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ABSTRACT

This paper introduces the notion of ‘commonly knowing whether’, a non-standard version of stand-
ard common knowledge which is defined on the basis of ‘knowing whether’, instead of standard
‘knowing that’. After giving five possible definitions of this notion, we explore the logical relations
among them in the single-agent and multi-agent cases. We propose a sound and complete axiomat-
ization. We investigate one of the five definitions in terms of expressivity via a strategy of modal
comparison games.

1 Introduction

Common knowledge, or ‘commonly knowing that’, as the strongest concept among group epistemic notions, has
been studied extensively in various areas such as artificial intelligence, epistemic logic, epistemology, philosophy of
language, epistemic game theory, see e.g. [1,14,5,[7,9/[10]. Intuitively, a proposition is common knowledge among
a group of agents, if the proposition is true, everyone (in the group) knows it, everyone knows everyone knows it,
everyone knows everyone knows everyone knows it, and so on ad infinitum common knowledge is defined based on
the notion of ‘knowing that’.

Beyond ‘knowing that’, recent years have witnessed a growing interest in other types of knowledge, such as ‘knowing
whether’, ‘knowing what’, ‘knowing how’, ‘knowing why’, ‘knowing who’, see [[15] for an excellent overview. Among
these notions, ‘knowing whether’ is the closest friend of ‘knowing that’. The notion of ‘Knowing whether’ is used
frequently to specify knowledge goals and preconditions for actions, see e.g. [8L[11,12]. Besides, ‘knowing whether’
corresponds to an important notion of philosophy, that is, non-contingency, the negation of contingency, which dates
back to Aristotle [3]. An agent knows whether a proposition ¢ holds, if the agents knows that ¢ is true, or the agent
knows that ¢ is false; otherwise, the agent is ignorant about . A proposition ¢ is non-contingent, if it is necessary
that ¢, or it is impossible that ¢; otherwise, ¢ is contingent. Just as ‘knowing that’ is the epistemic counterpart of
necessity, ‘knowing whether’ is the epistemic counterpart of non-contingency. For an overview of contingency and
‘knowing whether’, we recommend [6].

It is therefore natural to ask what the notion of ‘commonly knowing whether’ is in contrast to the notion of common
knowledge based on ‘knowing that’. ‘Commonly knowing whether’ is not equivalent to common knowledge. For
instance, suppose you see two people chatting beside a window but you cannot look outside yourself. Then you
know that they commonly know whether it is sunny outside, but you do not know that they commonly know that it is
sunny outside since you do not see the weather. There has been no unanimous agreement yet on the formal definition
of ‘commonly knowing whether’. As we will show, there are at least five definitions for this notion, which are not
logically equivalent over various frame classes.

There has been no unanimous agreement yet on the formal definition of ‘commonly knowing whether’. As we will
show, there are at least five definitions for this notion, which are not logically equivalent over various frame classes.
Also, we will demonstrate that one of the definitions is not expressible with common knowledge.

*Jie Fan and Xingchi Su are main authors of this paper.

This so-called ‘iterate approach’, attributed to [[7], is the most common and orthodox view of common knowledge. There are
also approaches called ‘the fixed-point approach’ and ‘the shared-environment approach’, see [2] for the comparisons among the
three approaches and also for related references.
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The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] gives five definitions for the notion of ‘commonly
knowing whether’, which are based on distinct intuitions. SectionBlcompares their implicational powers in the single-
agent and also multi-agent cases. Section ] gives an axiomatization and demonstrates its soundness and completeness.
Section [3] explores the relative expressivity of one of the five definitions, via a strategy of modal comparison games.
Moreover, we explore some special properties of Cws over binary trees in Section[@l Finally, we conclude with some
future work in Section[7]

2 Definitions of ‘Commonly Knowing Whether’ (C'w)

This section presents some definitions for the notion of ‘commonly knowing whether’. To begin with, we fix a
denumerable set of propositional variables P and a nonempty finite set of agents G. We use G to refer to the set of
finite and nonempty sequences only consisting of agents from G, and |G| to refer to the number of agents in G. The
languages involved in this paper are defined recursively as follows:

Cw pu=pl-p|(pAg)]|Kwip|Ewp | Cwp
C opu=pl-p|l(@Ay)|Kip|Ep]|Cp

where p € P, and ¢ € G. In this paper, for the sake of simplicity, we only concern G but not any of its proper subsets.

Intuitively, Kw; ¢ is read “agent ¢ knows whether ¢, Ewyp is read “everyone knows whether ¢, Cwy is read “a set
of agents commonly knows whether ¢”, and K;, E, C are more familiar operators of individual knowledge, general
knowledge, and common knowledge, respectively.

As noted in the introduction, according to the iterate approach, common knowledge is defined as infinite iteration of
general knowledge (namely ‘everyone knows’). Similarly, we can give an iterate approach to commonly knowing
whether, according to which commonly knowing whether amounts to infinite iteration of ‘everyone knows whether’.
For this, we need to define the notion of ‘everyone knowing whether’. One definition for ‘everyone knowing whether’
is similar to the notion of ‘everyone knows’, that is, to say everyone in a group knows whether ¢, if every agent in the
group knows whether ¢ (Def.[2). This is seemingly the most natural notion of ‘everyone knowing whether’. Another
definition for ‘everyone knowing whether’ is similar to (individual) knowing whether; namely, everyone in a group
knows whether ¢, if everyone in the group knows that ¢ is true, or everyone in the group knows that ¢ is false (Def. [).

Definition 1 Ew, ¢ := Ep V E—~p
Definition 2 Ewsyp := /\ieGKwi‘p

It should be easy to check that Ew; is stronger than Ew,. This can be informally explained as follows: for any agent,
if (s)he knows ¢ or knows —¢, then (s)he knows whether ¢ is true; however, the other direction fails, because it is
possible that some agents know that ¢ is true but others know that ¢ is false.

Based on the above definitions of ‘everyone knowing whether’ and common knowledge, we propose the following
possible definitions for ‘commonly knowing whether’.

