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Intentions are crucial for our practical reasoning. The rational intention obeys some simple logical
principles, such as agglomeration and consistency, among others, motivating the search for a proper
logic of intention. However, such a logic should be weak enough not to force the closure under
entailment; otherwise, we cannot distinguish between intended consequences of agents’ choices and
their unintended side-effects. In this paper we argue that we should avoid not only the closure under
entailment, but the weaker closure under equivalence as well. To achieve this, we develop a hyper-
intensional logic of intention, where what an agent intends is constrained by the agent’s decision
problem. The proposed system combines some elements of inquisitive and topic-sensitive theories
of intensional modals. Along the way, we also show that the existing closest relatives of our frame-
work overgenerate validities by validating some instances of closure under equivalence. Finally, we
provide a sound and strongly complete axiomatization for this logic.

1 Introduction

Intentions do not obey many of the closure principles logicians bake in in their formalisms. While we
are rationally committed to intend some of the consequences of what we intend, we are not rationally
committed to intend, e.g., all logical, known, or believed consequences of our intentions. To cite a classic
example [12, p. 218], one intends to go to the dentists to get one’s tooth filled, believing or knowing that
filling tooth will lead to being in pain (maybe because the agent doesn’t know about anesthetics or they
have a high tolerance to anesthetics or they cannot take much of them due to other health issues), while
not intending to be in pain. Agents not only do not intend the unforeseen side-effects of their actions, but
they also do not intend all of their foreseen side-effects [8, 12].

This has already been well documented in the literature on logics of intentions [13, 24, 34, 33], and
much ink has been spilled to meet the challenge of finding a logical formalism for intentions that neither
over- nor undergenerates the intended consequences of one’s intentions such that the overgeneration
problem is solved in a principled, well-motivated way [10, 3, 35, 28]. This is exactly what this paper
aims to do. It provides a semantics for intentions that at least alleviates, if not completely avoids, the
overgeneration problem - also known as the problem of side-effects [17] - for the right reasons and that
explains which closure principles should be preserved.

The key idea we fall back on to achieve our goal is the so-called issue-relevance [4, 25] or question-
sensitivity [29, 43, 21, 2] of propositional mental states, which has been explored extensively in a body
of rapidly growing literature. Question-sensitivity of, e.g., epistemic/doxastic attitudes can explain the
failure of some closure principles by modeling these attitudes as dependent on inquiry relevant to an
agent’s epistemic/doxastic agenda, alleviating the infamous problem of logical omniscience [39, 42,
20] or accounting for the effects of inquiry on a rational, idealized agent’s knowledge and belief [2,
25]. In a similar vein, observing the parallel between the problems of logical omniscience and side-
effects, recent work [3] developed a question-sensitive theory of rational intentions, modeling intentions
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as dependent on the agent’s practical question what to do?, namely, their decision problem. We take
our cue from this theory but argue that it still overgenerates validities: it is still subject to the problem of
side-effects. To briefly explain (and to be further elaborated below), the purely possible-worlds, partition-
based mechanism employed in [3] avoids closure under logical, necessary or known/believed entailments
but still validates closure under (undesired instances of) logical and necessary equivalents for intentions.
We provide compelling examples that challenge closure under logical, necessary, and known/believed
equivalents and, in turn, argue that a logic of intentions should also avoid these closure principles of
equivalents. In particular, it should be hyperintensional.

Our proposal employs tools from topic- or subject matter-sensitive semantics for knowledge and
belief [31, 5, 20] and use them to model decision problems in a finer, hyperintensional way. We fully
develop this formalism based on a bi-modal language with a global and an intention modality, and provide
a sound and strongly complete axiomatization for the proposed hyperintensional logic of intention.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the problem of side-effects and challenges
it poses for any logic of intention: we argue that closure under (logical, necessary and known/believed)
equivalence is too strong for the logic of intention and list some principles that the logic of intention
should validate. In Section 3, we review the closest relatives of our framework, namely the proposals in
[3], and show that they do not satisfy the requirements we state in Section 2. In Section 4, we present
a hyperintensional logic of intention that is weak enough not to force the closure under equivalence,
but strong enough to validate all “good” principles. The framework is closely related to topic-sensitive
theories of doxastic propositional attitudes [31, 4]. Moreover, we provide a sound and strongly complete
axiom system for the hyperintensional logic of intention. As the proofs are not central to the conceptual
contributions of this work, the longer proofs are omitted from the main body of the paper and presented
in the appendices.

2 Logics of Intension and The Problem of Side-Effects

Formal epistemologists and philosophical logicians often turn to Kripke semantics to model propositional
mental attitudes such as knowledge, belief and, of particular interest for us in this paper, intention. As
well known, however, this mainstream approach validates certain closure principles for these attitudes
that are fit to model only highly idealized knowers and believers. As also emphasized, e.g., in [24], these
closure principles are a more serious threat for intention, as they cannot be defended for intentions even
as idealizations. In this paper, we will focus on the following closure principles, formulated for intentions
via operator I:

1. Closure under logical entailment: |= ϕ → ψ then |= Iϕ → Iψ

2. Necessary entailment: |=⊞(ϕ → ψ)→ (Iϕ → Iψ)

3. Closure under logical equivalence: |= ϕ ↔ ψ then Iϕ ↔ Iψ

4. Necessary equivalence: |=⊞(ϕ ↔ ψ)→ (Iϕ ↔ Iψ)

A few notes on notation is warranted. In the formulation of principles 1-4, |= represents the logical
consequence relation of the relevant logic, Iϕ is read as “the agent intends that ϕ”. ⊞ϕ is read as “it is a
priori that ϕ” or “the agent knows that ϕ”, depending on the context and examples we target. The reason
why we do not introduce distinct operators for knowledge and a priori necessity is merely practical and
the lack of such distinct operators does not bear on any substantive conceptual points we want to make in
this work. In our formalism, we interpret ⊞ as the global modality, closer to the standard interpretation
of a priori necessity. Introducing an additional knowledge operator K interpreted on a subset of the
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logical space, representing epistemically accessible worlds of the agent (as in, e.g., the Kripke semantics
of epistemic logic) does not make any difference for the kinds of logical principles we focus on in this
work.1 This much formalism should be sufficient for our exposition in Sections 2 and 3. All these notions
and notation will be properly introduced in Section 4.

We say that a logic suffers from the problem of side-effects if it validates at least one of 1-4 (even
when ϕ and ψ are propositional variables). Just as an epistemic agent can be non-omniscient for diverse
reasons [5, 20], the problem of side-effects can be explained by different factors. Since the early stages
of intention logic research, principles 1 and 2 have been considered undesirably strong [24, 10]. There
are at least two factors explaining the failure of these principles:

1. Epistemic flaws: One can intend that ϕ only if one has the epistemic resources to reason about ϕ .
Agents cannot derive and do not always know/believe all the consequences of what they intend,
thus, they do not always intend all necessary or logical consequences of what they intend.

For example, one may intend to maintain a vegan diet without intending to avoid eating anything that
contains cysteine, simply because one has no idea what cysteine is or does not know that it is made out
of animal products.2

2. Control constraint: One can intend that ϕ only if one believes that one has control over ϕ . So that,
if one intends that ϕ , ϕ entails ψ , but one does not believe that one has control over ψ , one will
not intend ψ . [3, p.357].

