Logic of (Common or Distributed)* Knowledge

Chenwei Shi*

Department of Philosophy
Tsinghua University
Beijing, China

scw@tsinghua.edu.cn

In this paper, we generalize epistemic logic so that it can help reason about ways of combining com-
mon knowledge and distributed knowledge such as “common distributed knowledge”, “distributed
common knowledge”, “distributed common distributed knowledge” and so on. Moreover, we study
the logic of its dynamic update by arbitrary reading events. We axiomatize these logics and prove
their soundness and completeness.

1 Introduction

In epistemic logic [8], common knowledge and distributed knowledge are two notions of group knowl-
edge which have been studied extensively. In a Kripke model (W,{R,}4ca,V) where each binary relation
R, respresents one agent a’s epistemic state, the distributed knowedge of a group G C A of agents is rep-
resented by (), Rq; the common knowledge of G is represented by the transitive relfexive closure of
the union of R, fora € G, i.e. (U,cqRa)", the smallest set of pairs which contains | J,.5 R, and is closed
under transitivity and reflexivity, or equivalently, the set of pairs which can be connected by a path of
finite steps of relation | J,cq Rq-

A new notion of group knowledge, called “common distributed knowledge”, is studied by a recent
paper [3]. As the name indicated, this notion combines common knowledge and distributed knowledge
somehow. In fact, it is a notion of knowledge for a group of groups of agents. Taking a group of
groups G = {Gj,...,G,}, the notion of common distributed knowledge is represented by the relation
(U1 Nueg; Ra)*. Individual agents” knowledge in the notion of common knowledge is replaced by
groups’ distributed knowledge, but the definion of common knowledge is kept the same.

The notion “common distributed knowledge” is only one way of combining common knowledge and
distributed knowledge. It indicates other possible ways. For example, distributed common knowledge,
distributed common distributed knowledge and so on. In this paper, we develop a logic which can help
reason about all these ways of combining common knowledge and distributed knowledge.

The multiple iterations of common knowledge and distributed knowledge may sound too complex
and abstract to make any sense. The following example hopefully makes it clear how these complex
epistemic notions can naturally show up.

Example 1.1. One day, Alice, Bob and Carter are playing card. Their father helps distribute a deck of
cards (52) to them. In the current round, Bob and Carter team up, which means that they share one card,
in addition to the 25 cards assigned to each of them. They can check the shared card together so that they
commonly know what it is. Alice holds the remaining card.

Now according to the rules of the card game they are playing, Alice can choose to check the shared
card of Bob and Carter. In return for this, Bob and Carter can check Alice’s card.
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Alice exercises her right and checks the card. Bob and Carter also check Alice’s card. In the scenario,
the actions of learning are public while what is learned is not (at least to the audience, for example, their
father).

Restricting our attention to the information relevant to the current round of the card game, that is,
who has what cards, it is not hard to figure out that Bob and Carter commonly know more than what
Alice knows after they check each other’s card.

On one hand, what Alice knows after she checked the shared card is a simple instance of “distributed
common knoledge”. It is Alice’s common knowledge (for an individual agent, her common knowledge
is the same as her knowledge) and Bob and Carter’s common knowledge that undergo the operation of
distributed knowledge. On the other hand, what Bob and Carter commonly know after they check Alice’s
card is a simple instance of “common distributed knowledge”. It is Bob and Alice’s distributed knowl-
edge and Bob and Carter’s distributed knowledge that undergo the operation of common knowledge.

So, in this example, there is more common distrubuted knowledge of the group {Bob,Alice} and the
group {Carter,Alice} than the distributed common knowledge of Alice and the team {Carter,Alice}. But
is it always the case?

To have a logic for reasoning about the above type of questions, it is key to observe that the intersec-
tion of two equivalence relations/reflexive and transitive relations and the reflexive and transtive closure
of the union of two equivalence relations/reflexive and transitive relations can serve as meet and join
respectively in a lattice. This observation serves as the cornerstone of our axiomatization of the logic and
its dynamic extensions.

In section two, we present the logic where iteration of the operations for defining distributed and
common knowledge is allowed. In section three, we extend the logic with a dynamic operator for semi-
public reading events. In section four, we consider a more general type of dynamics than semi-public
reading events, that is, arbitrary reading events. For the static logic, we provide a sound and complete
axiomatization. For both of its dynamic extensions, we find their reduction laws, as usually done in
dynamic epistemic logic (c.f. [7]] and [2]).

2 Syntax, Semantics and Axiomatization

In this section, we present our logic’s syntax, semantics and axiom system.

Definition 2.1 (Language .%).
Tortu=x|t+7|77T

where x € AT, a finite set of atomic terms.

pu=pl-oloVve|(t)e

where p € AF, a countable set of atomic formulas, and 7 € T. A, — and < are defined as usual, and
[7]¢ :=~(1)~0.

The simplest form of distributed knowledge/common knowledge is expressed as [x; - x2] @/ [x; +x2]@
respectively. The common distributed knowledge in example[1.1]is expressed as [(b- a) + (c - a)] @, while
the distributed common knowledge is expressed as [a- (b+c)] @. It is very hard to read formulas of the
form [7] @ in natural language when T becomes complex. However, it should be not very hard to see
how the formal language can help us express those complex ways of combining distributed and common
knowledge in an efficient way.
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Definition 2.2 (Regular model). A model M = (W,{R;| 7€ T},V) is tuple where W is a set of possible
states, R is a binary relation on W for each term 7 in T and V : AF — (W) is a vaulation function. A
regular model is a model which satisfies

1. Re.: =RsNR;

2. Rgi+r = (RsURy)*
for all 0,7 € T. When all the relations are equivalence relations/reflexive and transitive relations, a
regular model is called an “S5/S4-regular model” respectively.