Definition 3 Cwip := Cp V C—p

The definition of Cw; is structurally similar to that of Ew;. Intuitively, it says that a group commonly knows whether @,
if the group has either common knowledge of ¢ or has common knowledge of the negation of . Cw; corresponds to
the notion of ‘commonly knowing whether’ in the sunny weather example in the introduction. Besides, this definition
may also find applications in question-answer contexts. suppose that Sue is attending a conference and asking the
speaker a question: “Is g true or false?” No matter whether the speaker says ‘Yes’ or ‘No’, all attendees will commonly
know whether p. Since if the speaker says ‘Yes’, then the attendees will commonly know that p is true; otherwise, the
attendees will commonly know that p is false. The answer of the speaker amounts to an announcement whether p [13]
(depending on the truth value of p), which leads to the common knowledge as to the truth value of p.

Definition 4 Cwyyp := CEwgp
According to this definition, a group commonly knows whether o, if it is common knowledge that everyone knows
whether ¢. Since there are two different definitions of Ew, we have also two different definitions of Cwo, that is,

Cwayp := CEwip and Cwasp := CEwyp.

Definition 5 Cwzp := /\ -, (Ew)"¢
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This is the iterated approach to commonly knowing whether: a group commonly knows whether o, if everyone (in
the group) knows whether ¢, everyone knows whether everyone knows whether ¢, everyone knows whether everyone
knows whether everyone knows whether ¢, and so on ad infinitum. Cw3 corresponds to the notion of ‘commonly
knowing whether’ in the muddy children example in the introduction. As indicated in that example, neither q nor
—q is common knowledge among the single-agent set of the mud child, thus Cwjs is not stronger than Cw;. Again,
because there are two different definitions of Ew, we have also two different definitions of Cws, that is, Cwsp =

/\kZI(Ewl)kg) and Cwszop := /\k21(Ew2)k<p.
Definition 6 Cwyp := /\iGG Cw1Kw;p, that is, Cwyp := /\ieG(CKwicp V C—=Kw;p)

According to this definition, a group commonly knows whether ¢, if for every member (in the group), it is common
knowledge that (s)he knows whether ¢ or it is common knowledge that (s)he does not know whether .

Definition 7 Cwsyp = /\SEG+ Kwsp, where Kwsp := Kwg, ... Kwg, @ if s = s1... 8y, is a nonempty sequence of
agents.

This definition is inspired by the hierarchy of inter-knowledge of a group given in [10]. According to this definition,
‘commonly knowing whether’ amounts to listing all the possible inter-‘knowing whether’ states among every nonempty
subset of the group. .

3 Implication Relations among the definitions of C'w

This section explores the implication relations among the above five definitions of ‘commonly knowing whether’. The
semantics of Cw and C are interpreted over Kripke models. A (Kripke) model is a tuple M = (W, {R; | i € G}, V),
where W is a nonempty set of (possible) worlds (also called ‘states’), I; is an accessibility relation for each agent 7,
and V is a valuation function assigning a set of possible worlds to each propositional variable in P. We say that (M, s)
is a pointed model, if M is a model and s is a world in M. We use — to denote the union of all R; for i € G, and — to
denote the reflexive-transitive closure of —, that is, —»= UneN —"™. A (Kripke) frame is a model without valuations.
Moreover, we use IC, T, D45, and S5 to denote the class of all Kripke frames, the class of reflexive frames, the class
of serial, transitive and Euclidean frames, and the class of reflexive and Euclidean frames, respectively.

Given a model M = (W, {R; | i € G}, V) and a world w € W, the semantics of Cw and C are defined inductively
as follows (we do not list the semantics of Ew and Cw due to their alternative definitions).

Definition 8 The truth conditions for the formulas in Cw and C are shown as follows:
e MiwkEp&sweV(p)
s MwE-pe Mwkep
s MwEpAY & MwE pand M,wE Y
s M,wE Kw;p < forallu,v € W, if wR;u and wR;v, then (M,uE ¢ < M,vE ¢)
s MwEK;p< forallu e W,if wR;u, then M,ukE ¢
s MwEEp < forallue W, if w— u, then M,ukF ¢
s MwE Cp & forallue W, if w— u, then M,ukE ¢

Notions of satisfiability and validity are defined as normal. For instance, we say that  is valid over the class of frames
C, written C E ¢, if for all frames F in C, for all models M based on F, for all worlds w in M, we have M, s E ¢;
we say that ¢ is valid, if ¢ is valid over the class of all frames K.

The following result will simplify the later proofs. We omit the proof details due to the space limitation.

Proposition 1 1. ECp — CEp
2. Fp — ¢ implies E Cp — Cip.
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3.1 Single-agent Case

This part investigates the implication relations among definitions of ‘commonly knowing whether’. First, we explore
the implication relations between the two definitions of ‘everyone knowing whether’. It turns out that Ew; and Ew,
are equivalent in the single-agent case.

Proposition 2 If |G| = 1, then for any ¢, E Ew1p <> Ewap.

Proof 1 Let |G| = 1, say G = {i}. In this case, Ewsp is just Kw;p. Also, E Ep <> K;p, and E E—p < K;—¢, and
thus = Ep NV E~¢ < Ko V K;—, that is, E Ewip <> Ewap.

This tells us that in the single-agent case, we do not need to distinguish between Cws; and Cwao, and between Cws;
and Cws3o, and thus we only talk about Cwy and Cws, respectively, when only one agent is involved. In the reminder
of this subsection, we assume G to be a single-agent set {i}.

Proposition 3 F Cwyp — Cwa, E Cwap — Cwsp, and therefore, E Cwip — Cwsp.

Proof 2 Since = Cp — CEp, and F CEp — CEwy (because = E¢ — Ewyp), we have = Cp — CEwy. Similarly,
we obtain = C—p — CEw—p. It is easy to see that E Ewyp < Ew-p. Therefore, E Co V C—¢p — CEwyp, i.e.,
E Cwip — Cwap.