Epistemic flaws are not specific to intention and are widely studied in formal theories of knowledge
and belief (see, e.g., [16, 42, 38, 20]). On the contrary, control constraint is a unique feature of intention
and similar motivational attitudes. Cases of the failure of closure under entailment due to control con-
straint have been discussed in the existing literature [35, 3]. Authors often point to foreseeing without
intending: one may intend to do some action, foresee some necessary consequences of that action (hence
know that the intended action entails such consequences), yet still not intend these consequences [1]. We
focus on the less discussed cases, where even the weaker principle of closure under equivalence fails.3

Below we present a few examples motivating the failure of 3-4 exactly due to control constraint. In all
such cases, the bearer of intention intends that ϕ , knows that ϕ is (necessarily or materially) equivalent
to ψ , but does not intend that ψ . Since the equivalences are known by the agent in question, such failures
cannot be explained by epistemic flaws.

Example 1. Imagine a patient who suffers from a severe dental disease. The doctor tells the patient that
without any treatment, he will certainly lose his teeth, but the treatment decreases the chance only by

1This claim assumes that the set of so-called conative alternatives w.r.t. which the operator I is interpreted is a subset of the
epistemically accessible worlds. Moreover, one can also read ⊞ as belief. In this extended abstract, we often refer to knowledge
to keep the presentation more concise.

2This example is inspired by Stalnaker’s famous William III example for belief [38], which is also used in [3, p. 348] for
intention to make a similar point.

3In [10], authors approach the issue from the perspective of resource-bounded agents who can only conceive the so-called
cognitively finite objects. Instead of possible worlds, which are maximally consistent sets of formulae that might lack finite cog-
nitive representations, they use cognitive abstractions, i.e. consistent (but not necessarily maximally consistent) set of formulae
that are built from finitely many propositional variables. This solution allows one to avoid the closure under logical equivalence,
but is not sufficient to explain cases of foreseeing without intending: the agent may have enough cognitive resources to grasp
and foresee some consequence of their intention, but might still not intend it. A similar worry can also be raised against [28],
where all undesired closure principles are avoided via the machinery of awareness functions. This is conceptually insufficient,
since, as foreseeing without intending demonstrates, agents might be aware of some unintended consequences of their intended
actions. A similar solution based solely on syntactic restriction is given in [14]: closure under logical equivalence (and entail-
ment) is restricted by arbitrary practical rules of reasoning, by means of which we can avoid not only undesired instances of
such closure principles, but also virtually any closure, such as agglomeration.



Khaitovich & Özgün 51

50%. By agreeing to the treatment, the patient intends to save his teeth with 50% chance, but he doesn’t
intend to lose his teeth with 50% chance.4

Example 2. In some monarchy, it is obligatory to pay taxes. A citizen of the monarchy does not want to
face any legal consequences of tax avoidance, hence, she intends to pay taxes. The monarch necessar-
ily spends tax money on official ceremonies. In this context, the propositions “one’s taxes are paid" and
“one’s paid taxes are spent on official ceremonies" are necessarily equivalent (in all the worlds that com-
ply with the customs of the monarchy): if one pays taxes, then the monarch spends them on ceremonies,
while the spending one’s paid taxes on ceremonies entails that one’s taxes are paid. Being familiar with
the customs of the monarch, this equivalence is known by the citizen. Nevertheless, the citizen may not
intend that her paid taxes are spent on official ceremonies, despite intending to pay taxes.

We cannot explain these failures of the closure under equivalence by epistemic flaws. Instead, they can
be explained via control constraint.5 Intuitively, the patient has control over the decrease of the chance
of teeth loss by 50%, since there is an option to take the treatment, but has no control over the fact that
there still will be 50% chance of losing the teeth. The taxpayer controls whether her taxes are paid or
not, but it is not in her control to prevent the monarch from spending her tax money not to her liking.6

Therefore, the control constraint poses a challenge not only to the principles of closure under en-
tailment (1 & 2), but also to the principles of closure under equivalences (3 & 4). A logic of rational
intention should avoid them. Yet, there are a number of simple and intuitive logical principles that ra-
tional intention should validate; that is, a logic of intention is still possible. For example, the restricted
versions of the above mentioned closure principles, constrained to the cases where the agent has control
over both propositions in question and there are no epistemic obstacles, should be validated. Moreover,
it is broadly endorsed that rational intentions are consistent (if one intends that ϕ , one doesn’t intend that
¬ϕ) [12, 24, 10, 35] and they agglomerate (if one intends that ϕ and one intends that ψ , then one intends
that ϕ ∧ψ) [8, 3].7

4Similar examples can be found in the literature on framing effects [22].
5While early theories of agency define control strictly in terms of causation [11] – the agent has control over ϕ iff they can

force ϕ by their actions – the more recent accounts refine these definitions, connecting control with explanatory relations. In
[23], it is argued that an agent has control over ϕ only if the agent can act in a way that will lead to ϕ and the explanation
why ϕ will obtain is centered around the actions of the agent. This leads to the failure of the closure under equivalents: it is
possible that ϕ holds iff so does ψ , but explanations why those propositions are true differ. Explanation is often seen as an
example of hyperintensional phenomena. All mathematical truths are necessary true and hence logically and a priori equivalent,
nevertheless, they have different explanations. Such phenomena occur with contingent propositions as well: “it is true that grass
is green” is explained by “the grass is green”, but not vise versa, while two propositions are obviously necessarily equivalent.
Since the metaphysics and logic of explanation are out of the scope of the present paper, we do not elaborate further on this
argument. See, e.g., [30, p.157] and [36] for further discussion.

6As pointed out by one of the reviewers, the last case resembles familiar examples of intentions that involve the actions of
others [9, Chapter 8]. Since our current framework is single-agent, what matters for the purposes of this paper is whether the
agent has control over the relevant proposition – regardless of whether the lack of control stems from another agent’s actions
or from something else. Exploring how a lack of control arises from the actions of others in a multi-agent extension of this
framework is an interesting direction for future work, which we plan to pursue in a follow-up paper.

7Admittedly, the agglomeration principle for intention is more contentious. [40], for example, argues that the unqualified
agglomeration principle pressures agents to have “one enormous compound intention” [p. 517] that guide their actions, which
is arguably implausible and might hinder their ability to satisfy their relevant desires. Still, there are ways to defend the
agglomeration of intentions against such objections: see, e.g., [44] for an elaborate discussion. In this paper we adopt the
agglomeration principle and leave a more detailed analysis of it for future work.
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3 Formalizing Decision Problems as Partitions

One of the recent solutions to the problem of side-effects borrows another tool from formal epistemology
– question-sensitivity. Some have argued that our knowledge and beliefs exist in the context of questions
[38, 43, 2, 25]. Likewise, one can argue that our intentions exist in the context of decision problems.
Just like any belief we hold is an answer to some question, any intention we have is a solution to a
problem “what to do?" [3]. Question-sensivity explains why we may not intend some consequences of
our intentions, even when we know what follows from them: some propositions might be undefined in
the context of our decision problems; they might not constitute (partial) solutions to them.

How to formally model a decision problem? So far, authors take a decision problem to be a question
and formalize it in terms of a partition of a logical space [3, 21, 2, 41, 29]:

Definition 1 (Decision problem as partition). Given a non-empty set of possible worlds W, a decision
problem Π is a partition of W.8

Definition 2 (Complete and partial solutions). Every cell X ∈ Π is a complete solution to the decision
problem Π. A union of any set of cells A =

⋃
i∈I Xi for some {Xi}i∈I ⊆ Π is a partial solution to Π.

It is easy to see that every complete solution X ∈ Π is a partial solution to Π: X =
⋃
{X} with

{X} ⊆ Π.
Intuitively, we associate a decision problem with a set of its mutually exhaustive complete solutions

that the agent considers implementing. Partial solutions may be viewed as indeterministic choices be-
tween a set of compelete solutions: agents may intend only to partially solve their decision problem,
given that sometimes the difference between some complete solutions is of no importance to them. For
example, one may be dealing with the quest of getting to the railway station and consider three possible
ways to do that: by bus, by tram or by foot. Both the bus and the tram depart from the same place
and take roughly equal amount of time to get to the destination, so one may intend to simply go to the
bus/tram station and take a bus or a tram without settling on either of the two complete solutions.

