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Abstract Epistemic and doxastic logics are modal logics for knowledge and
belief, and serve as foundational models for rational agents in game theory,
philosophy, and computer science. We examine the consequences of modeling
agents capable of a certain sort of reflection. Such agents face a formal difficulty
due to Löb’s Theorem, called Löb’s Obstacle in the literature. We show how
the most popular axiom schemes of epistemic and doxastic logics suffer from
Löb’s Obstacle, and present two axiom schemes that that avoid Löb’s Obstacle,
which we call Reasonable Löb-Safe Epistemic Doxastic logic (LSEDR) and
Supported Löb-Safe Epistemic Doxastic logic (LSEDS).

Keywords Löb’s Theorem · Epistemic Logic · Doxastic Logic · Agent
Foundations

1 Introduction

The standard formalization for an agent’s belief is the modal logic KD45.
Similarly, the standard for an agent’s knowledge is the modal logic S5 . The
logics of belief and knowledge in the literature ignore a problem facing agents
of a certain reflective type, identified by Smullyan in [11], who can reason
about self-referential sentences.1 This paper confronts the problem of reflective
reasoners facing modal logics of belief and knowledge, showing that most of
the standard approaches fall short. We identify candidate multimodal logics
of knowledge and belief that avoid the problem for reflective reasoning agents,
and explain the different attributes of agents modeled by each.

Seth Ahrenbach
E-mail: ahrenbach.seth@gmail.com
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second address

1 Smullyan refers to these as reflexive reasoners, but we use the term ‘reflective’ in order
to avoid ambiguity with the reflexive frame condition on worlds.
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In Smullyan’s, “Logicians who reason about themselves,” he considers epis-
temic problems related to undecidability results in mathematics. He identifies
“a complete parallelism between logicians who believe propositions and math-
ematical systems that prove propositions.” In provability logic, the formula
ϕ ⇔ ¬Bi ϕ expresses the Gödel proposition, “This proposition is not provable
in system i.”2 In a doxastic interpretation, the same formula expresses the
reflective belief, “agent i does not believe this proposition.” This means that
for any doxastic or epistemic system, if the agents it models are reflective, then
it must properly handle the complications that arise from such self-reference.

A reflective agent is one that can form beliefs and knowledge about self-
referential sentences and propositions. A biconditional is used to formalize
the self-reference, as in the following: ϕ ⇔ (Bi ϕ ⇒ ψ). The reflective propo-
sition “agent i does not believe this proposition” is of that form, where ψ is
replaced with ⊥ in order to formalize it: ϕ ⇔ (Bi ϕ ⇒ ⊥), or equivalently,
ϕ ⇔ (¬Bi ϕ).

The above uses the Bi operator for belief, but just as easily we could
have used Ki . Most humans are capable of reasoning about self-referential
propositions, so a logic for human knowledge ought to include such proposi-
tions. However, with the Truth Axiom of the knowledge operator, this seems
to yield inconsistency. Returning to Smullyan’s parallelism, the Truth Axiom,
Ki ϕ ⇒ ϕ would translate to provability logic as the axiom “if formula ϕ is
provable in system i, then ϕ is true”. This cannot be an axiom in provability
logic, as it is for epistemic logic, because it yields the very same inconsistency
that mathematical system i would face if it could prove its own soundness,
due to Gödel’s Second Incompleteness Theorem.[5]

The problem facing epistemic and doxastic logics is due to Löb in [8] from
the mathematical logic perspective, and Smullyan presents it in [11] from the
doxastic logic perspective. It intersects with contemporary research in artificial
intelligence foundations, as in [13], which addresses the problem as it pertains
to agents being confident in their own conclusions. They have named the
problem Löb’s Obstacle, or the Löbian Obstacle.

In what follows, we examine the mathematical logic that underpins this
issue. Just as Smullyan identified the problem as one facing reflective reasoners
with Axioms K and 4 and the Rule of Necessitation in [11], Löb identified
these same conditions as the ones that allow a mathematical system to derive
his theorem in [8]. We highlight the obstacle this presents to epistemic and
doxastic logics, and show how to avoid it. We present relaxed axiom schemas
for reasoning about knowledge and belief for reflective agents.