Moreover, since CEwp = Ewp NEEwp A - - -, and = Ep — Ewp, we can show that = CEwp — Ewpo NEWEwWp A - - -,
that is, F Cwap — Cwsp.

Proposition 4 # Cwypp — Cwyp.
Proof 3 Consider the following model M:

i——=1:Dp

S:p

Clearly, M, s E K;p and M,t E K;p. Then M, s E Ep and Mt E Ep. We can obtain that M, s E CEwp. However,
M,s ¥ CpV C—p: Since M,s ¥ p, we have M, s ¥ Cp; since M,t ¥ —p, we have M,s ¥ C—p. Therefore,
E Cwap — Cwip.

Proposition 5 ¥ Cwsp — Cwa, and thus ¥ Cwsp — Cwip.
Proof 4 Consider the following model N :

™
Sip<—i—>t;ﬁp

Since s has only one successor, N', s & Kw;p for all o, thus N', s = Ewy for all o, and hence N',s & Cwsp. In
particular, N'; s E Cwsp.

However, N, t ¥ Kw;p, thus N, t ¥ Ewp, and then N, s ¥ CEwp, that is, N, s ¥ Cwap. Therefore, ¥ Cwsp — Cwap.
Proposition 6 = Cwap — Cwyp. As a corollary, E Cwip — Cwyp.

Proof 5 Since E CEwyp <> CKw;p, whereas E Cw1Kw;p <> (CKw;p V C—Kw;p), therefore E CEwp — (CKw;p V
C—Kw; ), that is, E Cwap — Cwyp.

Proposition 7 # Cwsp — Cwyp.

Proof 6 Consider the model N in the proof of Prop.[3again. On the one hand, we have shown that N', s E Cwsp.
On the other hand, since N, t ¥ Kw;p, we have that N', s ¥ CKw;p; moreover, because N, s ¥ —Kw;p, we infer that
N, s ¥ C—Kw;p, which implies that N, s ¥ Cwap. Therefore, ¥ Cwsp — Cwyp.

Proposition 8 # Cwyp — Cwsp. As a corollary, ¥ Cwap — Cwap and ¥ Cwyp — Cwip.
Proof 7 Consider the following model: _ _
S:p<——-i——>1t:p
It is easy to check that s F =Kw;p and t E ~Kw;p, from which we can obtain s = C—Kw;p. Then s E Cwyp.
However, since s ¥ Kw;p, we have s ¥ Ewp, i.e. s ¥ Cwsp. Therefore, # Cwyp — Cwsp.
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Figure 1: Logical relationships in the single-agent case

From the proofs of the Props.[6land[§] it follows that even on S5-models, Cwy is not logically equivalent to Cwy, Cwo
and Cws.

Proposition 9 = Cwsp < Cwsop.

Proof 8 Since in the case that G = {i}, F Ewyp <> Kw;p, we have F Cwzp <> J\;5, (Kw;)¥p. Moreover, E Cwsip +>
(Kwio AN Kw;Kw;p A - -+). So, E Cwsp <> Cwsep.

Summarize the main results of this subsection as follows.
Theorem 1 In the single-agent case, the logical relationships among Cwy, Cwa, Cws, Cwy and Cwsy are shown in

Fig.[Il where an arrow from one operator O to another O' means that for all o, Op — O’ is valid over the class of
frames in question, and the arrows are transitive.

3.2 Multi-agent Cases

Now we move on to the multi-agent cases, that is, the cases when |G| > 1. As explained before, it is possible that
some agents knows that ¢ is true but others know that ¢ is false, thus Ew; is stronger than Ews.

Proposition 10 The following statements hold:

(a) E Ewip — Ewgp;
(b) ¥ Ewasp — Ewqp.

Proof 9 (a) is straightforward by definitions of Ew, and Ews and the semantics. For (b), consider the following model
s:p

It is clear that M, s = Kw;p A Kw;p, thus M, s E Ewap. However, M, s ¥ Ep and M, s ¥ E—p, thus M, s ¥ Ew1p.
Therefore, # Ewap — Ew1p.

j—1:p

Due to Prop. in the multi-agent cases, we need to distinguish between Ew; and Ews, and thus need to distinguish
between Cwsq and Cwao, and also between Cws; and Cwss.

The following is the main result in this part.

Theorem 2 In the multi-agent cases, the logical relationships among Cwy, Cwa1, Cwag, Cwsy, Cwsa, Cwy and Cws
are shown in Fig.

Proposition 11 F Cwip — Cwa1p, F Cwa1p — Cwasp. Consequently, = Cwip — Cwagp.

Proof 10 The first part is immediate from Prop.[3]
Moreover, as E Ew1p — Ewsp (by Prop.[I0(a)), thus = CEwyp — CEws, that is, E Cwa1p — Cwasp.

Proposition 12 F Cwa10 — Cws1, E Cwaap — Cwsap. As a consequence, = Cwa1p — Cwsgp.

Proof 11 Similar to the proof in Prop.[3l



A PREPRINT - 21ST OCTOBER 2021

CW5

7

CW1 e CW21 CW22 CW4

NN

CW31 CW32

Figure 2: Logical relationships in the multi-agent cases

Proposition 13 ¥ Cwasp — Cws1p. As a consequence, ¥ Cwaap — Cway .

Proof 12 Consider the model M in the proof of Prop.[I0 (D).

We have seen that M, s E Ewap. Moreover, it is obvious that M,t E Ewyp, and thus M,s E CEwsp. However,
M, s ¥ Ep and M, s ¥ E—p, thus M, s ¥ Ew1p, and hence M, s ¥ Cws1p. Therefore, ¥ Cwasp — Cws1p.

Proposition 14 = Cws1p — Cwsap. As a result, # Cws1p — Cwasp.