A key observation is that in an S5/S4-regular model, ({R; CW xW |t € T}, ,+) where R - R; =
RsNR; and Rs + R; = (R UR;)* consititutes a lattice. That is, the sublattice of the lattice of all
equivalence relations/preorders over W which is generated by {Ry | x € AT}.

Definition 2.3 (Truth condition). For a model M and a possible state w in it,
M,w = p iff weV(p)
M,w = —¢ ifft Mwl o
MwkEoVvy iff MiwE@oMwgEy
M,wE (1)p iff M,v = ¢ for some v € Ry (w)
Definition 2.4 (Axiom system S5LCDK).

(CPL) All tautologies in CPL

(Rules) Mpdus Ponens Necessitation rule
(S5)

K [f](fp—w/) ([rlo = [tlw)

T (7] —

4 (7] — [T] (7]

5 —[te —[t-[tde

dual T)Q <> —[T] @

(LATTICE)

Idempotency (t-1)p <> (1) (t+1)0 < (1)@
Commutativity (7-0)@ <> (0-T)Q (t+0)p < (c+1)0
Associativity  ((p-0)- 1)@ < (p-(0-17))¢ ((p+0)+ ‘v><p < (p+(o+1)e
Absorption (t-(t+0))p < (1) (t+(1-0))p < (1)@
(STAR)

FP (t+0)p < (eV({1)(1+0)pV(0)(1+0)9))
INDUC [t+0ol(e = ([Flen[o]@)) = (¢ = [t+0]0)

When the axiom 5 is removed from S5LCDK, the system is called S4LCDK.
We define a preorder over terms based on the above axiom system:

<0 iffgef F{(t)p — (o)

which will be quite handy in our proof of the next completeness theorem.

Theorem 2.1. S5LCDK is sound and weakly complete with repsect to the class of S5-regular frames.
S4LCDK is sound and weakly complete with respect to the class of S4-regular frames.

The proof makes use of the method of step by step, the details of which can be found in the appendix.

With the help of this sound and complete logic, the question in Exapmle[I.|can be easily answered.
To see this, it is enough to realize that the formal counterpart of the question in our logic is whether
F{(b+c)-ale — [b-a+c-a] @ is the case. By basics of lattice theory, b-a+c-a < (b+c)-a is the
case. So the answer is yes.
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3 Semi-public Reading Events

In this section, we turn to a type of dynamic update proposed in [3] and demonstrate its natural general-
ization in our new logic. We also show how Example[I.T|can be formalized in this dynamic setting.
As [3]] puts it

We call all these actions semi-public ‘reading’ events. In all of them, some agents get to

access (‘read’) some other agents’ knowledge base(s). But the fact that this access is gained

(or not) is public: it is common knowledge who can ‘read” whose knowledge base during

these events.
A semi-public ‘reading’ event is represented by a reading map.

A reading map is a function @ : A — ¢@(A), mapping agents a € A to sets of agents a(a) C

AT, subject to the constraint that

aca(a) (foreveryacA).

Intuitively, o(a) is the set of agents whose information is accessed by a during this action.
So this last constraint means that every agent a can always re-read her own knowledge base.

In our logic, the reading map can be generalized as follows
B:AT—=T .

We could have required that
Bla) <a

to make sure that every agent a can always re-read her own knowledge base. However, to stay as general

as possible, we refrain from this extra condition. According to generalized reading maps, agents can

read not only other agents’ knowledge but also other more complex forms of knowledge, for example, a

group’s common knowledge.

Given a reading map f3, let !3 denote a semi-public event corresponding to it. Given any S5/S4-
regular model M = (W, {R; | T € T},V), the event !§ returns an updated S5/S4-regular model M*f =
(W, {R;ﬁ | T € T},V) which has the same set of possible states W, the same valuation function V but has
'B
T

new equivalence relations/preorders R; given by

|
RTB = RB,(T) .

where ' is a function mapping terms in T to terms in T which satisfies the following conditions:

1. B'(x) = B(x) for x € AT;

2. B'(z-0) = p'(7)-B'(0);

3. B'(t+0)=pB'(7)+B'(0).
So B’ is a homomorphism from T to T which extends 8 on AT. By this fact, it implies that the updated
model is indeed S5/S4-regular.

For each generalized rading map 3, we add dynamic modalities [!3]¢ into the syntax of our logic
(resulting in a new language %)) and evaluate them at a state as follows:

M,w = [!Ble iff MP wEko .

All the above definitions in this section are straightforward generalization of their counterpart in [3l].
They also result in quite straightforward reduction laws:
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['Blp < p;

* [1B]=¢ < —[!1B] g;
[1Bl(oAy) < [\Blon[!Bly

* [!B][t]e < [B'(7)][!B] ¢

Putting the above reduction laws together with the axiom system S5LCDK/S4LCDK, we get the
axiom system for the dynamic logic of semi-public reading, SSLCDK!/S4LCDK!.

Theorem 3.1. SSLCDK!/S4LCDK! is sound and complete with respect to the class of S5/S4-regular
frames.