2 Löb’s Theorem

Löb’s Theorem takes its name from Martin Hugo Löb, who tackled a question
of mathematical logic posed by Leon Henkin in the years following the results

2 We ignore subtleties of encodings, here, because they represent the same proposition
whether Gödel-encoded or not.



Löb-Safe Logics for Reflective Agents 3

of Gödel. Henkin asked what could be said of propositions asserting their own
provability, as opposed to unprovability in the case of Gödel sentences.[12] Löb
answered by showing that in a consistent system, proof of soundness is limited
to propositions that are actually provable, and not as a general property of
the system.

Löb’s Theorem in provability logic is,

�(�ϕ ⇒ ϕ) ⇒ �ϕ. (1)

The� is interpreted as “provability” in some formal system at least as powerful
as Peano arithmetic. However, the theorem will occur in other modal logics if
certain conditions are met. For example, if the � is interpreted as knowledge,
and those conditions are met, then Löb’s Theorem will hold.

Here we give a template derivation of Löb’s Theorem, which we shall refer
to below when describing how Löb’s Obstacle corrupts various epistemic logics.
Following this proof, we present the conditions that will cause a modal logic
axiom schema to derive the theorem.
Proof:

(1) �(�ϕ→ ϕ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Assumption
(2) �(ψ ↔ (�ψ → ϕ)) . . . . . . . . . . . .Löb Sentence3

(3) �(�ψ ↔ �(�ψ → ϕ)) . . . . . . . . . Axiom K, (2)
(4) �(�ψ → �(�ψ → ϕ)) (3) Simplification of ↔
(5) �(�ψ → (��ψ → �ϕ)) . . . . . . . . (4) Axiom K
(6) �(�ψ → ��ψ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Axiom 4
(7) �(�ψ → �ϕ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (5), (6)
(8) �(�ψ → ϕ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (7), (1)
(9) �ψ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3), (8)
(10) ��ψ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (9), Axiom 4
(11) ��ψ → �ϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (8), Axiom K
(12) �ϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (10), (11)

QED

Mathematical and provability logicians refer to the key components of this
proof as Löb Conditions[3]. Identifying them in the proof above helps us iden-
tify which epistemic logics collide with Löb’s Obstacle. Conversely, under-
standing how the Löb Conditions interact helps us construct epistemic logics
that avoid Löb’s Obstacle.

The Conditions are:

1. The Löb Sentence. A self-referential or reflective sentence, also formalizable
as a modal fixed point.

2. Axiom K. The standard distribution axiom of normal modal logics.
3. Axiom 4. The axiom corresponding to a transitive frame relation.
4. The rule of necessitation. Likewise a standard feature of normal modal

logics.
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The Löb Sentence is sometimes not mentioned as a Condition, because
Löb’s Theorem is typically studied in the context of mathematical logic or
provability logic, where such self-referential expressiveness is known to ex-
ist. We point out, however, that humans are capable of reasoning about self-
referential sentences, and any advanced artificial agent will be able to do so,
as well. Because systems for representing human-like reasoners should include
self-referential sentences and modal fixed points, this condition is satisfied for
our concerns. For example, in the foundations of game theory, ideally rational
agents can reason about common knowledge among each other, which is itself
defined as a modal fixed point, as showin in Barwise [? ]. Items (2) and (4) are
constants for all normal modal logics. What remains is for an axiom schema
to include (3).

Finally, we note the importance of Löb’s Theorem’s antecedent:�(�ϕ ⇒ ϕ).
Epistemic logics typically include the antecedent as an axiom, representing the
widely held view that knowledge entails truth, in which case Löb’s Theorem
will allow us to derive �ϕ for all ϕ. We assert that epistemic logicians must
come to terms with Löb’s Obstacle and ensure that their models of human-level
knowledge do not crash into it.

We define a crash into Löb’s Obstacle as follows:

Definition 1 A logic L with modal operators �i∈N crashes just in case the
axioms of L derive Löb’s Theorem for at least one �i and Ri, the relation
defining �i, is either serial or reflexive.

It suffices to say that the relevant relation Ri be serial , because reflexivity
implies seriality , but we include both for clarity. We call it a crash because it
renders the logic L unsound.

Theorem 1 A logic L that crashes is unsound.