Proof 13 Consider the following model:
t3 'p \/? t4 LTp

N

t1:p=<—i—s:p i—19: D

Firstly, s F Cws1p. To see this, notice that s = Ewyp. Since M,t1 ¥ Ewyp and M, ts ¥ Ewip, we infer that
M, s E EwiEwip. Moreover, as t3 and ty both have no successors, t3 E Ewyp and t4 E Ewyip for all o, then
t1 E EwiEwyp and to F Ewy1 Ew1p, and therefore s E EwyEw1Ew1 for all . This implies that s E Cw3z1p.

Secondly, s ¥ Cwsap. To see this, note that t1 ¥ Ewsp and to E Ewop. This implies that s ¥ EwsEwap, and therefore
s ¥ Cwszap. Now we conclude that # Cws1p — Cwsap.

Proposition 15 ¥ Cwsop — Cwsip.

Proof 14 Use the model M in the proof of Prop. [0 (b). We have seen there that M, s ¥ Ewip, and thus M, s ¥
CW31p.

Moreover, as s has only one i-successor and only one j-successor, we have M, s E Kw;p A Kw;o for all ¢, that is,
M, s E Ews for all v, and thus M, s E Cwsap for all ¢, hence M, s E Cwsap. Therefore, 2 Cwsap — Cwsip.

Proposition 16 ¥ Cwa1p — Cwyp, and thus ¥ Cwasp — Cwi.
Proof 15 Similar to the proof of Prop.

Proposition 17 2 Cws10 — Cway, and ¥ Cwzop — Cwasp.
Proof 16 Similar to the proof of Prop.[3

Proposition 18 F Cwasp — Cwyp, and thus E Cwa1p — Cwyp.

Proof 17 By definition of Ews, we have F Ewsp < /\iEGKwigo, then E CEwsp <> C/\Z.EGKWZ'QD, that is, E
CEwsp <> /\ieGCKwi(p, and thus E Cwasp — Cwyp.

Proposition 19  Cwyp — Cwsap and # Cwyp — Cwsip. Consequently, ¥ Cwyp — Cwasp, F Cwap — Cwayp,
E Cwyp — Cwip.
Proof 18 Consider the model in the proof of Prop.|8l We have already seen that s = Cwyp.

However, since s ¥ Kw;p, thus s ¥ Ewop, which implies that s ¥ Ew1p due to Prop.[I0(a). It follows that s ¥ Cwsap
and s ¥ Cws1p. Therefore, ¥ Cwyp — Cwsop and ¥ Cwyp — Cws1p.
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Proposition 20 = Cwayp — Cwsp.

Proof 19 Let M = (W, {R; | i € G},V) be a model and w € W. Suppose that M,w E Cwasp, to show that
M,w E Cws, that is, M,wE N\ v Kwsp. Let s € G™ be arbitrary. It suffices to prove that M, w E Kw,p. For
this, we show a stronger result: (*) for any u such that w — u, we have that M,u E Kwsp. From this it follows
immediately that M, w E Kwsp due to the fact that w — w.

We proceed by induction on the length of s, denoted by |s|. By supposition, for all u such that w — u, we have
MukE N, gKwie.

Base step: |s| = 1. We may assume that s = i1, where i1 € G. For any u with w — u, as M,u F /\ieGKwiQD, we
have obviously that M, u E Kw;, . Therefore, (x) holds.

Induction step: hypothesize that (x) (%) also holds for |s| = k + 1. For this, we

may assume that s = iqig -+ - i1, where i, € Gform € [1,k 4+ 1].

For all u such that w — w, for all v such that uR;, v, we have w — v. Note that |is - -ixy1| = k. Then by IH, we
derive that M,v F Kws,...;, ., @, and therefore, M, u F Kw; i,..5, ., 0, that is, M,u = Kw,p. We have now shown
(%), as desired.

Proposition 21 * Cwsap — Cwsp. As a consequence,  Cwsap — Cwazp.

Proof 20 Consider the following model:
s:p i t:p i,J vip

1,j—= W . TP

In this model, on one hand, s = Cwsap: note that s = Ewqp is easily verified; since t ¥ Kw;p, thus t ¥ Ewop, similarly,
since u ¥ Kw;p, thus uw ¥ Ewsp, from which it follows that s E EwsEwop. Moreover, since both v and w have no
successors, Ewap N EwasEwsp A - - - holds at both v and w, then EwaoEwap N EwsEwsEwap A - - - holds at both t and
u. Therefore, s E EwoEwaEwop N\ EwoEwsEwoEwop A - - -, as desired.

On the other hand, t = Kw;p but uw ¥ Kw;p, and hence s ¥ Kw;Kw;p. This entails that s ¥ Cwsp, as desired.
Proposition 22 ¥ Cwsp — Cwsap.

Proof 21 Consider the following model:

v1tp V2 1P v3ip Vgt 7P
N N
uy : pA 'p us :p Ug i P

™~ y ry7
SO

li:p to:p
N 7
\-19/

We now show that M, s & Cwsp but M, s ¥ Cwsap.

One may easily see that M, s = Kw;p for all ¢, and s & Kw;p, thus s = Kw;pANKw;p. Moreover, t, and t3 both satisfy
Kw;p for all ¢ and Kw;p, and then s = Kw;Kw;p AN Kw;Kw;p. Besides, u1 = =Kw;p AKw;p and us = Kw;p A—Kw;p,
which implies that t1 F —Kw;Kw;p A =Kw;Kw;p; us F Kw;po A Kwjp for any ¢, us F —Kw;p A ~Kw;p, thus
ta F =Kw;Kw;p A ~Kw;Kw;p, and hence s & Kw;Kw;Kw;p N Kw;Kw;Kw;p. Of course s £ Kw;Kw;p for all ¢,
thus s E Kw;Kw;Kw;p N\ Kw;Kw;jKw;p. Because vi,v2,vs, vy all satisfy Kwqp for all ¢ and a, we can obtain that
s E KwoKwpKw.Kwgp for all a,b,c,d € G. Therefore, M, s E Cwsp.