The soundness is easy to check, from which we get the equal expressivity of .Z and .4 with re-
spect to the class of regular models. So the completeness of SSLCDK! and S4LCDK! follows from the
completeness of SSLCDK and S4LCDK respectively.

In the dynamic logic of semi-public reading, we can formalize the scenario in Example [I.I] Let
a,b,c € AT. Consider a generalized reading map f satisfying B(a) = a- (b+c¢) (Alice semi-publicly
learns what Bob and Carter commonly know), 3(b) = b-a (Bob semi-publicly learns what Alice knows)
and B (c) = ¢-a (Carter semi-publicly learns what Alice knows). It does not matter what the value of 3 (x)
for x # a,b,c is. The question is whether [!B] ([a] ¢ — [b+c]| @) is derivable in SSLCDK or S4LCDK.
Applying the reduction laws, we can see that [!3] ([a] ¢ — [0+ c] @) is equivalent to

[a-(b+c)][\Bl@ — [b-a+c-d]['Ble

which brings us back to the end of Section 2]

Speaking more generally, the connection between lattice theory and epistemic logic is key to the work
in this paper. In the next section, we demonstrate the benefit of this connection by modeling epistemic
update by arbitrary reading events.

4 Arbitrary reading events

In a semi-public reading event, an agent’s action of reading others’ knowledge is public while what she
learns is not. In an arbitrary reading event, the action of reading others’ knowledge is not necesarily
public either.

The uncertainty of an agent about other agents’ reading actions can be modelled by epistemic indis-
tinguishability relation between generalized reading maps. Generalizing the definition of reading event
model in [3]], let a S5 regular reading event model be a structure E = (E,{R; | T € T},S) where E is a
finite set of ‘events’, S: E — F(AT,T) is a function mapping events e in E to a generlized reading map
S(e) € F(AT,T). R; are equivalence relations on E which satisfy the two conditions of regularity as in a
regular model and the following condition:

R, f impies [S(e)](x) = [S()](x) -

The symbol = is the abbreviation of < M > where < is the preorder we define over the set of terms T at
the end of Section[2l

The epistemic update of a regular model M = (W, {RM | t € T},VM) by a S5 regular reading event
model E = (E,{RY | T € T},S) is defined by a straightforward generalization of the product update
proposed in [3]]. That is, M@E = (S x E, {RM®F | ¢ T},VM®E) where
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e SXE={(we) |lweW,ecE}
.VM®E VM

» RM®E g defined recursively :
— (w,e)RME(y/ ') iff WRI[\.;'[(e)] (oW and eREe
- RY = RE“F N RYE
- RME, = (RYCEURNCE):
The following characterization of RM®F will play a key role in finding reduction laws and proving

their validity.

Proposition 4.1. Given an updated model M@ E = (W x E,{RM®E | 7 € T}) where E is an S5 regular
reading event model and M is S5/54 regular model, let y: E X T — T be a function defined as follows:

* y(e,x) =[S(e)](x)
* Y(e,01-02) = Y(e,01) - Y(e, 02)
* Ve, 61+ 02) = Yops , (V(f,01) +¥(f,02))

We have the following characterization of RA®E in terms of R%@ 7 and RE:

(w,e)RM“E(w! &) iff le;,/([m)w’ and eRE ¢/

Proof. We prove by induction on the structure of 7. The basic case follows directly from the definition

of RM®E The case for o7 - 6, follows directly from the definition of Rl(\,/[@(,};:, the inductive hypothesis and

the regularity of M and E.
Now consider the case where 7 is of the form o] + 0.

Assume that (w,e)RN G (w',e'). There is a path

(w, ) RY“F (wy, e ) RMZE . RM“E (3, e,,)RIXIﬁE(w’, e) .

Each RY“E in the path is either R} “F or R¥.“F. So it follows from inductive hypothesis that

E E E ! M M M M /
eR; elRTz ane,,RTnHe and WRY(&Tl)WlR( .Ry(en_l7Tn)wnRy(ean+l)w .

yler,m) " *

Each 7; in RM®E is either o7 or 6>. So eRG] +62e and le)‘:/I .00 +7(, 62))w’ .

PRﬁlwzf
¢’ and wRM w’. So there is a path

E
"Rcl +02f

Assume that «eRGl t0,

(v(f,01)+7(f,02))

M M M /
xR e Ry ) Rylr, s YRy g W
Since eRG1 +q,fi forall f; in the path, eRc,l +o,¢ and RG +a, 18 an equivalence relation, there is a path from
fito fiyr (wheni=n, fir =)

E i E
flRTHflR e te em(i)Ro’il(i)Hﬁ-i-] .

. E l . . . M . .
Each step is RG;i where o is either 61 or 62. Now, we can expand each step w,RY( gy Wil 1N the

path % to the following one (when i = n, wi | = w'):

M
WiR'y(fiaTHl)WH»lR v(fi,o!)