A decision problem restricts what propositions the agent can intend. Namely, if one intends that ϕ ,
then ϕ should be defined on the agent’s decision problem. Beddor & Goldstein [3] has two proposals to
formalize the latter notion of definedness on a decision problem. To recap briefly, the first one takes it
that ϕ is defined on the agent’s decision problem Π iff ϕ is a partial solution to Π (in the sense described
in Definition 2). The corresponding logic of intention invalidates closure under entailment and validates
agglomeration, but still forces closure under equivalents in full generality. The second proposal is a
closer rival to our account presented in this paper, so we introduce its formal components in more detail
and argue that it still overgenerates validities. Below, we assume that the object of intention is a sentence
of a language of classical propositional logic, i.e., a formula that is built from atomic propositions using
classical Boolean connectives (¬,∧,∨. etc). The semantics for such expressions is the standard possible
worlds semantics, where JϕK denotes the set of possible worlds that make ϕ true.

The second proposal (see [3, Section 6]) takes it that a proposition ϕ is defined on a decision problem
iff the subject matter of ϕ is included in the decision problem, where the notion of subject matter is also
defined via partitions, in line with Lewisian theory of subject matters [26, 27].9 Here, we briefly restate
the relevant definitions of [3].

Definition 3 (Subject matters). Given a logical space W and any formula ϕ , sm(ϕ)⊆ 22W
is the subject

matter of ϕ , defined recursively as follows (where p is atomic):

8A partition Π of W is a subset Π ⊆ 2W such that /0 ̸∈ Π,
⋃

Π =W , and for any X ,Y ∈ Π such that X ̸= Y , X ∩Y = /0.
9A detailed presentation of theories of subject matter is beyond the scope of this work. We refer the reader to [27, 19, 32, 26].
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sm(⊤) = {W} sm(¬ϕ) = sm(ϕ)
sm(p) = {JpK,W \ JpK}\{ /0} sm(ϕ ∧ψ) = sm(ϕ ∨ψ) = {X ∩Y |X ∈ sm(ϕ),Y ∈ sm(ψ)}\{ /0}

Note that for any formula ϕ , sm(ϕ) is a partition on W 10; Moreover, ∃P ⊆ sm(ϕ) :
⋃

P = JϕK and
∃N ⊆ sm(ϕ) :

⋃
N = J¬ϕK.

Definition 4 (Parthood on subject matter). Given a logical space W and two propositions ϕ,ψ , a subject
matter of ϕ is a part of subject matter of ψ , sm(ϕ)⊑ sm(ψ), iff for any X ∈ sm(ϕ) there exists a subset
S ⊆ sm(ψ), such that

⋃
S = X.

We are now set up to define the formal framework. Given some logical space W , we can represent
intention via (1) the set of conative alternatives, i.e. the non-empty set of possible worlds Con ⊆W , such
that the agent’s intention is satisfied in Con-worlds; (2) the decision problem Π , which is a partition of
the logical space W .

Definition 5 (Question-sensitive intention). Given a logical space W, a set of conative alternatives Con
and a decision problem Π, an agent intends that ϕ iff (1) Con ⊆ JϕK and (2) sm(ϕ) ⊑ Π, i.e. for any
X ∈ sm(ϕ) there exists a partial solution S ⊆ Π, s.t. X =

⋃
S.

The intuition behind Definition 5 is the following: the agent intends that ϕ iff (1) they intend to solve
their decision problem in a way that will force ϕ and (2) ϕ is defined on the agent’s decision problem.
The agent has control over ϕ , since ϕing is considered a partial solution to their decision problem. By
the very same reason, the agent is aware that they bring about that ϕ by the solution they are committed
to implement. Hence, both control constraint and epistemic flaws are accounted for in this semantics.

Definition 5 validates consistency and agglomeration for intention. The closure under a priori entail-
ment (2) and equivalence (4) fail, since the scope of the intention is restricted by the decision problem.
Nevertheless, the usage of subject matters does not rule out all cases when the closure under a priori or
known equivalences may fail. The closure cannot be falsified for atomic propositions: it not hard to see
that under Definition 5, for any atomic propositions p,q, if JpK= JqK, then sm(p) = sm(q) and hence one
intends that p iff one intends that q. Examples 1 and 2 falsify this principle.

Yet another, more conceptual, argument against formalizing decision problems as partitions comes
from the way the notion of parthood on questions is defined. Intuitively, one decision problem is a part
of another iff every complete solution to the former is a partial solution to the latter (a complete solution
to a coarser problem is a partial solution to a finer problem). More formally, Π1 is a part of Π2, denoted
by Π1 ⊑ Π2, iff for all A ∈ Π1 there is {Xi}i∈I ⊆ Π2 such that A =

⋃
i∈I Xi. We refer to ⊑ relation as

extensional parthood, i.e. Π1 ⊑ Π2 reads as “Π1 is an extensional part of Π2”. Another useful acronym:
Π1 ≃ Π2 := Π1 ⊑ Π2 & Π2 ⊑ Π1, referred to as extensional equivalence (Π1 is extensionally equivalent
to Π2). The claim according to which there is nothing more to parthood than an extensional parthood, is
going to be referred as extensional parthood claim. Modeling decision problems as partitions supports
the extensional parthood claim, affecting both proposals of question-sensitivity in [3]. On the contrary,
we reject the extensional parthood claim, since there are decision problems Π1,Π2, where Π1 ⊑ Π2, but
the agent can intentionally solve Π1 without any intention to solve Π2. Consider the next example.

Example 3 (Taking a train service without minding the time and place of departure). A ticket office clerk
works at a train station with two platforms. At every platform, a train departs once an hour, at j:00.
Every train has a unique code of the form (i; j): the train (i; j) departs from the ith platform at j:00. Let

10Our definition of sm function differs from the one given in [3]. The only differences are that we define sm(⊤) as a primitive
notion and make sure that for any ϕ ∈L , /0 ̸∈ sm(ϕ). It affects the framework neither conceptually nor technically; and is done
for the sake of consistency with our notation and definitions.
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ri
j be the proposition “someone has a ticket to the train with service number (i; j)", t j – “someone has

a ticket to a train that departs at j:00", pi – “someone has a ticket to a train that departs from the ith
platform". Note that every atomic proposition ri

j is equivalent to the corresponding conjunction pi ∧ t j:
every train service has its unique departure platform and time.

Someone comes to the train station and asks the clerk to sell them a ticket for a train with number
(2;13): the customer only knows the train service number, since they were asked to buy that ticket with no
further details provided. The clerk knows the system well and is aware that the train with number (2;13)
departs from platform 2 at 13:00. There is a pile of 48 tickets with numbers: (1;1),(1;2), . . . ,(2;24).
The clerk needs to choose which ticket they should take from the pile and intends that the customer gets
the ticket for the train with service number (2;13). The clerk intends neither that the customer gets a
ticket for a train that departs from the second platform nor that the customer gets a ticket for a train that
departs at 13:00, since that is simply not the focus of the clerk.