Since up ¥ Kwip A Kw;p for k = 1,2, thus t1 F Kw;Ewap, and then ty F Kw;Ewap A Kw;Ewap, i.e. t1 E EwaEwqp.
However, us F Ewop and uy ¥ Ewsp, which entails that to ¥ KwiEwop, and thus to ¥ EwsEwap. Therefore,
s ¥ Kw;EwsEwsop, and thus s ¥ EwsEwsEwsop. This leads to M, s ¥ Cwsap.
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Cwy <> Cwa] <> Cwoy <> Cwgy <> Cwzo <> Cws

l

C Wwa

Figure 3: Logical relationships over 7 and S5 (multi-agent).

Proposition 23 ¥ Cws10 — Cwsp.

Proof 22 Consider the model in the proof of Prop. It has been shown there that s ¥ Cwsp. It then suffices to prove
that s F Cws1p.

As s F Kipand s F K for all o, we obtain s F Ep, and thus s = Ewp. Since t ¥ Ep V E—p and v ¥ Ep\V E-p, we
can show that s ¥ E=Ew1p, and then s E Ew1 Ew1p. Moreover, because v and w both have no successors, v E Ewyp
andw E Ewyp for all o, thus t & Ew1 Ewi@ and u E EwiEwy @, and hence s E EwyEw1 Ewy @ for all . This together
gives us s E Cws1p.

Proposition 24 * Cwsp — Cwsjp.
Proof 23 Consider the model in the proof of Prop.22) It has been shown there that s & Cwsp. The remainder is to

show that s ¥ Cwsy1p. The proof is as follows.

One may check that Ew1p is true at us but false at uy,us, uy. It then follows that t, = Ewi1Ew1p but to ¥ Ew1Ew1p,
and therefore s ¥ Ew1Ew1Ew1p, which implies that s ¥ Cws1p, as desired.

Proposition 25 # Cwsap — Cwyp.

Proof 24 Use the model in the proof of Prop. It has been shown there that s F Cwsap.

Moreover, s £ Cwyp. To see this, note that t ¥ —Kw;p and uw ¥ Kw;p. This entails that s ¥ CKw;p V C—Kw;p.
Therefore, s # Cwyp.

Proposition 26 = Cws1p — Cwyp.

Proof 25 Use the model in the proof of Prop. By Prop. we have s ¥ Cwyp. By Prop.[23] we obtain s = Cws1p.
Therefore, # Cws1p — Cwyp.

Proposition 27 # Cwsp — Cwsep.

Proof 26 Consider the model in the proof of Prop.[8 We have seen that M, s |= Cwyap. However, as M, s E = Kw;p,
we can obtain that M, s # Cwsp. So, ¥ Cwsp — Cwsp.

Proposition 28 ¥ Cwsp — Cwap.

Proof 27 Use the model in the proof of Prop. There, we have shown that M,s = Cwsp. It is now sufficient to
prove that M, s ¥ Cwyp.

Note that ui ¥ Kw;p and us ¥ —Kw;p. This gives us s ¥ CKw;p N C—-Kw;p, and therefore s ¥ Cw4p.

We have thus completed the proof of Thm.[Il Note that all proofs involved are based on K. In fact, we can also explore
the implication relations of Cw; — Cws over D45, over T, and also over §5. It turns out that the implication relations
over K'D45 is the same as those over K (see Fig.[2)), and the implication relations over 7 and S5 is figured as follows
(see Fig.[3). We omit the proof details due to the space limitation.

Therefore, Cwy, Cwa, Cws and Cws boil down to the same thing once the frame is reflexive, which can be attributed
to agents’ agreements on the values of ¢. For example, if there is M, s = Kw;p A Kw;p where M is reflexive,
the values of  on all ¢-successors must agree with those on all j-successors since they share a common successor s.
Comparatively, if M is not reflexive, the case of M, s = K;p A K= is possible.
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4 Axiomatization

S5 is the class of frames specifically for knowledge or epistemic description. As mentioned above, over S5, the five
definitions of ‘commonly knowing whether’ are logically equivalent except Cw,4. Also, one may verify that Ew; and
Ewy are logically equivalent over S5. In this section, we axiomatize Cw over §5. The language Cw can now be
defined recursively as follows:

pu=plop|(eA)| Kwip | Cwe,
where Cw means Cwy, and Ewy abbreviates /\Z. G Kw;p.

The semantics of Cw is defined as before in addition to the semantics of Cw as follows.

Definition 9 M, w E Cwp < for all u,v, if w — uwand w — v, then (M,ukE ¢ <= M,vE ¢).

4.1 Proof system and Soundness

The proof system PLCKWS5 is an extension of the axiom system of the logic of ‘knowing whether’ CILS5 in [6] plus
the axioms and rules concerning Cw.

Definition 10 The axiomatization of PLCKWS5 consists of the following axiom schemas and inference rules:
All instances of tautologies (TAUT)

Kw;i(x — ©) A Kwi(=x = ¢) — Kw;p  (Kw-CON)
Kwip — Kwi(o — ¥) V Kwi(~¢ — x)  (Kw-DIS)

Kwio AKw;(p — ) A — Kw;p (Kw-T)
—Kw;o = Kw;—=Kw;p (WKw-5)
Kwip < Kwi—p (Kw-+)

Cw(x — @) ACw(=x = ) = Cwp  (Cw-CON)
Cwo — Cw(p = )V Cw(—p — x)  (Cw-DIS)

Cwp A Cw(p = ) Ap — Cwip (Cw-T)
Cwp — (Ewp N EwCwep) (Cw-Mix)
Cw(p — Ewp) = (p — Cwip) (Cw-Ind)
from @ infer Kw;p (Kw-NEC)
from @ infer Cwyp (Cw-NEC)
from @ < Y infer Kw;p < Kw;1) (Kw-RE)
Sfrom @ < 1 infer Cwyp < Cwyp (Cw-RE)
from @ and ¢ — Y infer ¢ (MP)

Proposition 29 PLCKWSS5 is sound with respect to S5.