Proof (Proof.) Suppose L crashes. Then L’s axioms derive Löb’s Theorem,
and there is one �i operator with relationRi that is serial. A serial frame rela-
tion corresponds to the formula�iϕ ⇒ ♦iϕ. Equivalently, ¬�iϕ ∨ ¬�i¬ϕ. By
DeMorgan’s Law, this is equivalent to ¬(�iϕ ∧ �iϕ). Because �i distributes
and exports for conjunction, this is equivalent to ¬�i(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ), which amounts
to the claim that contradictions are not accessible via the Ri relation. This
is equivalent to �i(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) ⇒ (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ), because assuming the opposite of a
theorem implies a contradiction. By the Rule of Necessitation, it follows that
�i(�i(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) ⇒ (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ)). But by Löb’s Theorem, it follows from this that
�i(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ). This contradicts with the earlier result, that ¬�i(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ), which
is an equivalent expression of seriality. Therefore, the crashing logic L is un-
sound.

The prevailing theories in epistemic logic ignore Löb’s Obstacle. Due to
the prevalence of the Positive and Negative Introspection axioms, and serial
frame relations on the knowledge or belief operators, these logics crash. In
order to avoid the crash, they must deny the existence of Löb sentences in the
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language. But this so limits the expressive power of the logic that it does not
reasonably apply to human-like agents.

In what follows, we round up the usual suspects of epistemic-doxastic logic
and show that, on the assumption that they aim to capture human-like reason-
ing, they crash into Löb’s Obstacle. Both epistemic logics and doxastic logics,
as they are commonly axiomatized, result in contradictions.

3 Epistemic Logics that Crash

3.1 S5 Epistemic Logic

The most prominent epistemic logic in the literature, by far, is S5 epistemic
logic. S5 epistemic logic is routinely presented as the logic of knowledge, and
often serves as a static base for dynamic extensions to epistemic logic involving
action and communication. Its characteristic axioms are:

Ki (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki ψ) Axiom K
Ki ϕ ⇒ ϕ Truth Axiom (Axiom T)
¬Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki ¬Ki ϕ Negative Introspection (Axiom 5)
From ⊢ ϕ and ⊢ ϕ ⇒ ψ, infer ⊢ ψ Modus Ponens
From ⊢ ϕ, infer ⊢ Ki ϕ Necessitation of Ki

Table 1 Logic of S5

Axiom 5 is called the Negative Introspection axiom, or sometimes in phi-
losophy circles, the Wisdom Axiom. It is read, “If i does not know that ϕ, then
i knows that i doesn’t know ϕ”. Other than being clearly invalid for humans,
this axiom and (3) allows us to derive,

Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki Ki ϕ

Proof:

(1) ¬Ki¬Kiϕ→ Kiϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Contrapositive of Axiom 5
(2) Ki¬Ki¬Kiϕ→ KiKiϕ Rule of Necessitation on (1), Axiom K
(3) ϕ→ ¬Ki¬ϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Axiom T, Contrapositive
(4) ¬Ki¬ϕ→ Ki¬Ki¬ϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Axiom 5
(5) ϕ→ Ki¬Ki¬ϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3), (4)
(6) Kiϕ→ Ki¬Ki¬Kiϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kiϕ/ϕ, (5)
(7) Kiϕ→ KiKiϕ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (2), (6)

QED
Thus, S5 satisfies Löb’s three conditions, if we assume the presence of self-
referential sentences possible, which we should. Therefore, with Ki instead of
�, the proof of Löb’s Theorem is possible in this brand of S5. However, to
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make matters worse, the antecedent of Löb’s Theorem is itself an axiom of S5.
Therefore, Ki ϕ is a theorem, for all ϕ.

We take this as a reductio ad absurdum that S5 epistemic logic cannot
be a logic for reasoning about the knowledge of agents with expressive power
beyond Peano arithmetic. Therefore, it cannot be a logic of knowledge for
humans, or human-like agents.

3.2 Hintikka’s S4 Epistemic Logic

In Hintikka’s 1967 Knowledge and Belief: A logic of the two notions, he pre-
sented an epistemic logic for determining the validity and consistency of claims
people make about knowledge and belief. A formal epistemic theory should
strive for adequate philosophical grounding in good epistemology. Hintikka
dedicates a great portion of the book to exploring how his formal system
handles the intuitive judgments of philosophers regarding ordinary language
statements, which was the primary method at the time. An epistemic logic
divorced from a philosophical foundation is no longer an epistemic logic for
reasoning about human-like knowledge.