Intuitively, Example 3 is just another instance of foreseeing without intending. The clerk intends
to give the customer the ticket the customer has asked for. The clerk also foresees that as a conse-
quence of that, the customer will receive a ticket for a train that departs at 13:00 from platform num-
ber 2. Nevertheless, the clerk does not intend to give the customer a ticket for a train with a specific
departure time or place, since it is just irrelevant to the decision problem the clerk is facing. Unfor-
tunately, formalization via subject matters of solutions cannot capture this nuance. The clerk needs
to choose the ticket from the pile, i.e., they consider all the tickets, and their decision problem is

Π = {Jri
jK | i ∈ {1,2},0 ≤ j ≤ 24}∪{W \

i∈{1,2}⋃
0≤ j≤24

Jri
jK}. In other words, Π = sm(

i∈{1,2}∨
0≤ j≤24

ri
j). Under Defini-

tion 4, sm(
i∈{1,2}∨
0≤ j≤24

ri
j) = sm(

i∈{1,2}∨
0≤ j≤24

(pi ∧ t j)). So that, ri
j is defined on Π iff pi ∧ t j is defined on Π. Under

Definition 5, the clerk cannot intend that ri
j without intending that pi and that t j.

We may come up with a number of similar examples: one may look for a specific building without
minding the street and the house number of that building or wonder about one’s age without thinking
about neither the day nor the month nor the year one was born, etc.: in all such cases, an agent solves a
problem without minding the extensional parts of the problem.

Summarizing, modeling decision problems as partitions does not seem to be sufficiently fine-grained,
since it enforces extensional parthood and, as a consequence, the closure under equivalence 4 is satisfied
in contexts where it should fail.

4 A Hyperintensional Logic of Intention

As we have just seen, modeling decision problems as partitions overgenerates validities: it validates
undesired, atomic instaces of 4. Luckily, there is a concurrent way to represent decision problems: as
atomic objects. Namely, we can simply state that there is a set P of problems that do not have internal
structure. Then, we can define a solution function s, which maps every formula ϕ to a set of problems:
if a ∈ s(ϕ), then bringing about that ϕ is a partial solution to a. Definedness on a decision problem and
control constraint are expressible via s. If the agent is solving a decision problem a∈P and a∈ s(ϕ), then
bringing about that ϕ is a partial solution to a the agent considers. Hence, ϕ is defined on a, which means
that the agent has control over ϕ and is aware that some solution to the decision problem forces ϕ . To
have an adequate notion of parthood on decision problems, we define the corresponding partial order ≤
on P. Then, following our intuition about parthood, function s should be ≤-upward closed: if a ≤ b, then
for any ϕ , a∈ s(ϕ) entails b∈ s(ϕ). Informally, if a is a part of b, then any partial solution to a is a partial
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solution to b. As we are to see, this approach steps on the hyperintensional terrain, where the closure
under logical and necessary equivalences fail. Moreover, it will allow us to differentiate even between
the necessarily equivalent atomic propositions and adequately model cases such as Examples 1-3. We
also elaborate on how our proposed way of modeling decision problems relates to the partition-based
perspective presented in Section 3.

4.1 Formalizing decision problems as atomic objects

First, we define the formal language we are to work with. Let LCPL be the language of classical propo-
sitional logic with a countable set of atomic propositions Prop, defined recursively as follows:

α :=⊤| p |¬α | (α ∨α) | (α ∧α)

where p ∈ Prop. Note that we have ⊤, ¬, ∨ and ∧ as primitives and do not define one in terms of
another. Nevertheless, we use the interdefinability of ¬, ∨ and ∧ in terms of each other as our logic
cannot discern, e.g. ϕ ∧ψ from ¬(¬ϕ ∨¬ψ). However, we have specifically defined ⊤ as a primitive: it
is pure tautology without non-logical context. The reader should not confuse ⊤ with another tautology
expressed using the elements of Prop, such as p∨¬p and p → p. They will be logically equivalent but
they won’t be substitutable with each other under the scope of our intention modality. For ⊥, we set
⊥ := ¬⊤. Based on LCPL, the well-formed formulas of the language L of our logic of intention are
given by the following grammar:

α |¬ϕ | (ϕ ∨ϕ) | (ϕ ∧ϕ) | ⊞ϕ | Iα

where α ∈LCPL. Iα reads as “agent intends that α”. Notice that the maximum modal depth of a formula
w.r.t. I is one, that is, I takes only the elements of LCPL in its scope. It is done so to exclude expressions
about higher order intentions, such as intention to intend. The reason for that restriction is to be discussed
later. ⊞ϕ read as “it is necessarily true that ϕ”. We employ the usual abbreviations for propositional
connectives → and ↔ as ϕ → ψ := ¬ϕ ∨ψ , and ϕ ↔ ψ := (ϕ → ψ)∧ (ψ → ϕ). We interpret this
language on the so-called problem-sensitive Kripke models, obtained by endowing Kripke models with a
join-semilattice that represents decision problems and their parthood relation. The former is familiar in
modal logic and requires no elaboration [6]. The component for the representation of decision problems,
called problems model, is a variation of topic-sensitive models [5] and warrants further explanation.

Definition 6 (Problems model). A problems model P is a tuple (P,⊕,s), where:

1. P ̸= /0 is a non-empty set of decision problems;

2. ⊕ : P×P → P is a binary idempotent, commutative, associative operation: problem fusion. We
assume the unrestricted fusion, that is, ⊕ is always defined on P: ∀A ⊆ P∃a ∈ P :

⊕
A = a. The

parthood relation ≤ is defined in terms of ⊕: ∀a,b ∈ P : a ≤ b iff a⊕b = b;

3. s : Prop→ 2P is a function assigning a set of decision problems to each element in Prop. Namely,
if a ∈ s(p), then bringing it about that p is a suitable (partial) solution to a. s extends to the whole
propositional language LCPL as follows:

s(⊤) = P s(ϕ ∨ψ) = s(ϕ)∩ s(ψ)
s(¬ϕ) = s(ϕ) s(ϕ ∧ψ) = {a⊕b |a ∈ s(ϕ),b ∈ s(ψ)}

Given any p ∈ Prop, s(p) is upward closed: a ≤ b ⇒ (a ∈ s(p)⇒ b ∈ s(p)).
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The extension of s to the whole propositional language is motivated as follows. Given any problem
a ∈ P, forcing ϕ is a partial solution to the problem iff to decide if ϕ or not to ϕ is a part of a, hence,
s(ϕ) = s(¬ϕ). ϕ ∨ψ partially solves a iff both disjuncts – to bring about that ϕ , to bring about that ψ –
solve a: this corresponds to our intuition about partial solutions as indeterministic choice between a set
of solutions. Finally, ϕ ∧ψ is a partial solution to a iff a can be split into two problems, i.e. a = a1 ⊕a2,
such that ϕing partially solves a1 and ψing partially solves a2. The following lemma shows that s is
upward closed over the whole language LCPL.

Lemma 1. Given a problems model P = (P,⊕,s), a,b ∈ P and ϕ ∈ LCPL, the following holds:

a ≤ b ⇒ (a ∈ s(ϕ)⇒ b ∈ s(ϕ)).

Proof. The proof follows by induction on the structure of ϕ . The case for atomic propositions holds by
the definition of s. Case ϕ := ⊤ is trivial as s(⊤) = P and case ϕ := ¬ψ follows from the induction
hypothesis (IH) and the fact that s(¬ψ) = s(ψ).

Case ϕ := ψ ∨ χ: Suppose that a ≤ b and a ∈ s(ψ ∨ χ). By the defn. of s, this means that a ∈ s(ψ) and
a ∈ s(χ). Then, by the IH, we have b ∈ s(ψ) and b ∈ s(χ), thus, b ∈ s(ψ)∩ s(χ) = s(ψ ∨χ).

Case ϕ := ψ ∧ χ: Suppose that a ≤ b and a ∈ s(ψ ∧ χ). By the defn. of s, this means that a = d ⊕ c
for some d ∈ s(ψ) and c ∈ s(χ). Observe that a = d ⊕ c implies that d ≤ a and c ≤ a, and, in turn,
d ≤ b and c ≤ b. Then, by IH, we have b ∈ s(ψ) and b ∈ s(χ). As b = b⊕ b, by defn. of s, we have
b ∈ s(ψ ∧χ).