Proof 28 The soundness of the axioms (Kw-CON), (Kw-DIS), (Kw-T), (wKw-5) and the soundness of the rules (Kw-
NEC), (Kw-RE), (MP) are already proved in [6|]]. Moreover, the soundness of (Cw-CON), (Cw-DIS), (Cw-T), (Cw-
NEC) and (Cw-RE) can be shown as their Kw-counterparts. It suffices to show the soundness of (Cw-Mix) and
(Cw-Ind). Let M = (W, {R; | i € G}, V) be an arbitrary S5-model and w € W.

For (Cw-Mix): Suppose that M, w E Cwe, to show that M, w E Ewp N EwCwyp. We only show that M, w E EwCwp,
since M,w E Ewy is straightforward.

If M,w ¥ EwCwy, then for some i € G and some u,v such that wR;u and wR;v we have M,u E Cwyp and
M, v ¥ Cwp. Then there exist vi,ve such that v — vy and v — vg and M,v1 E ¢ and M, vy ¥ . Then w — v
and w — v, and therefore M, w ¥ Cwyp, which is contrary to the supposition.

For (Cw-Ind): Suppose that M,w E Cw(p — Ewyp) A ¢. We show a stronger result: (x): for all u such that
w — u, we have M,u F @; equivalently, for all n € N, for all u such that w —" u, we have M,u F ¢ (Recall
that »= |, cn —"). From M,w E Cw(p — Ewy), it follows that either (1) for all u such that w — u we have
M, u E ¢ — Ewyp or (2) for all u such that w — u we have M,u F ¢ A ~Ewyp. The case (2) immediately gives us
(*). In the remainder; it suffices to consider the case (1).

We proceed with induction on n.

Base step (i.e. n = 0). In this case, we need to show that M,w E . This follows directly from the supposition.
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Inductive step. Assume by induction hypothesis (IH) that (x) holds for n = k. We show that (x) also holds for
n = k + 1. Hypothesize that w —"*1 w, then there exists v such that w —* v — u. By IH, M,v E ¢. Obviously,
w —» v, then using (1) we infer that M, v E ¢ — Ewey, thus M,v E Ewyp. Together with the fact that M,v E ¢
and the reflexivity of — (since R; is reflexive for all i € G), this would implies that for all x such that v — x we have
M, x E , and therefore M, u E ¢, as desired.

4.2 Completeness of PLCKWS5

We follow the basic idea on proving completeness of the logic of common knowledge to prove the completeness of
PLCKWS5.

Definition 11 The closure of o, denoted as cl(p), is the smallest set satisfying following conditions:
1. ¢ € cl(p).
2. ify € cl(p), then sub(y) C cl(yp).
3. if € cl(p) and 1) is not itself of the form —x, then —) € cl(yp).
4. ifKwip € cl(p) and Kw;x € cl(p), and x and ) are not themselves conditionals, then Kw;(x — ) € cl(y).
5. fCwyp € cl(yp), then {Kw;Cwyp | i € G} C cl(p).
6. If Cwp € cl(p), then {Kw;yp | i € G} C cl(p).
7. If "Kw;n € cl(p), Yn is not a negation and Cwipg € cl(p), then Kw;— (1)1 A —)2) € cl(p).

The definition of the canonical model for PLCKWSS?5 is inspired by the canonical models of CLS5 in [6], where the
definition of the canonical relation is inspired by an almost schema.

Definition 12 ® is a closure of some formula. We define the canonical model based on ® as M = (W¢ {RT | i e
G}, V®) where:

1. We ={X | ¥ is maximal consistent in ®}.

2. For each i € G, let R} be the reflexive closure of RS, where S RSA iff there exists an x which is not a
conditionals, such that:

(a) "Kw;x € X and
(b) forall p € ®: (Kw;p € ¥ and Kw;— (o A —x) € X) implies ¢ € A.

3 Ve(p)={ZeW|peX}

Here, it should be noticed that it has already been proved that R} is an equivalence relation in [6], which means we
no longer need the transitive and symmetric closure. A useful proposition should also be given in advance.

Proposition 30 Foralln > 1:
Lo+ (Kwi( A=y o6 = =) A Njzy Kwior A Ny Kwi(yh — 1)) = Kwith
2. F (Kwi(/\Zzl oK = P) A /\Z:l Kwipr A /\Z:l Kwi(= — ¢r)) = Kwiyp
The proof of Proposition[3011 is given in [[6] and Proposition[3012 can thereby be directly derived.

Lemma 1 (Lindenbaum’s Lemma) Let ® be the closure of some formula. Every consistent subset of ® is a subset of
a maximal consistent set in P.

The proof of Lemma(Tlis standard. In order to prove the completeness of PLCKWS5, we refer to the basic idea of the
completeness of classical common knowledge in [14]] and [3] and Lemmal[2l should be proved in advance.

Definition 13 (a-path) In the canonical model M€, if ¥ — A, then the sequence of maximal-consistent sets | =
(To, Ty, ---,Ty) satisfying following two conditionsi]

3Here we abuse the notation and use —» to denote the reflexive-transitive closure of the union of the canonical relations.

10
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1. X =Ty A=T,;
2. forany k (0 < k < n), there is an agent i € G such that T, RI Ty 1;
3. foranym (0 <m <n), a €Ty,
is an a-path from X to A.
Lemma 2 If Cwp € ®, then Cwyp € X iff every path from ¥ is a p-path or every path from ¥ is a —~p-path.

Proof 29 (=) Proof by induction on the length n of the path. We have to prove a stronger lemma: if Cwp € %, then
every path from X is a p-path and a Cwp-path or every path from ¥ is a ~p-path and Cw-path.

When n = 0, l = (X). Since ¥ is maximal consistent and ¢ € ®, ¢ € ¥ or = € 3. And Cwy € ¥ is our premise.

Induction hypothesis: If Cwy € %, then every path of length n is a p-path and a Cwp-path or every path of length n
is a ~p-path and a Cwep-path.