M
wir1R i i\W; W R i i .
i+1 Y(EI’GZ) i+l- i+l Y( m(l) O-m( )+l) l+1
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So we get a new path from w to w’. Each step is RM or RM

viel.ol) fotin) where G,ﬁ and 7;. are either o] or
k k v

0>. By the inductive hypothesis, we have

(wi, f)RY, r,+1 (Wl+17fz) ol E(Wt+17€1)RMZ®E(Wz+17 €)...R G(Q) (Wir1,e m(,))RM?il(WivaiH)
I}ll m

which implies that (w;, fi)Rg, +]£:,2 (Wit1, fi+i) by the definition of Rlc\,/[‘f%z. Therefore, we have

(W fo) 01+62(W17f1)R1C\7/{?2}CE72 Rl(\f/{(—g}ilci:)'z(wl’l?fn)RGl?-EZ(W/7e/) °

Note that fj is not necessarily e. However, there is a path from e to fj in E via either RE] or RE

E _«pE * E
eRGI*elRGZ*...em(*)RO-* f()

m(x)+1

and a path from w to w

WRN(I )wR (et,0.,)W - .wR%e;(*)’c;(*)H)w .
So by inductive hypothesis and the definition of Rl(\,/{%%z, we have
(w,e)Re e, (w. fo) -
Therefore, (w,e)Ry 1o (W, €'). O

To the language ., we add dynamic operators [E, e] ¢ where E is a finite S5 regular reading event
model and e € E. The new language is denoted by .5 where &5 denotes the class of all finite S5-regular
reading event models. The truth condition of [E, e ¢ in a regular model M is given by

MwE [Ece iff M®E,(we)Fo .

The reduction laws for % are the following ones:

* [Eelpsrp

* [E.e]-p < -[E,e]@

* [Ee](pAy) < ([E,e]A[E e]y)
[E,e][7] @ <> Acgte [¥(e, T)] [E, €] @

Where 7 is the function defined in Proposition [4.1]

Proposition 4.2. All above reduction axioms are valid in the class of S4/85-regular frames.

Proof. We only prove the validity of [E,e][t] ¢ «> A{[¥(e,T)] [E,e'] @ | eREe’}. The validity of other
reduction laws are trivial.

Take an arbitrary regular model M and an arbitrary world w in it.

M,w = [E,e][t] @ iff MRE, (w,e) = [t] @ iff V(W ,e/) e MR E : (w,e)RICE(W ) = (W,e') = ¢

iff (by Proposition v € M,¢' €E:wR) W &eRte = MQE,(W,¢) = @iff vw € M,¢' € E:

WRl;,/([e‘T)w’&eR];:e’ = M,w = [E,e] ¢ iff V¢’ € E: eREe' = Vu' € M(wR%e T)w' = M,w' = [E,¢] o)
iff V' € E: eRe' = M,w |= (e, 7)] [E, €' @ iff Myw |= Aoge, [¥(e, 7)] [E, €] @ O

Putting the above reduction laws together with the axiom system S5LCDK/S4LCDK, we get the
axiom system for the dynamic logic of arbitrary reading, SSLCDK&/S4LCDKE.
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Theorem 4.1. S5LCDKE/S4LCDKE is sound and complete with respect to the class of S5/S4-regular
frames.

The soundness follows from the validity of the reduction laws. By the validity of the reduction laws,
we also get the equal expressivity of .Z and Zg5 with respect to the class of regular models. So the
completeness of SSLCDKE and S4LCDKE follows from the completeness of SSLCDK and S4LCDK
respectively.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

By viewing distributed knowledge and common knowledge as meet and join in a lattice respectively, we
have shown that the epistemic logic with operators for distributed knowledge and common knowledge
can be extended to express more involved types of group knowledge in the S4 and S5 cases. To char-
acterize the epistemic update by arbitrary reading events in the extended logic LCDK, we provide its
reduction laws.

The connection with lattice theory is key to the extension proposed in this paper. By attaching the
epistemic interpretation to lattice theoretical notions, it becomes possible to deepen our understanding
of epistemic notions by exploring lattice theoretical results. For example, what if we ask the lattice
of distributed knowledge and common knowledge to be modular or even distributive? Some results in
lattice theory can be found in [10].

Although this paper focuses on the epistemic interpretation of the lattice structre of the equivalence
relations/reflexive and transitive relations, there are other possible interpretations. For example, ques-
tions in [4]; functional dependence in [1[]; priority structures in [6], and so on. The lattice theoretical
perspective of this paper can be applied to the other interpretations too.

A Soundness and Completeness

Soundness is easy to see, so we ignore the proof. The proof for weak completeness comes next.
Steps (1) to (4) are adapted from Section 4.8 of [3]].

A.1 Step (1) Fischer-Ladner closure and atoms

Definition A.1 (Fischer-Ladner closure). Let X be a set of formulas. Then X is FL-closed if it is closed
under subformulas and satisfies the following additional constraints

1. If (t-0)p € X, then (T)p A\ (0) @ € X;

2. If (t+0)p € X, then (1)(T+0)¢p,(0)(t+0)p € X.
If X is any set of formulas, then FL(X) is the smallest set of formulas containing ¥ that is FL closed.

Definition A.2. We define —FL(X), the closure of £, as the smallest set containing £ which is FL-closed
and closed under single negations. The single negation of a formulas ¢ is

0= v ¢ is of the form -y
' -¢ otherwise

Definition A.3 (Atoms). Let X be a set of formulas. A set of formulas A is an atom over X if it is a
maxiaml consistent subset of =FL(X).
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Lemma A.0.1. Let X be any set of formulas, and A any element of At(L). Then

» For all ¢, exactly one of ¢ and ~ @ is in A.

e ForallpvVye—FL(X): VY cAiffo cAoryecA.