4.2 Semantics, Axiomatization, and Completeness

Definition 7 (Problem-sensitive frames and models). A problem-sensitive frame is a tuple F =(W,R,P, f ),
where:

• W ̸= /0 is a non-empty set of possible worlds;

• R ⊆ W ×W is a serial binary relation on W, such that R(w) is the set of conative alternatives to
w, i.e. possible worlds where agent’s intention in w is satisfied;

• P = (P,⊕,s) is a problems model;

• f : W → P is a function, which takes a world and returns a decision problem that the agent is
solving in the given world;

As usual, any frame F may be extended to a model M = (F,V ), where V : Prop→ 2W is a standardly
defined valuation function.

We show the connection between the decision problems as atomic objects and as partitions. Namely,
every atomic decision problem a∈ P, as it is given in Definition 6, can be transformed into a partition Πa.
Intuitively, Πa is an extensional characterization of a: if we accepted the extensional parthood claim,
then Πa could be identified with a and treated as in Definition 5. Moreover, we can show that if a ≤ b,
then Πa ⊑ Πb. In other words, ≤ relation is not arbitrary, but meaningful w.r.t. solutions: if a ≤ b, then
every partial solution to a is a partial solution to b, hence, a⊑ b. Nevertheless, the converse does not hold:
we may have decision problems a,b ∈ P, such that Πa ⊑ Πb, but a ̸≤ b. This corresponds to our denial of
the extensional parthood claim: extensional parthood does not entail parthood in general. See Appendix
A for the constructions and proofs of the mentioned properties. We interpret L on problem-sensitive
models as in the following definition.
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Definition 8 (Semantic for L ). Given a problem-sensitive model M = (W,R,P, f ,V ) and a possible
world w ∈W, the satisfiability relation |= is defined as follows, where [[α]]M = {w ∈W | M ,w |= ϕ}:

M ,w |= p iff w ∈V (p)
M ,w |= ¬ϕ iff M ,w ̸|= ϕ

M ,w |= ϕ ∨ψ iff M ,w |= ϕ or M ,w |= ψ

M ,w |=⊞ϕ iff ∀v ∈W : M ,v |= ϕ

M ,w |= Iα iff R(w)⊆ [[α]]M and f (w) ∈ s(α).

The notions of logical consequence, validity, soundness, and completeness are defined standardly [7].
While the semantic clauses for the Booleans and ⊞ are standard, the intention operator Iϕ is interpreted
in a problem-sensitive way: the agent intends that α at w iff (1) α is true in all conative alternatives at w
and (2) α is a partial solution to the agent’s decision problem at w. (2) is what invalidates 1-4, making
the resulting logic hyperintensional.
Theorem 1. Principles 1-4 are invalid (also for atomic propositions).

Proof. We provide a counterexample against 4. The same counterexample can be used to prove the
invalidity of the others. Consider the problem-sensitive model M =({w},{(w,w)},({a,b,c},⊕,s), f ,V )
such that a⊕ b = c, a ̸≤ b and b ̸≤ a, s(p) = {a,c}, s(q) = {b,c}, f (w) = a, and V (p) = V (q) = {w}.
We then have that M |=⊞(p ↔ q)∧ I p, but M ,w ̸|= Iq, since f (w) = a ̸∈ s(q).

To state some of the axioms and other relevant principles in the complete system, we use the abbrevi-
ation ‘ϕ’ to denote the tautology

∧
p∈Var(ϕ)(p∨¬p)11, following a similar idea in [18], where Var(ϕ) is

the set of atomic propositions occuring in ϕ . It is easy to see that Iϕ simply expresses that ϕ is a partial
solution to the agent’s decision problem (M ,w |= Iϕ iff f (w) ∈ s(ϕ)). We list the axioms and rules of
the logic of problem-sensitive models in Table 1. We briefly comment on the axioms for the intention

Label Axiom / Rule Label Axiom / Rule

(CPL) All classical propositional taut. and MP (S5⊞) S5 axioms and rules for ⊞
(Ax1) I⊤ (Ax4) (Iϕ ∧ Iψ)↔ I(ϕ ∧ψ)
(Ax2) Iϕ → Iϕ (Ax5) ⊞(ψ → ϕ)→ ((Iψ ∧ Iϕ)→ Iϕ)
(Ax3) Iϕ →¬I¬ϕ

Table 1: Axiomatization Log for the logic of problem-sensitive models.

operator. Ax1 means that one always has at least the weakest intention possible: to bring it about that
⊤. Ax2 states that one intends that ϕ only if ϕ is a partial solution to one’s decision problem, reflecting
problem-sensitivity of intention. Ax3 says that intentions are consistent and Ax4 states that intentions
agglomerate. Finally Ax5 is our restricted closure principle: one intends those a priori consequences
of one’s intensions which also constitute partial solutions to one’s decision problem. We conclude the
section by stating our main technical result, a detailed proof of which can be found in Appendix B.12

Theorem 2. Log is a sound and strongly complete axiomatization of L with respect to the class of all
problem-sensitive models.

11In order to have a unique definition of each ϕ , we set the convention that elements of Var(ϕ) occur in
∧

p∈Var(ϕ)(p∨¬p)
from left-to-right in the order they are enumerated in Prop= {p1, p2, . . .}.

12Unsurprisingly, the axiomatization is similar to the axiomatization of the logic of simple hyperintensional belief in [31].
We do not have an intention counterpart of their axiom Bϕ →⊞Bϕ , since the semantics of I depends on the actual world.
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5 Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper, we developed a hyperintensional logic of intention, addressing the problem of side-effects
by invalidating a number of closure principles. By integrating elements from inquisitive semantics and
topic-sensitive epistemic frameworks, we provided a formal system that better captures the rational com-
mitments of intentional agents. Our approach refines question-sensitive theory of intention by capturing
hyperintensional differences between decision problems. Technically, we introduced a bi-modal logic
with a sound and strongly complete axiomatization.

Several directions remain open for future work. First, incorporating belief alongside intention would
allow for a more nuanced interaction between epistemic states and decision-making. Second, formalizing
a notion of control would further clarify what propositions agents in general can intend. Third, allowing
nested I operators would raise interesting questions, such as which decision problems could be solved
by adopting intention to ϕ , and how they are connected with problems solvable by ϕ itself. Moreover,
extending our system to dynamic settings could provide insights into intention revision and deliberative
reasoning over time. Finally, a multi-agent extension of the proposed framework would allow us to
model interesting interactions among intending agents, e.g., lack of control that results from the actions
of others.
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A Proofs from Section 4.2

Lemma 2. Given a problems model P = (P,⊕,s), a decision problem a∈ P, and formulas ϕ,ψ ∈LCPL,
a ∈ s(ϕ ∨ψ) iff a ∈ s(ϕ ∧ψ).

Proof. (⇒) Assume a ∈ s(ϕ ∨ψ). By Defn. 6, this means that a ∈ s(ϕ)∩ s(ψ), i.e. a ∈ s(ϕ) and
a ∈ s(ψ). Then, since a = a⊕a, we obtain that a ∈ s(ϕ ∧ψ).

(⇐) Assume a ∈ s(ϕ ∧ψ). By Defn. 6, this means that there is b,c ∈ P such that a = b⊕ c,b ∈
s(ϕ),c ∈ s(ψ). The fact that a = b⊕ c implies that b ≤ a and c ≤ a. Then, by Lemma 1, we obtain that
a ∈ s(ϕ) and a ∈ s(ψ), that is, a ∈ s(ϕ)∩ t(ψ). By Defn. 6, we conclude a ∈ s(ϕ ∨ψ).

