v)

(d4) [KE]*¢ € v(w), but there isnoy € X" s.t. [K]@[y/x] € v(w)

(d5) —[KE]¥ o, [K]@[y/x] € v(w), but there is no z € X s.t. ([B]o A—¢)[z/x] € v(w)
where w € {w; | i € ®}, ¢ € LT ([KE]) and x € X™.

Then, we prove the repair lemma, which shows how to repair defects in a coherent network, while
maintaining its coherence.

Lemma A.8 (Repair lemma) For any coherent network A = (W,R,Vv) and any defect (d) of N, then
there is a coherent network V' = (W', R', V') s.t. W CW', RC R/, v(w) CV'(w) forallw € W, and N’
does not has (d).

PROOF. Let .4 = (W,R, V) be a coherent network, and assume that .#” has a defect (d) for some
wn €W and ¢ € 2 ([KE]).

Since (W,R) forms a tree where wy is the root, there is a unique path wy = voRV|R---Rv, = wy,
in .4 for some n € . Then, since .4 is coherent, for all 1 < i < n, let y; stand for the formula s.t.
Fyi <> Av(v;) and (K)y; € v(v;_1). Then, it is easy to see that

v(vo) = (K) (w1 A(K) (w2 A+ (K) (Wt A (K) W) )

We then consider five cases.

Case 1: (d) is of the kind (d1). Thatis, ¢ ¢ v(v,) and =¢ ¢ v(v,). Then, it is easy to check that
v(vo) = (K) (i A (K (W2 A== (K (W A @) - )) VAK) (wit A LK) (w2 A= (K) (W A=) )

Then, at least one of the disjuncts is consistent with v(vg) = v(wy). We only consider the case where the
former is consistent with v(wy), since the other case is similar. In this case, let
v ={(w,v(w)) | w# v; forall i < n}
U{(vn, v(va) U{0})}
Ui, v UK (Wi A= (K) (W A @) - )}) [§ <}
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and let A4 = (W,R,V'). It is then easy to check that .#” is coherent, and does not have the defect (d).

Case 2: (d) is of the kind (d2). Thatis, [K]¢ € v(v,), but there is some u € W s.t. v,Ru and ¢ & v(u).
Since ./ is coherent, there is some y, s.t. -y, <+ A v(u) and (K)y, € v(v,). Hence, it is easy to check
that

v(vo) F (K) (w1 A (K) (W2 A= (K) (W A (K) (W A 9)) )
Then, let

v ={(w,v(w)) | w#v; forall i < n}
U{(u, v(u) U{g})}
{0 V(1) U LK) (Wi 1 A (K) (W A 9) - )}) [ < )

It is easy to check that .4 = (W, R, V') is still coherent, and does not have the defect (d).

Case 3: (d) is of the kind (d3). That is, (K)¢ € v(v,), but there isno u € W s.t. v,Ru and ¢ € v(u).
Since W is finite, there is some {w; | i € @} \ W # 0. Then, let wy be the element in {w; | i € @} \ W with
the least index number, and let W' =W U {w;}, R = RU{(vy,wi) }, and v/ = vU{(wy,{9})}. It is easy
to check that 4" = (W', R’, V') is coherent, but does not have (d).

Case 4: (d) is of the kind (d4). Thatis, [KEs]*¢ € v(v,), but there isnoy € X* s.t. [K]@[y/x] € v(v,).
Then, let y € X* be a variable that does not appear in v(w) for any w € W, and suppose (towards a
contradiction) that

v(vo) E[K](y1 = [K](w2 = -+ [K] (v = = [K]@[y/x]) )
Then, by K;ntoK (and R[KPFE]), we have
v(vo) F [K] (w1 — [K] (w2 = - [K](yn — —[KES]'9) )

which contradicts the fact that v(vg) = v(wyp) is consistent. Hence, (K)(y1 A (K)(y2 A -+ (K) (g, A
[K]@¢[y/x])---)) is consistent with v(vg) = v(wp). Hence, let

v ={(w,v(w)) | w#v; forall i < n}
U{(va, v(va) U{KI@ /¥ 1)}
O{(vi, v(vi) ULKY (Wi A= (K) (W A [K]O [y /x]) ) }) [ i < n}

It is easy to check that .4 = (W, R, V) is still coherent, and does not have the defect (d).