Induction Step: Assume l, = (50,31, ..., Xn) is a p-path and Cwy-path. Take a path of length (n + 1) from 3. By
induction hypothesis, Cwp € X,,. Let i be the agent such that ¥, RT3, 1. Since PLCKWS5 - Cwp — Kw;p
and Kw;p € ®, it must be the case that Kw;p € %,,. Suppose ¢ & S,41. By the definition of RY, there exists a x
which is not conditionals such that =Kw;p € X, and Kw;o & 3, or Kw;(x € ¢). By Kw;p € X, we can infer
that Kw;(x = @) € X, Since Cwp € ®, we know that o is itself not a conditionals. So Kw;(x — ¢) € ®. Thus,
—-Kw;(x = ¢) € X,. By (Kw-Dis) and (Kw-T), we have {Kw;p,—Kw;(x — ©), 9} b Kw;x, which implies that
Kw;x € Xy,. It contradicts to ~Kw;x € X,,. Therefore, p € ¥y, ;1.

Since PLCKWS5 - Cwp — EwCwy and PLCKWS5 F EwCwp — Kw;Cwe, it must be the case that Kw;Cwyp €
Yin. Similarly, we can prove that Cwp € X, 1. Thus, for any path with (n+1) length, it is a p-path and Cwp-path.

Assume 1, = (30,31, ..., ) is a ~p-path and Cwy-path. We can also prove that for any path with (n+1) length, it
is a ~p-path and Cw-path.

(<) Suppose that every path from ¥ is a p-path or every path from ¥ is a —p-path. We want to prove that = \' X —
Ewep. Assume, to reach a contradiction, that \ > N =Ew is consistent. It implies that there exists i € G such that
A A =Kw;p is consistent. By Cwp € O, =Kw;p € ®. So ~Kw;p € X.. And we know that ¢ is not a conditionals.
Now we are to construct two maximal consistent sets in ®, I'y and I's such that ER;‘FI‘l and ER?FQ and ¢ € I'1 and
- € I'y. Firstly, we will show the following two items:

1. {6 ] 0 is not conditionals and Kwif € ¥ and Kw;(p — 6) € 3} U {p} is consistent.
2. {0 0 is not conditionals and Kw;f € ¥ and Kwi(—~¢ — 0) € X} U {—¢} is consistent.

As forlll assume that it is not consistent. It implies that there exist 01, - - -, 0,, in it such thatt (61 \---N6,,) — —p and
Kw;0; € ¥ and Kw; (¢ — 0i) € X forall 1 < k < n. By (Kw-NEC), = Kw;((61 A ---6,) — —p). By Proposition
BA 1, we infer that Kw;p € .. Contradiction.

As for[Q] assume that it is not consistent. It implies that there exist 01, - - , 0, in it such thatt= (01 \---N0,,) — ¢ and
Kw;0 € ¥ and Kw;(—~p — 0;) € E forall 1 < k < n. By (Kw-NEC), = Kw;((61 A ---6,) — ). By Proposition
302, we infer that Kw;p € Y. Contradiction.

Thus, these two consistent sets can be extended to two maximal consistent sets I'y and I's, according to Lindenbaum
lemma. Accroding to the definition of RY, YRIT1 and SRITy and p € Ty and —~p € Ta. It contradicts to our

supposition that every path from X is a @-path or every path from ¥ is a —~p-path. So we have - \' ¥ — Ewyp. By
(Cw-NEC) and (Cw-Ind), = \ ¥ — Cwe. Therefore, Cwyp € 3.

Lemma 3 (Finite Truth Lemma) For any Cw-formula 1), for all ¥ € W€, we have M, % |= 9 iff ) € .

Proof 30 By induction on v:
o When 1) is a Boolean formula or is Kw;p, the proof can be shown as in [6]].
o When ) = Cwep:

‘Only if’: Suppose that Cwp & Y. By Lemma [2] there exist two paths |y and ly such that 1y is not a p-path and
lo is not a ~p-path. Thus, there must be a A1 € 11 such that ~p € A1 and a As € I such that ¢ € As. By
induction hypothesis, we have M¢, A1 & —p and M¢, Ay = . By the definition[I3 ¥ — Ay and ¥ — As. Thus,
Me Y FE Cwe.

11



A PREPRINT - 21ST OCTOBER 2021

‘If’: Assume M, % = Cwep. By the semantics of Cwep, there exist A1, Ay € W with ¥ — Ay, ¥ — Ag, such that
M A1 | pand M, Ay |= —p. By induction hypothesis, ¢ € A1 and ~p € Ao. Thus, there exists a path 1, where
A1 € 1y such that Iy us not a ~p-path and there also exists a path lo where Ay € 1o such that ly is not a p-path. By
Lemmal2l Cwy & 3.

By Lemma[3] we obtain the completeness of PLCKWS5.

Theorem 3 The logic PLCKWSS5 is weakly complete with respect to S5.

5 Expressivity

In this section, we will compare the expressivity of Cws with that of common knowledge, since both notions are
inspired by the hierarchy of inter-knowledge of a group given in [10]. The two languages are:

Cws pu=p|-p|(pAp)|Kwip|Cwsp
C  pu=pl-wl(ene) | Kip|Cp

5.1 Cws; is Bisimulation Invariant

Definition 14 Let M = (W, R, V) and M' = (W', R', V') be two Kripke models. A non-empty binary relation
Z C W x W' is called bisimulation between M and M’', written as M = M’, if the following conditions are
satisfied:

(i) If wZ'w', then w and w' satisfy the same proposition letters.
(ii) if wZ'w' and wRw, then there is a v’ € W' such that vZv' and w' R'v'.
(iii) If wZ'w' and w' R'v', then there exists v € W such that vZv' and wRwv.

When Z is a bisimulation linking two states w in M and w' in M', we say that two pointed models are bisimilar and
write Z : (M,w) = (M',w"). If a language L cannot distinguish any pair of bisimilar models, L is bisimulation
invariant.

Theorem 4 Cws is bisimulation invariant.