Proposition 1 (Every decision problem yields a partition). Given any problem-sensitive model M =
(W,R,P, f ,V ) any decision problem a ∈ P, and ϕ ∈ LCPL, there exists a partition Πa of W such that if
a ∈ s(ϕ), then ϕ is defined on Πa, i.e. sm(ϕ)⊑ Πa.

Proof. Let s−1(a) = {ϕ ∈ LCPL | a ∈ s(ϕ)} that is , ϕ ∈ s−1(a) iff bringing it about that ϕ partially
solves a. Let S−1(a) be a collection of maximally satisfiable subsets of s−1(a), i.e. Γ ∈ S−1(a) iff 1)
Γ ⊆ s−1(a); 2) there exists a world w ∈W , such that M ,w |= ϕ for all ϕ ∈ Γ (from now on, abbreviated
as M ,w |= Γ) and 3) for any ∆ ⊆ s−1(a), such that Γ ⊂ ∆, there is no world w ∈W , such that M ,w |= ∆.

For every Γ ∈ S−1(a) we define a set JΓK = {w ∈ W |M ,w |= ϕ for all ϕ ∈ Γ}. Then, clearly the
set Πa = {JΓK |Γ ∈ S−1(a)} is a partition of W . We show that for any ϕ ∈ LCPL, if a ∈ s(ϕ) then ϕ is
defined on Πa.

By induction on ϕ . Let ϕ := p. Assume a ∈ s(p) for some proposition p ∈ Prop. W.l.o.g., let
JpK ̸= W . By Definition 3, sm(p) = {JpK,W \ JpK}. Let p̂ = {

⋃
JΓK | Γ ∈ S−1(a), p ∈ Γ}. Clearly,

p̂ = JpK: since p ∈ s−1(a), for every Γ ∈ S−1(a) either p ∈ Γ or ¬p ∈ Γ. Hence, for any possible world
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w ∈W , if M ,w |= p, then there exists Γ ∈ S−1(a), such that M ,w |= Γ, from which it follows that w ∈ p̂.
On the other hand, if w ∈ p̂, then there exists a maximally satisfiable set Γ ∈ S−1(a), such that p ∈ Γ.
Since M ,w |= Γ, M ,w |= p, from which, by definition, it follows that w ∈ JpK. Then, JpK =

⋃
i∈I Xi

for some {Xi}i∈I ⊆ Πa, and W \ JpK =
⋃

j∈J X j, where {X j} j∈J = Πa \{Xi}i∈I i.e. sm(p)⊑ Πa, i.e. p is
defined on Πa.

Let ϕ := ¬ψ . By IH, if a ∈ sm(ψ), then ψ is defined on Πa. Since sm(ψ) = sm(¬ψ) = sm(ϕ), if
a ∈ sm(ϕ), then sm(ϕ)⊑ Πa.

Let ϕ := ψ1 ∨ψ2 and a ∈ s(ψ1 ∨ψ2). Since s(ψ1 ∨ψ2) = s(ψ1)∩ s(ψ2), a ∈ s(ψ1) and a ∈ s(ψ2).
By IH, if a ∈ s(ψ1),s(ψ2), then ψ1 and ψ2 are defined on Πa, i.e. sm(ψ1) ⊑ Πa and sm(ψ2) ⊑ Πa.
By Definition 4, it means that ∀A ∈ sm(ψ1)∃{Xi}i∈I ⊆ Πa :

⋃
i∈I Xi = A and ∀B ∈ sm(ψ1)∃{X j} j∈J ⊆

Πa :
⋃

i∈J X j = B. By Definition 3, sm(ψ1 ∨ψ2) = {A∩B |A ∈ sm(ψ1),B ∈ sm(ψ2)} \ { /0}. Take any
A∩B ∈ sm(ψ1 ∨ψ2). As we have shown before, A =

⋃
i∈I Xi and B =

⋃
j∈J X j for some {Xk}k∈I∪J ⊆

Πa. Hence, given that all Xi’s and X j’s are disjoint13, A∩B =
⋃

l∈I∩J Xl . Since A∩B was an arbitrary
element of sm(ψ1 ∨ψ2), we can conclude that ∀O ∈ sm(ψ1 ∨ψ2)∃{Xl}l∈L ⊆ Πa :

⋃
l∈L Xl = O, so that,

sm(ψ1 ∨ψ2)⊑ Πa, which means that ψ1 ∨ψ2 is define don Πa.
Let ϕ := ψ1 ∧ψ2. Analogously to the previous case (cases are analogous in light of Lemma 2).

Proposition 2. Given any problem-sensitive model M = (W,R,P, f ,V ) and any two problems a,b ∈ P,
if a ≤ b, then Πa ⊑ Πb, where Πa and Πb are defined as in Proposition 1.

Proof. Let a ≤ b for some arbitrary decision problems a,b ∈ P. Then, by Lemma 1, if a ∈ s(ϕ), then
b ∈ s(ϕ) for any ϕ ∈ LCPL. In other words, s−1(a)⊆ s−1(b).

Let X ∈ Πa be an arbitrary complete solution to Πa. By the definition of Πa, X = JΓK, where Γ is a
maximally satisfiable subset of s−1(a). Since s−1(a) ⊆ s−1(b), there exists some maximally satisfiable
subsets Σ ⊆ s−1(b) such that Γ ⊆ Σ. Let [Γ]b = {Σ ∈ S−1(b) |Γ ⊆ Σ} be a collection of such maximally
satisfiable subsets. As we have just shown, [Γ]b ̸= /0. Moreover, as we are to show,

⋃
Σ∈[Γ]bJΣK = JΓK.

From left-to-right: assume w ∈
⋃

Σ∈[Γ]bJΣK. Then, w ∈ JΣiK for some Σi ∈ [Γb]. Then, M ,w |= Σi. Since
Γ ⊆ Σi, M ,w |= Γ, i.e. w ∈ JΓK. Right-to-left: assume w ∈ JΓK. Then, there exists some Σi ∈ [Γb], such
that M ,w |= Σi.14 Then, w ∈ JΣiK and since JΣiK ⊆

⋃
Σ∈[Γ]bJΣK, w ∈

⋃
Σ∈[Γ]bJΣK.

Moreover, by definition of Πb, {JΣK |Σ ∈ [Γ]b} ⊆ Πb. Hence, X , a complete solution to Πa, is a
partial solution to Πb. Since X was arbitrary, we can conclude that any complete solution to Πa is a
partial solution to Πb, from which, by Definition 4, it follows that Πa ⊑ Πb.

Proposition 3 (Πa ⊑Πb does not entail a≤ b). Given any problem-sensitive model M = (W,R,P, f ,V )
and two problems a,b ∈ P, the fact that Πa ⊑ Πb does not entail a ≤ b.

Proof. We prove this statement by providing a counterexample. Let M = (W,R,P, f ,V ) be a problem-
sensitive model, such that for two propositions p,q ∈ Prop, V (p) =V (q). Then, let a be a problem such
that a ∈ s(p) and for any formula ψ ∈ LCPL, if ψ contains any propositions other that p, then a ̸∈ s(ψ).
Consequently, a ̸∈ s(q). Let b be a decision problem such that b ∈ s(q) and for any formula ψ ∈ LCPL,
if ψ contains any propositions other that q, then b ̸∈ s(ψ). Consequently, b ̸∈ s(p). Obviously, Πa = Πb,

13For the contradiction, assume they are not disjoint. Then, there exists Xi = JΓiK, X j = JΓ jK, such that Xi ∩Xi ̸= /0. Let
w ∈ Xi ∩X j. Then, M ,w |= Γi ∪Γ j , which contradicts the fact that Γi and Γ j are maximally satisfiable subsets of s−1(a).