He rejected out of hand the negative introspection axiom (Axiom 5) for
knowledge, but chose to include positive introspection (Axiom 4):
Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki Ki ϕ. His interpretation ofKi is ”i could come to know ϕ based on
what i currently knows”. This subjunctive or hypothetical reading of knowl-
edge offers some intuitive appeal, and could justify including Axiom 4.

However, since Hintikka’s epistemic system is meant for human-like rea-
soners who can express sentences like, “If I know this sentence is true, then 1 +
1 = 2,” it must be able to soundly handle self-referential sentences. Likewise,
including Axiom 4, Positive Introspection, means that Hintikka’s logic satis-
fies the Löb Conditions. Thus, it derives Löb’s Theorem. Hintikka includes the
Truth Axiom, Ki ϕ ⇒ ϕ, from which it follows that Hintikka’s epistemic logic
crashes.

Theorem 2 Hintikka’s S4 epistemic logic crashes.

Proof (Proof.) The logic S4 is a normal modal logic with a transitive frame
relation. Epistemic logic for humans expresses reflective sentences. Thus, Löb’s
Theorem is derivable. Additionally, the frame relation for S4 is reflexive.
Therefore, by definition 1, S4 crashes.

3.3 Kraus and Lehmann System

In [7], Kraus and Lehmann to combine knowledge and belief in a single system
of modal logic suitable for human-like agents. In particular, they extend the
work of Halpern and Moses in [6], who conjecture that such a multimodal logic
would be useful for modeling agents with incomplete information. As an early
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attempt at formalizing knowledge and belief together in a single modal axiom
scheme, it represents an important milestone.

They axiomatize knowledge and belief as follows.

Ki (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki ψ) Distribution of Ki

Ki ϕ ⇒ ϕ Truth
¬Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki ¬Ki ϕ Negative Introspection
Bi (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi ψ) Distribution of Bi

Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉ϕ Belief Consistency
Ki ϕ ⇒ Bi ϕ Knowledge Entails Belief
Bi ϕ ⇒ Ki Bi ϕ Conscious Belief
From ⊢ ϕ and ⊢ ϕ ⇒ ψ, infer ⊢ ψ Modus Ponens
From ⊢ ϕ, infer ⊢ Ki ϕ Necessitation of Ki

Table 2 Logic of Kraus and Lehmann

In their article, and in Meyer and van der Hoek’s [9], they show that
Bi (Bi ϕ ⇒ ϕ) is a theorem. This, combined with the satisfaction of the Löb
Conditions, entails that Kraus and Lehmann’s logic crashes.

Theorem 3 Kraus and Lehmann’s logic crashes.

Proof (Proof.) The logic consists of two normal modal operators, Ki and Bi .
For the Ki operator, the Truth and Negative Introspection axioms together
entail Positive Introspection. Therefore, Ki is an S5 operator, and crashes.
For Bi , we have a serial frame relation due to the Belief Consistency axiom,
and we can derive Positive Belief Introspection from Conscious Belief and
Knowledge Entails Belief. Thus, Bi has positive introspection and is a normal
modal operator, which expresses reasoning about reflective sentences. Thus,
Löb’s Theorem is derivable for Bi . Because Bi has a serial frame relation, it
crashes. Furthermore, since Bi (Bi ϕ ⇒ ϕ) is a theorem, it follows that Bi ϕ

is a theorem.

3.4 KD45 Doxastic Logic

KD45 is perhaps the most dominant formalization of doxastic logic. It includes
Positive and Negative Belief Introspection and the Belief Consistency axioms.
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Bi (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi ψ) Distribution of Bi

Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉ϕ Belief Consistency
Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi Bi ϕ Positive Belief Introspection
¬Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi ¬Bi ϕ Negative Belief Introspection
From ⊢ ϕ and ⊢ ϕ ⇒ ψ, infer ⊢ ψ Modus Ponens
From ⊢ ϕ, infer ⊢ Ki ϕ Necessitation of Bi

Table 3 Logic of KD45

KD45 satisfies three Löb Conditions (Axiom K - Distribution ofBi , Axiom
4 - Positive Belief Introspection, and the Rule of Necessitation), so for agents
capable of self-referential reasoning, Löb’s Theorem is derivable.