* Forall (1)¢,(c)9 € =FL(X): if 0 < Tand (0)¢ € A, then (T)¢ € A.

e Forall (t+0)¢ € =FL(X): (t+0)p €Aiffp cAor (t)(t+0)p €Aor (c)(t+0)p €A.
Lemma A.0.2. Let ./ be the set of all MCSs, and £ a set of formulas. At(X) ={I'N—-FL(X) | T e .#}.
Lemma A.0.3. If ¢ € —=FL(X) and ¢ is consistent, then there is an A € At(¥) such that ¢ € A.

A.2 Step (2): Finite Canonical Model over X

Definition A.4. Let X be a finite set of formulas. The finite canonical model (FCM) over X is the triple
Mr = (At(2),{S%}rer, VF) where for all propositional variables p, V*(p) = {A € At(X) | p € A}, and
for all atoms A, B € Ar(Z) and for all terms 7, ASZB if A A (7)B is consistent.

Lemma A.0.4. The canonical relations are reflexive and symmetric.
The above lemma can also be proved as a corollary to the following fact.

Proposition A.1. For A,B € At(X), AS;B iff there is a € [A]. 4 and there is b € [B].4 such that aR’ b
where A is the canonical model.

This fact also indicates that S; is not necessarily transitive. Moreover, it makes the following exis-
tence lemma a corollary to the existence lemma for the canonical model.

Lemma A.0.5 (Existence lemma for FCM). Let A be an atom, and let T be a term in T. Then for all
Sformulas (t)y in =FL(X), (t)y € A iff there is a B € At(X) such that AS:B and y € B.

Lemma A.0.6. S;, s C (S;USg)".
Lemma A.0.7. S C SZNSE,

A.3 Step (3): Transitive FCM
Definition A.5 (Transitive FCM (TFCM)). Given a FCM .#ZF = (At(X), {S%}cer,VE), we define its
transtive closure as . Z%. = (At(2), {(S)'}rer,VF) where (SZ) is the transitive closure of SZ.

To prove the existence lemma for TFCM, the direction from left to right immediately follows from
the existence lemma for FCM, because ST C (SZ)’. The other direction follows from the following fact.

Proposition A.2. For A,B € At(X), ASEB implies that A; = B; where A = {@ | (T)p € A}.

Lemma A.0.8 (Existence lemma for TFCM). Let A be an atom, and let T be a term in T. Then for all
Sormulas (t)y in =FL(X), (1) ¥ € A iff there is a B € At(X) such that A(S;)'B and v € B.

A4 Step (4): Quasi-regularity of TFCM
Lemma A-0-9. (S*p+(;)t - (S’L' USG)*

By the above lemma, TFCM only gets one of the two constraints for a regular model right. In this
sense, it is quasi-regular. The other constraint R5.; = Rs N R; does not hold. In fact, only the direction
from right to left does not necessarily hold in a TFCM.

Proposition A.3. (SZ_.)" C (SZ) N (SZ)
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A.5 Step (5): Building S5-Regular Model Step by Step

Definition A.6. A network is a triple .#" = (N,{R; }1er, V) such that R; is a binary relation on a set N,
and Vv is a labeling function mapping each point in N to an atom in A¢(X) for a finite set of formulas X.

Definition A.7 (Walk and Path in a network). Given a network .4", a walk from u to v is a sequence
(wo,Ry ..., R,wy) satisfying wo = u, w, = v and w;R;w;;| in .4"; a path from u to v is a walk where
w; # wj for i # j. A t-walk from u to v is a walk (wo,R:...,R;wy,); a T-path is a T-walk from u to v
where w; # w; for i # j. We stipulate that () is a T-path for any 7 € T.

We will also talk about notions of walk and path in other strctures, the definitions of which are
analogous.

Definition A.8. A network .4 = (N,{R;}cr, V) is coherent if for any u,v € 4 and any T € T,
(C0) R; is symmetric;

(C1) if uRv, then v/(;) A <T>V/(;) is consistent;

(C2) if uR,v and T < 7/, then uRv;

(C3) if there is a path from u to v where u # v, then there is ¢ € T such that
1t o={treT] thereisa t-walk from u to v}

the corresponding relation R is called the foundational bridge between « and v in .4
Here are some basic facts about walks, paths and foundational bridges in a coherent network.
Proposition A.4. Given a coherent network N = (N,{R¢}zer,V)
1. {Tt€T| thereisa t-walk fromutov} ={t €T | there is a T-path from u to v}
2. ifuRsyWiRs, ... R, ,wuRG,v is a path from u to v, then uRy: 6,wiRyt g, ... Ry 6,wnRyn 6,V is a path.

3. If R; is the basic bridge between u and u', Ry is the basic bridge between u' and u" and all paths
from u to u” go via u/, then Ry s is the basic bridge between u and u”.

Proof. (1) {t €T | thereisa t-walk fromu to v} D {tr € T | there is a T-path from u to v} is obvious.

The other direction holds because from any 7-walk from u to v, we can get a T-path by pruning the
t-walk: traversing the 7-walk from u, every time a node w in the 7-walk appears twice, deleting the
nodes between the first and the second appearances of w including the second appearance of w.

(2) follows from the condition C2.

(3) Take any path from u to u”, uRswRg...Rsw,Rsu" . It goes via u’. So there is i such that s; = .
R is the foundational bridge from u to «’ and R is the foundational bridge between «’ and u”" . So 7 < 6
and o < 0, which imply that 7+ 6 < §. So § €1 (7+ 0).