14In order to see why it holds, note that for any problem x∈P, s−1(x) is closed under negation, i.e., for any formula ϕ ∈LCPL,
ϕ ∈ s−1(x) iff ¬ϕ ∈ s−1(x) (since s(ϕ) = s(¬ϕ)). Given that and the fact that s−1(a)⊆ s−1(b), we can complete any maximally
satisfiable set Γ ∈ S−1(a) to some maximally satisfiable set Σ ∈ S−1(b) by an analogue of Lindenbaum construction.
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hence, Πa ⊑ Πb. At the same time, a ̸≤ b, since it is not the case that for any ϕ ∈ LCPL, if a ∈ s(ϕ), then
b ∈ s(ϕ): a ∈ s(p), b ̸∈ s(p).

B Proof of Theorem 2: Soundness and Completeness of Log

We prove completeness via a canonical model construction. Our proof closely resembles the complete-
ness proof in [18] except for the construction of the problem sensitive components. We follow [37] for
the construction of Pc and ⊕c, and the construction of f c is similar to the construction of awareness sets
in awareness logics [15].

Consistency, maximal consistency, and derivability for Log are defined standardly [7].

Lemma 3. The following are derivable in Log:

1. Iϕ ↔ I(
∧

p∈Var(ϕ) p)

2. Iϕ → Iψ , if Var(ψ)⊆Var(ϕ)

3. (Iϕ ∧ Iψ)→ I(ϕ ∨ψ)

Proof. 1 follows from Ax4; 2 follows from Theorem 3.1; and 3 follows from Axioms 7, 4, and 2.

Lemma 4. For every maximally consistent set (mcs) Γ of Log and ϕ,ψ ∈ L , the following hold:

1. Γ ⊢ ϕ iff ϕ ∈ Γ,

2. if ϕ ∈ Γ and ϕ → ψ ∈ Γ then ψ ∈ Γ,

3. if ⊢ ϕ then ϕ ∈ Γ,

4. ϕ ∈ Γ and ψ ∈ Γ iff ϕ ∧ψ ∈ Γ,

5. ϕ ∈ Γ iff ¬ϕ ̸∈ Γ.

Lemma 5 (Lindenbaum’s Lemma). Every Log-consistent set can be extended to a maximally Log-
consistent one.

The proofs of Lemmas 4 and 5 are standard and we sometimes use them without explicit mention.
We are now ready define our canonical model.

Let W c be the set of all maximally Log-consistent sets. For each Γ ∈W c, define

Γ[⊞] := {ϕ ∈ L : ⊞ϕ ∈ Γ},
Γ[I] := {ϕ ∈ L : Iψ ∧⊞(ψ → ϕ) ∈ Γ for some ψ ∈ LCPL}

Moreover, we define ∼⊞ and →c
ϕ on W c, respectively, as (1) Γ ∼⊞ ∆ iff Γ[⊞] ⊆ ∆; and (2) Γ →c

∆ iff Γ[I] ⊆ ∆. Since ⊞ is an S5 modality, ∼⊞ is an equivalence relation [7]. For any maximally Log-
consistent set Γ, we denote by [Γ]⊞ the equivalence class of Γ induced by ∼⊞, i.e., [Γ]⊞ = {∆ ∈ W c :
Γ ∼⊞ ∆}. The following lemma shows that →c⊆∼⊞.

Lemma 6. For all Γ,∆ ∈W c, if Γ →c ∆ , then Γ ∼⊞ ∆.

Proof. Let Γ,∆ ∈W c such that Γ →c ∆, i.e., that Γ[I]⊆ ∆. Let ϕ ∈ Γ[⊞]. This means that ⊞ϕ ∈ Γ. Then,
by S5⊞ (since ⊢⊞ϕ ↔⊞(⊤→ ϕ)) and Lemma 4, we have that ⊞(⊤→ ϕ) ∈ Γ. Moreover, by Ax1, we
have that I⊤∈ Γ. Then, by the definition of Γ[I], we conclude that ϕ ∈ Γ[I]. By the first assumption that
Γ[I]⊆ ∆, we obtain ϕ ∈ ∆. Therefore, Γ ∼⊞ ∆.

Lemma 7. Given a mcs Γ, for all finite Φ ⊆ Γ[I], we have
∧

Φ ∈ Γ[I].
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Proof. Let Φ = {ϕ1, . . . ,ϕn} ⊆ Γ[I]. This means that, for each ϕ j with 1 ≤ j ≤ n, there is a ψ j ∈ LCPL

such that Iψ j ∧⊞(ψ j → ϕ j) ∈ Γ. Thus,
∧

1≤ j≤n Iψ j ∧
∧

1≤ j≤n⊞(ψ j → ϕ j) ∈ Γ. Then, by Ax4, we obtain
that I(

∧
j≤n ψ j) ∈ Γ. By S5⊞, we also have ⊞(

∧
j≤n ψ j →

∧
j≤n ϕ j) ∈ Γ. Therefore,

∧
Φ ∈ Γ[I].

Lemma 8. Given a mcs Γ of Log, Γ[I] is consistent.

Proof. Assume, toward contradiction, that Γ[I] is not consistent, i.e., Γ[I] ⊢⊥. This means that there is a
finite subset Φ = {ϕ1, . . . ,ϕn} ⊆ Γ[I] such that ⊢

∧
Φ ⊃ ¬ϕ j for some j ≤ n. By Lemma 7, we have that∧

Φ ∈ Γ[I], thus, there is a ψ ∈ LCPL such that Iψ ∈ Γ and ⊞(ψ →
∧

Φ) ∈ Γ. Since ⊢
∧

Φ →¬ϕ j, by
S5⊞, we also have ⊞(ψ →¬ϕ j) ∈ Γ. Hence, ¬ϕ j ∈ Γ[I] too. As ϕ j ∈ Γ[I], we also have a ψ ′ ∈ LCPL

with Iψ ′ ∈ Γ and ⊞(ψ ′ → ϕ j)∈ Γ. From ⊞(ψ →¬ϕ j)∈ Γ and ⊞(ψ ′ → ϕ j)∈ Γ, by S5⊞, we obtain that
⊞(ψ →¬ψ ′)∈Γ. As Iψ ′ ∈Γ, by Ax2 and Lemma 3.2, I¬ψ ′ ∈Γ. Therefore, I¬ψ ′ ∈Γ, ⊞(ψ ⊃¬ψ ′)∈Γ,
Iψ ∈ Γ, by Ax5, imply that I¬ψ ′ ∈ Γ, contradicting the consistency of Γ: Iψ ′ ∈ Γ implies ¬I¬ψ ′ ∈ Γ,
by Ax3. Therefore, Γ[I] is consistent.

Given a mcs Γ0 of Log, the canonical model for Γ0 is a tuple M c = ⟨[Γ0]⊞,Rc,Pc, f c,V c⟩, where

• [Γ0]⊞ is as described above.

• Rc =→c ∩([Γ0]⊞× [Γ0]⊞)

• Pc = (Pc,⊕c,sc), where

– Pc = P(Prop)

– ⊕c : Pc ×Pc → Pc such that for all A,B ∈ P(Prop), A⊕c B = A∪B.
– sc : L → P(Pc) such that sc(p) = {A ∈ Pc | p ∈ A} for all p ∈ Prop. s extends to the

language LCPL as in Definition 6.

• f c : [Γ0]⊞ → Pc such that f c(Γ) = {p ∈ Prop | I p ∈ Γ}.

• V c : Prop→ P([Γ0]⊞) such that V c(p) = {Γ ∈ [Γ0]⊞ : p ∈ Γ}.