The Belief Consistency Axiom Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉ϕ is equivalent to
¬(Bi ϕ ∧ Bi ¬ϕ), which is furthmore equivalent to ¬Bi (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ), which re-
sults in the following disaster.

Theorem 4 (Consistency Disaster) If ¬Bi (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) and
Bi (Bi ϕ ⇒ ϕ) ⇒ Bi ϕ are theorems, then Bi (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) is a theorem.

Proof:

(1) ¬Bi(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Belief is Consistent
(2) Bi(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) → (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) . . . . . . . . . . (1), logically equivalent
(3) Bi(Bi(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) → (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ)) . . . . . . Necessitation of Bi, (2)
(4) Bi(Bi(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) → (ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ)) → Bi(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) Löb’s Theorem
(5) Bi(ϕ ∧ ¬ϕ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3), (4)

QED

Thus, with Belief Consistency, Löb’s Theorem, and Theorem 4, an incon-
sistency follows. Note the similarity here to the problem facing PA+ were it to
prove its own consistency, due to Gödel’s Second Incompleteness Theorem.[5]

3.5 Analysis

Defenders of these logics may wish to deny that these logics can express reflec-
tive sentences. However, as we argued earlier, this renders them unsuitable for
human-like agents. Furthermore, in many cases, reflective sentences in the form
of fixpoints are explicitly included. For example, notions of common knowl-
edge and common belief are frequently added to one of the above logics. These
include theorems of the form Cϕ ≡ (ϕ ∧ Λi∈GKi Cϕ), a straightforwardly re-
flective sentence, often parsed as “ϕ, and everybody knows this sentence”.

Clearly, the solution is to remove one of the problematic axioms. One might
wonder whether it would be acceptable to abandon the Truth Axiom for knowl-
edge, or the Belief Consistency Axiom for belief, and allow Löb’s Theorem
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to hold for the knowledge or belief operator in a way that avoids inconsis-
tency. This would introduce more modesty to the notion of knowledge, where
a human-like agent knows that her knowledge is true only for those proposi-
tions that she actually knows, but not in the general sense.4

What would this mean for epistemology? A false proposition would no
longer imply a lack of knowledge, and the rejection of the truth axiom goes
against the entire history of Western philosophical thought. This is to say, it
would require robust philosophical defense, which we are not prepared to give
here. Relaxing the Truth Axiom allows positive and negative introspection to
live harmoniously with self-reference. We leave this for future work to explore.
We note here, however, that work in [1] show that agents with Löb’s Theorem
holding for their epistemic operators are able to cooperate in the Prisoner’s
Dilemma game.5 Related research in formal agent modeling via programs that
play games with each other and can examine each other’s source code has
been explored by Binmore, Howard, McAfee, Tennenholtz, and other game
theorists. Barasz et. al.introduce the novel approach of using the so-called
Gödel-Löb (GL) modal logic of provability, presented in detail by Boolos in
[3]. This logic consists of a � operator for “is provable in PA”, with the above
Löb Theorem as an axiom, in addition to Axiom K (Distribution).

Similarly, relaxing the Belief Consistency Axiom reduces a doxastic logic
from a normative system for correct reasoning to a merely descriptive system
about the psychology of agents with sometimes contradictory beliefs. Rather
than pursuing that route, we explore axiom schemas that avoid the derivation
of Löb’s Theorem entirely.

4 Avoiding Löb

In order to avoid Löb’s Obstacle, we model agents with the following proper-
ties. First, their knowledge is true. Second, they do not always know whether
they know something or not. Third, they do not believe inconsistencies. Fourth,
they have strong evidence for their beliefs. This last condition represents a
key weakening, and must be spelled out in greater detail. This model is better
suited to human-like agents who interact with reality and lack perfect infor-
mation about the environment, and most importantly, a logic for agents with
these properties is what we call Löb Safe.

Definition 2 A logic L with modal operators �i∈N is Löb Safe just in case
for each �i some Löb Condition is false or �i is not defined by a serial frame
relation Ri.