On the other hand, there is a T-path uR;wiR;...R;w,R;u’ and a o-path u'RsviRs ... RsvuRu”. Tt
implies that uR;wiR; 6 ... Ri i oWnRri oUW R 6VIR 5. .. Rey ViR is a T+ o-path.

Therefore, R;. & is the foundational bridge from u to u”. O

Definition A.9. A network .4 = (N,{R:}cer,V) is saturated if it satisfies:

(S1) forany u,ve .4/ andany o +0’ €T, if uRs, v, then there is a path from u to v each step of which
is Rg or Ry.

IStrictly speaking, there are more than one foundational bridges from u to v. However, for any two foudational bridges from
u to v in a coherent network, Ry and Ry, Rz = R because of condition (C2).
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(S2) ./ is modally saturated. That is, we demand that if (7) y € v(u) for some u € N, then there is some
v € N such that uR.v and y € v(v).

Definition A.10. Let .4 = (N,{R;}:cr,V) be a network. The frame § » = (N,{R:}zer) is called the
underlying frame of .4". The induced valuation V4 on § 4 is defined by V.4 (p) = {s € N | p € v(s)}
for p € =FL(X). The structure J 4 = (§,V 4) is the induced model.

A network is good if it is both coherent and saturated.

Lemma A.0.10 (Existence Lemma for good network). Let .4 be a good network. For all formulas (t)y
in =FL(X) and s € N, (t)y € v(s) iff there is a s’ € N such that sR;s' and y € v(s').

Proposition A.5. A good network AV = (N,{R;}1er,V) satsifies: for any 1,7 ,6 + 0’ € T and u,v € N
1. Ri.vv CR:NRy;
2. Roior © (Rcr URc')*

Proof. The first follows from (C2) and the second follows from (S1). L]

Definition A.11. Given a good network .4 = (N,{R¢}:cr, V), let the reflexive and transitive closure
of R; for each 7 € T be denoted by E;, the perfect network generated from .4 is a triple & 4 =

(N7 {ET}T€T7 V).
Proposition A.6. A perfect network satsisfies CO, C2, C3, S1 and S2. Moreover, the frame underlying a
perfect network is S5-regular.

Proof. Given a perfect network & y = (N,{E;}er,V) from the good network .4 = (N,{R¢}zer, V),
we first prove that it satisfies C0O, C2, C3, S1 and S2.

(CO) Assume that uE;v, then uR;v or there is wy,...,w, € N such that uR;wiR;...R;w,Rv. R; is
symmetric, so vE u.

(C2) Assume that uE;v and 7 < 7. If uR.v, then it follows that uR;v and thus uEyv. So as-
sume that uR;v is not the case. Then there is wy,...,w, € N such that uR;w{R;...R;w,R;v. So
URywiRy ...Ryw,Rpv and thus uEv.

(C3) Assume that there is a path from u to v in &2 4. It follows that there is a path in .4 from u to v.
So there is 0 € T such that o is a foundational bridge from u to v. It is easy to see that

1o C{treT| thereisa t-path fromu tovin & 4 }.

For the other direction, take any path uE.w E:...E;w,Ev, then there must be a path between w;
and wiyp in A forany 1 <i<n-—1: w,-RTw}RTwiZRT .. ~RrW;~niRrWi+l- So there is a 7-path from u to v
in .4, which implies that T €1 ¢. This implies that

10 2{teT| thereisat-path fromutovin & 4 }.

(S1) Assume that uEs  5/v. It follows that u = W0R6+0-/W1RG+G/ .Rg WyRs 1 g'Wnt1 = v for some
Wi,...,Wy,. For each wiRsswiy1, there is a path w;R; W Rczw w;.”"flR miwir1 where R i is Rg or
Rs. So there is a path from u to v each step of which is R(y or Ry, which 1mphles that there is a path from
u to v each of which is Eg or Eg/.

(S2) This condition obviously holds in &2

E;. C E;NEy: This follows from C2.

E.v O E;NEy: Assume that uE;v and uEv. By C3, there is a foundational bridge Es between u

and v. So for some wy,...,w, € N, uEswEs ... Egw,Esv, which implies that uEsv by transitivity of
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Es. Together with C2, it implies that T 6 = {6 € T | uEsv}. From our assumption it follows that c < 7t
and 0 < 7. So 0 < 7- 7/, which implies that uE;.;v.

Esio' C (EcUEg)*: This follows from S1.

Es o 2 (Ec UEy)": Assume that u(Es UEqs)*v. By C2, u(Esio/)*v. By transitivity of Eg g, it
follows that uEs /v.

(E; is an equivalence relation): obvious. ]

Lemma A.0.11 (Existence Lemma for perfect network). Let &2 4 be a perfect network generated from
a good network A . For all formulas (t)y in =FL(X) and s € N, (t)y € V(s) iff there is a s’ € N such
that SE.s' and y € v(s').

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma|A.0.8 O

Next, we identify those defects we may encounter during our construction of a perfect network, after
which we show that they can all be repaired.

Definition A.12. Let 4" = (N,{R:}1er, V) be a network. An S1-defect of .4 consists of a pair of nodes
(s,5") € Ry o for which no path from s to s’ exists such that each step is R or Rsr. An S2-defect consists
of a node s and a formula () y € v(s) for which there is no s’ € N such that sR;s’ and y € v(s').