Lemma 9. For all ϕ ∈ LCPL, sc(ϕ) = {A ⊆ Prop | Var(ϕ)⊆ A}.

Proof. The proof follows by induction on the structure of ϕ . The case of constant ⊤ is trivial: Var(⊤) =
/0, hence, Var(⊤)⊆A for any A∈Pc, i.e. {A⊆Prop |Var(⊤)⊆A}=P(Prop)=Pc, which by Definition
6 is equal to sc(⊤). The case for atomic propositions follows directly by the defn. of sc. Case ϕ := ¬ψ

follows from the induction hypothesis (IH) and the fact that sc(¬ψ) = sc(ψ) and Var(¬ψ) = Var(ψ).
We only present the proof for Case: ϕ := ψ ∨χ and Case: ϕ := ψ ∧χ follows similarly:

Case: ϕ := ψ ∨χ:

sc(ψ ∨χ) = sc(ψ)∩ sc(χ) (by the defn. of sc)

= {A ⊆ Prop | Var(ψ)⊆ A}∩{A ⊆ Prop | Var(χ)⊆ A} (by IH)

= {A ⊆ Prop | Var(ψ)∪Var(χ)⊆ A} (simple set theory)

= {A ⊆ Prop | Var(ψ ∨χ)⊆ A} (Var(ψ ∨χ) =Var(ψ)∪Var(χ))

Corollary 1. For any A,B ∈ Pc and ϕ ∈ LCPL, if A ⊆ B and A ∈ sc(ϕ), then B ∈ sc(ϕ).

Lemma 10. Given a mcs Γ0, the canonical model M c = ⟨[Γ0]⊞,Rc,Pc, f c,V c⟩ for Γ0 is a problem-
sensitive model.
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Proof. Obviously functions and operations sc,⊕c, f c,gc are well-defined. Since ⊕c is defined as ∪ on
P(Prop), it is idempotent, commutative, associative, and it satisfies unrestricted fusion. By Corollary 1,
we know that sc is upward closed. Seriality of Rc follows from Lemmas 8, 5, 6.

Lemma 11 (Existence lemma). Given a mcs Γ0, the canonical model M c = ⟨[Γ0]⊞,Rc,Pc, f c,V c⟩ for
Γ0, a world ∆ ∈ [Γ0]⊞ and a formula ϕ ∈ LCPL, if ¬Iϕ ∈ ∆, then either Iϕ ̸∈ ∆ or there exists a world
Γ ∈ [Γ0]⊞, such that ∆RcΓ and ¬ϕ ∈ Γ.

Proof. Suppose ¬Iϕ, Iϕ ∈ ∆. Since ∆ is maximal and consistent, Iϕ ̸∈ ∆. Then, consider the set ∆′ =
{¬ϕ}∪∆[I]. This set is consistent. To show this claim, assume otherwise. Then, ∆[I] ⊢ ϕ . In other
words, there exists a finitely many formulae ψ1, . . . ,ψn ∈ ∆[I] such that ψ1, . . . ,ψn ⊢ ϕ . This implies that
⊞(

∧
1≤i≤n ψi → ϕ) ∈ ∆. Moreover, by Lemma 7, we also have that

∧
1≤i≤n ψi ∈ ∆[I]. Thus, there is χ ∈

LCPL such that Iχ ∧⊞(χ →
∧

1≤i≤n ψi) ∈ ∆. Then, by S5⊞, we have Iχ ∧⊞(χ → ϕ) ∈ ∆. This, together
with Iϕ and Ax5, implies that Iϕ ∈ ∆, contradicting consistency of ∆. Therefore, ∆′ = {¬ϕ}∪∆[I] is
consistent. By Lemma 5, it can be extended to a msc Γ. Obviously ¬ϕ ∈ Γ. Since ∆[I]⊆ Γ and Γ ∈ [Γ0]⊞
(by Lemma 6), we also have ∆RcΓ.

Lemma 12. Given a mcs Γ0, the canonical model M c = ⟨[Γ0]⊞,Rc,Pc, f c,V c⟩ for Γ0, a world ∆∈ [Γ0]⊞
and a formula ϕ ∈ LCPL, Iϕ ∈ ∆ iff Var(ϕ)⊆ f c(∆).

Proof. Iϕ ∈ ∆ iff I (
∧

p∈Var(ϕ) p) ∈ ∆ (by Ax2) iff I p ∈ ∆ for all p ∈ Var(ϕ) (by Ax4) iff p ∈ f c(∆) for
all p ∈Var(ϕ) (by the defn. of f c) iff Var(ϕ)⊆ f c(∆).

Lemma 13 (Truth lemma). Let Γ0 be a mcs of Log and M c = ⟨[Γ0]⊞,Rc,Pc, f c,V c⟩ be the canonical
model for Γ0. Then, for all ϕ ∈ L and ∆ ∈ [Γ0]⊞, we have M c,∆ |= ϕ iff ϕ ∈ ∆.

Proof. By induction on ϕ . Cases of propositional atoms, Boolean connectives and ⊞ are proven as usual.
Case of ϕ := Iψ .
(⇐) Assume Iψ ∈∆. Then, by Ax2, Iψ ∈∆. This means, by Lemma 12 that Var(ψ)⊆ f c(∆). By Lemma
9, this means that f c(∆) ∈ sc(ϕ). Now let Γ ∈ [Γ0]⊞ such that ∆RcΓ, i.e., that ∆[I] ⊆ Γ. Observe that
Iψ ∈ ∆ implies that ψ ∈ ∆[I] (since ⊞(ψ → ψ)∈ ∆, by S5⊞). By ∆[I]⊆ Γ, this implies that ψ ∈ Γ. Then,
by IH, we obtain that M c,Γ |= ψ . As Γ has been chosen arbitrarily, we obtain that Rc(∆) ⊆ [[ψ]]M c .
Putting everything together, we conclude M c,∆ |= Iψ .
(⇒) Assume M c,∆ |= Iψ . Then, by the semantics, (1) f c(∆) ∈ sc(ψ) and (2) for all Γ ∈ [Γ0]⊞ such that
∆RcΓ, M c,Γ |= ψ . By (1) and Lemma 9, we know that Var(ψ) ⊆ f c(∆). This implies, by Lemma 12,
that Iψ ∈ ∆. Now, toward contradiction, assume Iψ ̸∈ ∆, i.e. ¬Iψ ∈ ∆. By Lemma 11, there exists a
world Γ ∈ [Γ0]⊞, such that ∆RcΓ and ¬ψ ∈ Γ. By IH, we have M c,Γ |= ¬ψ , implying that M c,∆ ̸|= Iψ ,
which contradicts our initial assumption. Hence, Iψ ∈ ∆.

Theorem 3 (Soundness and completeness). Given any set of formulae ∆ ⊆ L and any formula ϕ ∈ L ,
the following holds: Γ ⊢ ϕ iff Γ |= ϕ .

Proof. (⇒) By a routine check of axiom validities and validity preservation under the rules of inference
of Log. (⇐) By contraposition. Assume Γ ̸⊢ ϕ . Then, Γ∪{¬ϕ} is Log-consistent. By Lemma 5, there
exists a maximal consistent set Γ0 ⊆L , such that Γ∪{¬ϕ} ⊆ Γ0. Then, we can build a canonical model
M c = ⟨[Γ0]⊞,Rc,Pc, f c,V c⟩. Since Γ∪{¬ϕ} ⊆ Γ0, by Lemma 13, M c,Γ0 |= Γ∪{¬ϕ}. By Lemma
10, M c is a problem-sensitive model. Hence, there exists a pointed problem-sensitive model, where Γ is
true and ϕ is false, i.e. Γ ̸|= ϕ .
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