Recall the Löb Conditions are the expressibility of Löb Sentences, L’s being
a normal modal logic, and the inclusion of Axiom 4 (which corresponds to

4 Smullyan referred to such agents as modest agents, for they are confident in the accu-
racy only of particular beliefs that they have good reasons (proofs) for, but lack a general
confidence in their own beliefs.

5 Specifically, they are programs capable of inspecting their own source code.
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a transitive frame relation). Thus, in defining a multimodal logic of agency
that is Löb Safe, we must construct it with operators that carefully navigate
these conditions. The most straightforward approach is to make sure a modal
operator is never both transitive and serial. We adopt this approach with each
modal operator as follows.

First, we reduce the belief operator to a basic System Dmodality, consisting
of Belief Consistency: Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉ϕ. Second, we include an axiom imposing
a necessary condition on belief, Bi ⇒ 〈Bi〉Ki ϕ, which we call Reasonable
Belief (RB). Read this as ”i believes that ϕ only if it is reasonable for i that
i knows ϕ.”6 A stronger version of this condition, Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi Ki ϕ, which we
call Overconfident Belief (OB), is sufficient for deriving Positive Introspection
for Belief (in conjunction with the axiom Knowledge implies Belief), which
would cause Löb’s Theorem to be derivable.

Roughly, the difference between RB and OB is the strength of evidence
i must have. RB states that there must be some reason to believe, from i’s
perspective, that i knows ϕ. OB states that there must be no reason to believe,
from i’s perspective, that i does not know ϕ, which is a taller order, resulting
in a situation in which i believes that all of their beliefs constitute knowledge.
A realistic rational agent should not hold this belief, just out of epistemic
caution or modesty.

We do not include Negative Introspection for Belief because including it
allows us to derive Positive Introspection for Belief.

For the knowledge operator, we include the axiom that Knowledge entails
Truth, as well as the axiom that Knowledge entails Belief, both of which
correspond to most epistemological views. Both Bi and Ki remain normal
modal operators.

The resulting logic is Löb Safe while remaining realistic for human-like
agents, and is in the class of logics whose completeness is established via
Sahlqvist’s Theorems. We call this resulting logic LSEDR, for Reasonable
Löb-Safe Epistemic Doxastic logic.

Ki (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki ψ) Distribution of Ki

Ki ϕ ⇒ ϕ Truth
Bi (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi ψ) Distribution of Bi

Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉ϕ Belief Consistency
Ki ϕ ⇒ Bi ϕ Knowledge entails Belief
Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉Ki ϕ Reasonable Belief
From ⊢ ϕ and ⊢ ϕ ⇒ ψ, infer ⊢ ψ Modus Ponens
From ⊢ ϕ, infer ⊢ Ki ϕ Necessitation of Ki

Table 4 Logic of LSEDR

6 Our parsing of 〈Bi〉 as “reasonable” is based on the notion that “reasonable” connotes
an existential quantification over a reason relation, e.g. ”there is some reason to believe...”
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Neither the belief operator nor the knowledge operator is susceptible to
Löb’s Obstacle, as Löb’s Theorem is not derivable in the system.

Theorem 5 LSEDR is Löb Safe.

Proof (Proof.) We show that the Bi operator does not satisfy Axiom 4, or
Positive Belief Introspection, as a theorem, meaning some Löb Condition is
false for it.

In the counterexample below, we see that the belief operator lacks positive
introspection, where Bi is the belief operator and Ri

b
is the relation defining

accessibility for belief.

w : p
Bi p

¬Bi Bi p

v : p
¬Bi p

u : ¬p
Ri

b
Ri

b

Ri

b

Fig. 1 A counterexample to Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi Bi ϕ.

The Sahlqvist class of modal formulas are described for their formal prop-
erties, and if a logic is axiomatized only by Sahlqvist formulas, then it is sound
and complete with respect to first order frame relations corresponding to each
axiom.[10] The axioms for LSEDR are each Sahlqvist formulas, so LSEDR is
sound and complete with respect to frames defined by the corresponding first
order formulas. We show the translation from Reasonable Belief to the corre-
sponding first order frame condition. Since the first order frame conditions of
the other axioms are well known, this suffices to show that LSEDR is sound
and complete.