Definition A.13. Let .4 = (N, {R%}re7, Vo) and A1 = (N1, {RL}1cr, V1) be two networks. We say that
M extends g (notation A7 > ) if § 4 is a subframe of §_4; and vy agrees with v; on Nj.

Lemma A.0.12 (Repair lemma). For any defect of a finite, coherent network N there is a finite, coherent
N> N lacking this defect.

Proof. We first deal with the case when the defect is S2 type. Given the defect pair (s, (7)), choose a
new point which is not in N and let B be an atom such that v(s)SZB in the FCM for X (such a B exists by
the Existence Lemma for FCM). Define A" = (N',{R/ }rer, V') as follows:

e N:=NU{s'};

* R :=Rq forall 0 # Tand R; := Rsc U{(s,s'),(s',s)} forall o > 1;

v =vU{(s,B)}.

We first prove that .4/ satisfies (C3). If there is a path from ¢ to s’ in .4/, the path must pass through s.
Because 1 7={6 | sRss'} and there is 0 € T such that 6 = {6 € T | there is a §-path from ¢ to s in A"},
by Proposition[A.4](3), it follows that 1 (6 +7) = {6 € T | there is a §-path from 7 to s" in A"'}.

The fact that everytime we add a pair into a relation R; we also add the pair into R for ¢ > 7 makes
sure that (C2) still holds in .#”’. The reason for (C1) holding in .4 is that all pairs we add into a relation
R; are based on the relation SZ between their lables and ST is symmetric. (CO) is guaranteed by the way
we add pairs into each relation.

Next, we deal with the case when the defect is S1 type. Given the defect triple (1, 0+ 0’,v), because
A is coherent, we know that there is a foundational bridge oy between u and v such that o + 6’ €1 oy
and 6y £ o and 6y £ 0.

We will construct a path soRs,51Ro, - - . R, S S0 that so = u, s, = v, 0211 = 0 and Gy, = 0/, each s;

is labeled by an atom B; and BS%, B1 S5, ... S5 B, holds in the FCM for X where n > 3 is even.
Since v(u)S%, ,,v(v) in FCM and Sg_ o, C (55 US%,)*, so there must be a path from v(u) to v(v) in
the FCM each step of which is S% or S(Z,,. We take such a path, from which we can construct a walk from
v(u) to v(v), BoS5,B1S5, ... S5 B, where V(u) = By V(v) = By, n >3, Osi41 = 0, 02 = ¢’ and n is even
by repeating some nodes in the path using the reflexivity of the relations. Define A" = (N',{R’.} re7, V')
as follows:
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e N:=NU{s1,82...,8n-1};
e let so =uand s, = v:
- R, :=Rforall 7 € T satisfying T # ¢ and T # ¢’; and
- R, :=R:U{(si,8i+1), (Sit1,8:) | n>i > 0is even} for all T > o; and;
- R{L. =R;U {(Si,si+1), (S,'+1,S,') ’ n>i>0is Odd} for all T > o';
o Vv = VU{(S,',Bi) ‘ 1<i<n-— 1}.
Conditions (CO0), (C1) and (C2) of .#" are proved in a similar way to the previous case.
For (C3), given a path from s to s’. Consider three cases.
In the first case, the starting point s is in {s1,s2...,5,—1}, say s = s;, and the ending point s’ is not in
{51,852, 8n—1}
One of the following cases must hold:
* there is a path from v to s’ in .#” which does not go via u;
* there is a path from u to s" in .4~ which does not go via v.

Without loss of generality, we assume that there is a path from v to s” in .4#” which does not go via u. It
follows that there is 8 € T such that 1 6 = {7 € T | there is a T-path from v to s’ in .4}
Next, we consider all paths from s; to v in .4”. All paths from s; to v either goes via u or does not go
via u. Let
u" ={t€T| thereis a t-path from s; to v via u in .4}

and
u~ ={1€T| there is a T-path from s; to v not via u in .#"}.

So {7 €T | thereis a T-path from s; to vin A"} =u™ Uu".
Because there is only one path from s; to v in .#”" which does not go via u, that is,

/ / / /
siRGM s,-HR(,‘,+2 o Resp—1Rg V.

It follows that u~ equals 1 (o + ¢’) or T ¢/, depending on whether i <n—1 or i =n— 1. There is
only one path from s; to u in .#”" which does not go via v in .47, that is, uR; s1Rg, ... Rysi 1Rg.s;i. It
follows that {T € T | there is a 7-path from s; to u not via v in .4} equals 1 (o + ¢’) or 1 0, depending
on whetheri > 1ori=1.

Wheni=n—1,1(0c+0’)={1€T| thereis a T-path from s, to u not via v in .#"}. Together with
the fact that Ry, is a foundational bridge from u to v in .4/, it follows that u™ =1 (6 4+ 0’ + 0p). Since
0p < o+06’,ut =1 (0+0’). Combining with the facts that u~ equals 1 ¢’ and 6’ < 0 + ¢', it follows
that T ¢’ = {t € T | there is a T-path from s; to v in .#”'}, that is, the foundational bridge from s; to v in
N isRL,.

When 1 <i<n—1, it is still the case that u™ =1 (0 + ¢’) using a similar argument in the case
i+1=n.Butu equals 1 (6 + 0’) in this case. Thus it follows that

t(0+40')={t€T| thereis a t-path from s; to vin 4"}

that is, the foundational bridge from s; to vin .4 is R, , ..