Case 5: (d) is of the kind (d5). That is, =[K¥E]*¢ € v(v,) and [K]¢[y/x] € v(v,), but there is no
ze€Xs.t. ([B]¢ A—¢)[z/x] € V(v,). Then, let z € X be a variable that does not appear in v(w) for any
w € W, and suppose (towards a contradiction) that

v(vo) = [K](y1 = [K](w2 — - [K[(y — ([B]@[z/x] = [z/x]))---))
Then, by FS&KtoKy (and R[K}gg]), we have

v(vo) F [K](w1 = [K](w2 — - [K)(w = ([K]9[y/x] — [KFs][¢))--+))
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which contradicts the fact that v(vg) = v(wy) is consistent. Hence, (K)(y; A (K)(y2 A---(K)(y, A
([B]¢ A—¢)[z/x])---)) is consistent with v(vy) = v(wp). Hence, let
v ={(w,v(w)) | w#v; foralli <n}
U{(va, v(va) U{([B]9 A =9)[z/x]}) }
O{(vi, v(vi) UL RY (Wi A== (K) (W A ([Bl@ A—9)[2/x]) ) }) | i <}

It is easy to check that .4 = (W,R, V) is still coherent, and does not have the defect (d). O

Then, we can easily show that every coherent network can be extended into a saturated network.

Lemma A.9 Forany coherent network A = (W,R,V), there exists a saturated network A" = (W' R/ V')
s.t. WCW,RCR and v(w) CV'(w) forallweW.

PROOF. Let.# = (W,R,V) be a coherent network.

It is not hard to see that there are only countably many possible defects. Hence, we can enumerate
them as (d)1, (d)2, (d)3, ...

Then, we define a countable sequence of networks .4 = (W;,R;, ;) (i € @) recursively as follow:

s M=N

* Given a coherent network ., let (d),, be the defect of .#; with the least index number (note that
according to our definition of coherence, .#; necessarily has defects), and let A1 = (Wjy 1, Rkr 1,
Vi+1) be a coherent network which does not has (d),,, and also satisfies that Wy C Wy, Ry C Ry1,
Vi(w) C Vi1 (w) for all w € Wy.. The existence of such a network is guaranteed by lemma

Then, let A4 = (W' R, V'), where

¢ W'=Uico Wi

* R =UicoRi;

* Forallw e W, v/(w) = ;> vi(w), where k is the least number s.t. w € Wj.

It is not hard to see that /" is a saturated network s.t. Wo C W, Ry C R and vp(w) C v(w) for all
we W. O

Then, we show how to induce a canonical model from a saturated network.

Definition A.10 Given a saturated network .V = (W,R, V), M, = (WS, R, ,D,,,p ) is the model
induced from .V, where

s WS ={v(w) |we W}UFC,
where FC = {® | ® is a MCS in £+ ([K¥E]),{¢ | [B]¢ € v(wo)} C ®}f]

° DLC/V — X+,‘
* R, satisfies that for all A,® € W, ARO iff for all ¢ € L ([KE3]), if [K]¢ € A, then ¢ € O;
* p¢y satisfies that for all A€ W<, X € (D°,,)<® and P € &, X € p°(P,A) iff PX € A.

We may drop the subscript N when the context is clear.

9FC stands for Final Cluster. In fact, we can show that for all A€ W€ and ® € F C, AR‘®, which justifies our naming.
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Remark A.11 If we are working in the language L~ ([KYg)), then we let D¢, = {[x] | x € X}, where
X={yeX"|x=yecv(m)}

We then show that a model induced from a saturated network is indeed S4.2, and also has all the
properties we need.

Lemma A.12 For any saturated network .V, M ¢, satisfies the following:
(i) A, is an S4.2-model;
(ii) Forall A€ W€ and (K)@¢ € A, there is some A' € W€ s.t. AR°A" and ¢ € N';
(iii) For all A € W€, A has the MS-property and the FS-property.