Soundness and Completeness. In proving soundness and completeness we
apply the Sahlqvist-van Benthem Algorithm, which is described in detail by
Blackburn in [2].

Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉Ki ϕ.

 ∀P, y, (Ri

b(x, y) =⇒ P (y)) =⇒ ∃z, ∀z′, (Ri

b(x, z) ∧ (Ri

k(z, z
′) =⇒ P (z′)))

 ∀y, (Ri

b(x, y) =⇒ λu.(Ri

b(x, u))(y))

=⇒ ∃z, ∀z′, (Ri

b(x, z) ∧ (Ri

k(z, z
′) =⇒ λu.(Ri

b(x, u))(z
′)))

 ∀y, (Ri

b(x, y)) =⇒ ∃z, ∀z′, (Ri

b(x, z) ∧ (Ri

k(z, z
′) =⇒ (Ri

b(x, z
′))))

It is an unfamiliar frame condition, but it is a first order formula, and
because the Sahlqvist Correspondence Theorem establishes correspondence
between the modal formula and the first order formula, it entails that the class
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of frames defined by the first order formula as a frame condition are those for
which the modal formula are sound. The antecedent is satisfied for reflexive
and serial frames, so we can focus on the consequent to get an intuition about
the condition. It says that the compose of Ri

k
◦Ri

b
is a subset of the Ri

b
relation,

meaning i’s beliefs are constrained to propositions that seem possibly known.
She can reflect on her beliefs and always consider it reasonable that she knows.
This functions as a constraint on her belief.

We have shown that LSEDR lacks one of the Löb Conditions, and is there-
fore Löb Safe, but we provide the following counterexample to Löb’s Theorem
for good measure.

w : Bi (Bi p ⇒ p)
¬Bi p

v : Bi p ⇒ p

¬p

Ri

b

Ri

b

Fig. 2 A counterexample to Bi (Bi ϕ ⇒ ϕ) ⇒ Bi ϕ.

We assume in world w that Bi (Bi p ⇒ p) holds. From this it follows that
in all worlds accessible via the Ri

b
, e.g. v, Bi p ⇒ p holds. This holds for v

when it has reflexive access only to itself, and ¬p is the case. Because ¬p is
the case v, ¬Bi p is the case at w, concluding the counterexample.

The logic also includes a sort of weakened positive introspection theorem
about knowledge, from the Knowledge implies Belief axiom and Weakly Rea-
sonable Belief. It is Ki ϕ ⇒ 〈Ki〉Ki ϕ, which we read as “if i knows that ϕ
then it is possible for i given the evidence that i knows ϕ”. This seems intu-
itive, and does not allow Löb’s theorem to destroy the integrity of knowledge.
It is perhaps a satisfying compromise for those who find positive introspection
about knowledge to be intuitive. The contrapositive of this weak positive in-
trospection formula, Ki ¬Ki ϕ ⇒ ¬Ki ϕ is an instance of the T axiom (Truth
axiom), so it turns out to have been a theorem all along anyway, for any
epistemic logic with the Truth axiom for knowledge.

An alternative Löb Safe logic uses Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Ki〉Ki ϕ as a relaxed axiom,
which might be called Supported Belief, based on its relating of belief explicitly
to evidence of knowledge. We can state this as “i believes ϕ only if some
evidence for i supports that i knows ϕ. The relationship between “seemingly
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possible” and “possible given the evidence” is outside of the present scope, but
we briefly note that the claims we are here committed to are that “seemingly
possible” entails “evidentially possible”, which may intuitively function as a
constraint on agents to base perceptions on reasons and evidence, hence our
names for Reasonable Belief and Supported Belief. Supported Belief is weaker
than Reasonable Belief.

Theorem 6 (Reasonable Belief Implies Supported Belief)
(Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉Ki ϕ) ⇒ (Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Ki〉Ki ϕ).

Proof It suffices to show that 〈Bi〉Ki ϕ ⇒ 〈Ki〉Ki ϕ. This is an instance of
Knowledge implies Belief, contraposed.

This weaker logic, which we call LSEDS , for Supported Löb-Safe Epistemic
Doxastic logic, is axiomatized as follows.