When i = 1,706 = {7 €T | thereis a t-path from s; to u not via v in .#”'}. Together with the fact
that Rg, is the foundational bridge from u to v in ./, it follows that u™ =1 (0p + ). Since u~ equals
1 (0 + 0’) in this case and 6y + 6 < 6 + &', it follows that

1 (00+0)={t€T| thereis a T-path from s; to v in 4"}
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that is, the foundational bridge from s; to v in .4 is Ry, | .

Therefore, the foundational bridge from s; to s in .4 is either R, Y R toiis OF R’o_0 s

The second case where the ending point s’ is in {sy,s2...,5,—1} but the starting point s is not in
{s1,82...,8,—1}. This case is symmetric to the first case, so it follows by CO.

In the third case, s and s’ are both in {s1,s3...,58,-1}, say s =s; and 5’ = sjand i < j. The proof
is similar to the one we use in the first case for showing that there is a foundational bridge between s
and v in .4, In this case, there are two ways to go from s; to s;j. The first one is s;Rg, 11 . - Rg;sj which
does not go via u or v. It is easy to see that the set of all possible paths via this way is either 1 (o + 0”),
1 0 or 1 ¢’. The other one goes via u and v. The set of all possible paths is 1 (o + ¢’). Therefore, the
foundational bridge from s; to s; in 4" is either R, ot R orR.,.

In the last case, neither s nor s’ is in {sy,s2...,5,1}. If there is no path from s to s’ in .4~ going via
both u and v, the foundational bridge from s to s’ in .#” is the foundational bridge from s to s" in 4.

Assume that there are paths from s to s’ in .4” going via both u and v. There is 6 € T such that
18 ={1€T| thereis a T-path from s to s’ in .4 }.

Obviously, 16 C {t € T | there is a T-path from s; to s" in 4"}

For the other direction, take any t-path from s to s" in A", sSRow R, ... Row,,R,s". If the path goes
via s1,...,8, 1, then 6 < tand 6’ < 7. So 6 + 6’ < 7 and we can delete sy, ...,s,_1 from the path and
connect u and v by a 7-path in ./, becauase 0y < 6 + ¢’ < 7. This implies that there is a path in ./
SRiwiR:...uR;...Rv...Riw,R:s' So T €1 6.

Therefore, T 8 = {7 € T | there is a 7-path from s to s’ in .#"'}. O

Lemma A.0.13. For an atom A € At(X), there is a good network where one of its nodes is labelled by A.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.65 in [3]].

Choose some set S = {s' | i € @} and enumerate the set of potential defects (that is, the union of the
sets S x T x T x Sand S x T x Z). Given an atom A € At(X), let .4 be the network ({s°},0, (s°,A)).
Trivially, .4 is a finite, coherent network.

Let n > 0 and suppose .4;, is a finite, coherent network. If there is no defect in .4, let A;, = A4, for
all m > n. If there are defects in .4}, let D be the defect of .4}, that is minimal in our enumeration. Form
1 by repairing the defect D as described in the proof of the Repair Lemma. Observe that D will not
be a defect of any network extending .4}, .

Let A4 = (N,{Rc¢}zer,v) be given by N = U,coNn, Re=U,coRiforallt €T, V=U,ceVn
It is a coherent network since our repair preserves all conditions of coherency. Moreover, .4 is saturated.
Suppose otherwise, that is,there are some defects in .4". From these defects, take the minimal one in
the enumeration, say Dy. It must be a defect in some approximation of .4, say .4;,. Although Dy is not
necessarily the minimal defect in .4}, there are finite defects before Dy in .4}, to be repaired afterwards.
After finite many steps of repair, D becomes the minimal defect to be repaired. So Dy is repaired at
some stage of the process of repair, contradiction. 0

A.6 Proving the completeness of S5LCDK

For any finite consistent set of formulas X, extend it to an atom A over X and construct a good network
A according to Lemma Construct the perfect network &7 4 based on the good network .4
Let §» be the frame underlying the perfect network &?. Finally, prove the truth lemma for the induced
model J» = (§»,V y) using the Existence Lemma for perfect network (Lemma . Because the
frame underlying a perfect network is S5-regular, we have proved the completeness of SSLCDK with
respect to the class of S5-regular frames.
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A.7 Proving the completeness of S4LCDK

In the case of S4, Lemma[A.0.4]should be changed to
Lemma A.0.14. The canonical relations are reflexive.

Proposition [A.2] should be changed to
Proposition A.7. ASZB implies that B; C A;

Lemma|[A.0.8 makes use of Proposition[A.2] Its proof in the S4 case should be changed accordingly.

The condition CO in the definition of coherent networks should be removed. The proofs in Section
[A.5] which are based on the condition CO need to be modified accordingly. In the proof of the repair
lemma, when constructing new networks, we keep the forward pairs (s,s"), (s;,5;+1) and get rid of the
backward pairs (s,s), (si+1,5;). The proof that our repair of the two types of defects preserves all
conditions of coherency becomes simpler, because the paths from s; to s, in .4 are all one-way
paths. For S1 defect, the original proof still works. For S2 defect, we only need to consider the first, the
third and the fourth cases we consider in the original proof. For the first case, the only way to reach s’
from s; is via v and all paths from s; to v go only via s; where i < k < n. For the third case, all path from
s; to s; go only via s; where i < k < j. For the fourth case, the orignal proof still works.
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