PROOF.  Let .#¢, be an arbitrary model induced from a saturated network 4" = (W,R, V).

For item (i): By the definition of R¢ and the canonicity of TIX and 4/, it is easy to see that ME s
reflexive and transitive.

We then show that ., is strongly convergent.

Clearly FC # 0, since (B) T € v(wy).

Then, we show that for all A € W€ and ® € FC, AR°®. Let A € W¢ and ® € FC be arbitrary. We
consider two cases:

Case 1: there is some w € W s.t. A= v(w). Let [K]¢ € v(w) be arbitrary. It is easy to see that
v(wo)Rv(w); hence, (K)[K]¢ € v(wy), i.e. [B]¢ € v(wp). Hence, by definition, ¢ € ®. Thus, v(w)R‘®.

Case 2: A € FC. Let [K]¢ € A be arbitrary. Then, since A € FC, (B)[K]¢ € v(wy), i.e. [K][(K)[K]o €
v(wp). Then, by T, (K)[K]¢ € v(wp), i.e. [B]¢ € v(wy). Hence, ¢ € ® and thus, ARO.

Therefore, .#¢, is strongly convergent.

For item (ii): Since ./ is saturated, we only need prove that for all ® € FC and (K)¢ € O, there is
some ® € W s.t. OR‘@ and ¢ € @'.

Let ® € FC, (K)¢ € O be arbitrary. Then, since ® € FC, (B)(K)¢ € v(wyp), i.e. [K](K)(K)d € v(wp).
Hence, by 4K, [K](K)¢ € v(wp), i.e. (B)§ € v(wy), and thus, there is some @ € FCs.t. ¢ € @'. Then,
as we have already proved, OR®’.

For item (iii): Again, since ./ is saturated, we only need to prove that every ® € FC has the MS-
property and the FS-property.

Let ® € FC and ¢ € £ ([Kin]) be arbitrary.

First, assume that [Kyp|*¢ € ©. Then, (B)[Kyn[*@ € v(wp), and thus, by NBK,,toBNKy, [B][K] ¢ €
v(wo). Then, by BKuntoKumB, [K|'[B]¢ € v(wp). Then, since .4 is saturated, v(wp) has the MS-
property, and thus there is some y € Xt s.t. [K][B]o[y/x] € v(wo). Hence, [B]o[y/x] € v(wp), and
thus [B][K]@[y/x] € v(wo). Hence, [K|@[y/x] € ©.

Next, assume that [Kyu[*¢ € ©. Then, —[B][Kin]*¢ € V(wy), and thus for all y € X, =[B]¢[y/x] €
v(wo) by BtoBKy,. Hence, for all y € X, [B|-[B]¢[y/x] € v(wp), and thus [B]¢[y/x] ¢ ©. O

Then, it is routine to prove the truth lemma:
Lemma A.13 For all /¢, induced from a saturated network N, for all A € W and ¢ € L ([KE3)),
/A, G E ¢ <= ¢ € A where c° is the assignment s.t. 6°(x) = x for all x € X",

Remark A.14 If we are working in the language £~ (|K%S)), then in the formulation of the above lemma,
we let 6¢ be the assignment s.t. 6°(x) = [x] for all x € X .
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Finally, notice that for any S4.2"_consistent set I" of .Z([K¥S])-formulas T, ({wo},0,{(wo,To)})
is a coherent network. Hence, it can be extended into a saturated network .#”, from which we can induce
a canonical model .#¢,,, such that .#¢,,, V' (wy),c E I'y.

Hence, we have the following completeness theorem:

Theorem A.15 S4.2/K) (as well as S4.2LK =) ) is sound and strongly complete w.r.t. the class of §4.2-
constant-domain models.