Ki (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Ki ϕ ⇒ Ki ψ) Distribution of Ki

Ki ϕ ⇒ ϕ Truth
Bi (ϕ ⇒ ψ) ⇒ (Bi ϕ ⇒ Bi ψ) Distribution of Bi

Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Bi〉ϕ Belief Consistency
Ki ϕ ⇒ Bi ϕ Knowledge entails Belief
Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Ki〉Ki ϕ Supported Belief
From ⊢ ϕ and ⊢ ϕ ⇒ ψ, infer ⊢ ψ Modus Ponens
From ⊢ ϕ, infer ⊢ Ki ϕ Necessitation of Ki

Table 5 Logic of LSEDS

Theorem 7 LSEDS is Löb Safe.

Proof (Proof.) Due to Theorem 6, the set of theorems of LSEDS is a subset
of those of LSEDR. LSEDR is Löb Safe, so LSEDS is as well.

Soundness and Completeness. We once again apply the Sahlqvist-van Ben-
them Algorithm to generate the frame condition corresponding to Supported
Belief.

Bi ϕ ⇒ 〈Ki〉Ki ϕ.

 ∀P, y, (Ri

b(x, y) =⇒ P (y)) =⇒ ∃z, ∀z′, (Ri

k(x, z) ∧ (Ri

k(z, z
′) =⇒ P (z′)))

 ∀y, (Ri

b(x, y) =⇒ λu.(Ri

k(x, u))(y))

=⇒ ∃z, ∀z′, (Ri

k(x, z) ∧ (Ri

k(z, z
′) =⇒ λu.(Ri

b(x, u))(z
′)))

 ∀y, (Ri

b(x, y)) =⇒ ∃z, ∀z′, (Ri

k(x, z) ∧ (Ri

k(z, z
′) =⇒ (Ri

b(x, z
′))))

This formula captures an analogous class of frames where it is the com-
pose of (Ri

k
◦Ri

k
) that is a subset of Ri

b
. Intuitively, this constrains i’s beliefs

to propositions that are one epistemic step away from knowledge. She has
evidence, though inconclusive, that her beliefs constitute knowledge.
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5 An Alternative Approach

In [4], Critch develops a solution to the Löbian Obstacle that leans into Löb.
He identifies a version of Löb’s Theorem that is parametrically bounded in
proof length by the length of an input program. His purpose is to leverage
Löb’s Theorem in the context of program-agents playing Prisoner’s Dilemmas
against each other, with access to each others source code. In this context, a
certain type of program-agent can be defined that can systematically cooperate
with other program-agents, including itself, for which it can prove that the
other program-agent will likewise cooperate.

This use of Löb’s Theorem represents an intriguing approach to achieving
cooperation in the Prisoner’s Dilemma. The modality in this case is that of
provability logic, the previously mentioned GL with parametric bounds intro-
duced. Löb’s Theorem is valid, and other properties like Truth and Belief Con-
sistency are invalid. By avoiding the Truth Axiom, provability logic soundly
includes Löb’s Theorem, and thus avoids crashing. Critch demonstrates its use-
fulness in developing agents that cooperate. This modality models an agent
that is not similar to a rational human interacting with the external world.
Rather, this agent is firmly embedded in the world of mathematical knowl-
edge. So, we can consider our approach to be one that complements the work
done by Critch, offering an alternative model of agent epistemology that avoids
crashing into the Löbian Obstacle. Whether game theoretic agents with one of
our Löb Safe logics as a foundation would cooperate or defect in the Prisoner’s
Dilemma remains the subject of future research.

6 Conclusion

We have presented a problem facing agents capable of reflective reasoning and
explained how the Löb Conditions (Axiom K, Axiom 4, and Rule of Neces-
sitation), in conjunction with reflective sentences, derive Löb’s Theorem. We
showed that standard assumptions about knowledge and belief cause the re-
sulting logics to crash into Löb’s obstacle, for both knowledge operators and
belief operators, resulting in inconsistency. These logics include S5, KD45, S4 ,
and Kraus and Lehmann’s epistemic doxastic logic. Most models of agency in
game theory, computer science, and philosophy, involve one of these logics as
a foundational element, and therefore are unsuitable for modeling reflective
agents.

We responded to this by presenting LSEDR and LSEDS , which avoid Löb’s
Obstacle while maintaining a defensible model of human-like knowledge and
belief, suitable for rational agents interacting with the external world.
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