Then, we consider Proposition The cases for [tB")*¢ and [tBhg|*¢ are relatively easy, since it
is easy to see that x ¢ FV(¢), [tB™]*¢ and [tBl5]*¢ are equivalent to [B]¢ A ¢. Hence, we only prove
the following proposition here:

Proposition A.16 The following equivalence holds:
54285 o (KIS0 — KKK = S428% oy — (BloAo - KI9)

PROOF.  We first show that x % y — ([B]¢ A ¢ — [K]¢) can be deduced in s4.2[%) ¢ KE] o —
[K][K¥S]*@. It is easy to check that - ¢ Ax %y — [KES]*(x ~ z — ¢[z/x]), where z is a fresh variable.
Then, by positive introspection, = ¢ Ax %y — [K][KM]*(x ~ z — ¢[z/x]), and by K toFS, F ¢ Ax %
y— [K]([B](x~x—¢) = (x~x— ¢)). Hence, - § Ax %y — [K|]([B]¢ — ¢), and thus - ¢ Ax %y —
([Bl¢ — [K]¢). Hence, Fx  y — ([B]¢ A ¢ — [K]9).

Then, we show that [KF5[*¢ — [K][K¥S][*¢ can be deduced in $4.20%) g #y— ([Blo Ao — [K]9).
Equivalently, we show that [K¥]*¢ A [K¥5]*[K]¢ can be deduced. Since x5y — ([Blo Ao — [K]9)
for some fresh y, by KyntoK, we have F [Kun | (x % y) — ([B]¢ A ¢ — [K]@). Then, we first show that
F [K¥]*¢ — ([B]¢ — [K]@). On the one hand, it is easy to check that we have - —[KE]Y(x % y) —
7~ x (where z is a fresh variable), and thus - [K]@[z/x] A =[K¥EP' (x 2 y) — ([B]¢ — [K]¢). Hence,
F K A —[KYS]P (x % y) — ([B]¢ — [K]@) by KuntoK (and RIK®). On the other hand, - [K¥S]*¢ A
[KESP (x 7 y) = ([B]¢ A ¢ — [K]9), and thus - [KES]'9 A [KESP (x # y) — ([B]¢ — [K]9) by KuptoFS.
Hence, F [K¥]*¢ — ([B]¢ — [K]¢). Then, by FS&KtoK,y, and 4K, - KXo — ([K]o — [KEE]*[K]e),
and thus F [KES]*¢ — [KYS][K]9 by Kuntok. 0

Finally, for Proposition[5.4] we only prove the case for [KS], since the case for [tBlg] is similar. That

is, we prove the following proposition:
Proposition A.17 The following equivalence holds:
s428% guone = S428S oty s ([Blo — 9)

PROOF.  We first show that x %2 y — ([B]¢ — ¢) can be deduced in S4.2LKPF4§] @ MONO. Clearly
Fxxy)A(xs#y) — ¢, ie. Fxxy— (x%y— ¢). Then, by MONO, - [KES) (x = y) — [KES]Y(x %
y — ). It is also easy to check that - [KIS]”(x ~ y). Hence, - [KES]Y(x 2 y — ¢). Then, by K htoFS,
F[B](x~yV¢)— (x%y— ¢). Hence, clearly - [B]¢p — (x%y — ¢),i.e. Fx%y— ([B]¢p — ¢).

Then, we show that MONO is admissible in S4.2LK¥§} @®x%y— ([B]¢ — ¢). Since we have x £y —
([B]¢ — @) for some fresh y, by KyntoK, [KE]Y(x 2 y) — ([B]¢ — ¢). Assume that - ¢ — y. We first
prove that - [KE]*¢ — ([B]w — ). On the one hand, F —[K¥]Y(x % y) — z ~ x (where 7 is a fresh
variable), and thus - [K]¢ [z/x] A —[K¥S]Y(x % y) — ¢. Then, since - ¢ — v, = [K]¢[z/x] A —[KES] (x %
y) — v, and thus - [K]¢[z/x] A = [KE](x % y) — ([B]w — w). Then, by KyntoK and RIKEI |- [KES]¥¢ A
S[KISP (x5 y) — ([BJy — ¥). On the other hand, clearly - [KEZJ*9 A [KISP (x 7 ¥) — (Bl > w).
Hence, - [K¥]*¢ — ([B]w — y). And since - ¢ — v, we also have - [K]¢p — [K]y. Hence, by
FS&KtoKyn, - [KES][*0 A [K]9 — [KES]*w, and thus - [KES]* ¢ — [KES] v by KyntoK. O
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