Proof 31 By induction on formulas  of Cws.
When ¢ is a Boolean formula, the proof is classical.
When ¢ = Kw;1), we prove it in three cases. For arbitrary two bisimilar models (M, r) and (N, t), we have:
s if M,r = Kw and for all r, withr —pp 1, M1y, |E . Since M,r = N, t, for any t,, witht =y tp,

there is an r,, such that r —p; r, and M, r, = N,t,. By induction hypothesis, v is bisimulation invariant.
Thus N,t, = . So N,t E K.

s if M,r = Kw; and for all r,, with v — pp 7, M, 7y, |E ), similar to above case.

o if M,r = —~Kw;y, that means there are r1 with r — )y r1 and ro with v — g 19, such that M, r1 = 1 and
M,ry = ). Since M,r = N, t, there are t1 with t — t1 and ty with t — N to, such that M,r4 = N, t;
and M, ro = N, to. By induction hypothesis, 1 is bisimulation invariant. Thus N, t1 |= v and Nty = ).
Thus N, t |E ~Kw;.

Thus, Kw; is bisimulation invariant.
When ¢ = Cws1), assume two bisimular models (M, r) and (N, t), such that M,r | Cwsy and N,t | ~Cws.
That means there exists a sequence of agents s, such that M, r = Kws and Nt | ~Kwg. Let s = (i1, 12, ..., in).
So M,r = Kw;,v and N,t E —Kw;,~, where v = Kwiyi,,....i,)%. However, we have proved that for any

formula of the form Kw;,~y, they are bisimulation invariant. Thus, if M,r |= Kw;,~y, there must be N,t = Kw;, .
Contradiction.

Therefore, we proved that Cws is bisimulation invariant.

12
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5.2 Cand Cwj;

Although Cws is formed merely with Kw, which can be defined by classical operator K, surprisingly, Cws is not
expressible in C. We prove it by constructing two classes of models, which no C-formula can distinguish whereas
some Cws-formula can. The following definitions and lemmas facilitate our proofs.

Definition 15 (Modal Depth) The modal depth of a C-formula is defined by:
d(p) = 1; d(—p) = d();

d(p AN ) = maz{d(p),d(¥)};  d(Ke) =d(p) + 1;
d(Cp) = d(p) + 1.

To construct two classes of models, we first define two kinds of sets of possible worlds.
Definition 16 For every n > 1, we inductively define two sets of possible worlds T}, and Z,,:
» Ty = {too} and Zy = {z0},
o Ift; € Ty, thentyy € Tyy1 and tiyy € Ty, if 2 € Zy, then 20 € Zpy1 and zi1 € Znt1;
» T, and Z,, have no other possible worlds.
where |j| denotes the length of the subscript sequence j in each t; and z;.
Then we define two classes of models mentioned above.
Definition 17 Define the class of models M = {M,, = (W,,, R,,, V;,) | n € NT}, where
* Wn =T, U{r to},
* R, = {(ti,tio), (ti,ti1) | t: € T} U{(r,t0), (to,t00)}
* Vo(p) = Wy, — {toi}, where |i| = n+ 1 and i is a finite sequence of Os.
The class of models N = {N,, = (W R, ,V,!) | n € NT}, where
s W) =W,UZ,
* Rl = R, U{(2i,2i0), (25, 2i1) | i € Zn}U{(r,20)}
* VI(p) = Va(p) U Z,, — {z0:}, where |i| = 1 and i is a finite sequence of Os.

It is easy to see that for any n € N*, M, is a submodel of N,,. We will prove that no C-formula can distinguish M
and N\ with the C'L-game, which is defined below.

Definition 18 A C'L-game is a game with two players, duplicator and spoiler, playing on a Kripke-model. Given two
Kripke models M = (W, R, V') and M' = (W' R, V'), from an arbitrary node w in W and an arbitrary node w' in
W', play games in n rounds between duplicator and spoiler as following rules:

» Whenn = 0, if the sets of satisfied formulas on node w and w' are the same, then duplicator wins; otherwise,
spoiler wins.

o Whenn # 0,

— K-move: If spoiler starting from node w does K-move to node x which can be reached by R, then
duplicator starting from w' does K-move to a node y in W' with the same set of satisfied propositional
variables as x. If spoiler starts from w', then duplicator starts from w with similar way to move.

— C-move: If spoiler starting from node w does C-move to node x which can be reached by —», then
duplicator starting from w' does C-move to a node y in W' with same set of satisfied propositional
variables to x. If spoiler starts from w', then duplicator starts from w with similar way to move.

In the game, for arbitrary x € W and y € W', we say (x,y) or (y, x) is a state of C' L-game.
If there is a winning strategy for duplicator in n-round games, (M,,, r) and (N, r) agree on all K C L-formulas whose

modal depth is n.

13
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Lemma 4 For arbitrary n € N, duplicator has a winning strategy in the CL-game on (M,,,r) and (N,,r) inn
rounds.

Proof 32 We describe duplicator’s winning strategy case by case. Starting with the initial state (r,r), we mainly
concerns the case where spoiler does a K -move. Otherwise, duplicator can move to a isomorphic sub-model such that
there must be a winning strategy in following rounds. Thus, the cases below exhaust all possibilities.

o The initial state is (r,r):

If spoiler does a K -move or a C-move on My, reaching t;, then duplicator does a K-move or a C-move
on N, to reach the corresponding t;. Since (M, t;) = (Ny,1;), there is a winning strategy after this
move.

— If spoiler does a K-move or a C-move on Ny, reaching t;, then duplicator does a K-move or a C-move
on M, to reach the corresponding t;. Since (M, t;) = (Ny,t;), there is a winning strategy after this
move.

— If spoiler does a K-move on N,, reaching zo, duplicator moves to ty.

— If spoiler does a C-move on Ny, reaching an arbitrary node z;(; o) in Zy, then duplicator does a C-move

to reach to;. Since (M, to;) = (N, 2i), there is a winning strategy after this move.

* The current state is (2o, to):

— If spoiler does a K-move reaching zoo or 201, then duplicator moves on M, to reach tqo.

— If spoiler does a K-move reaching tog on M, then duplicator moves to zgp on N,.

— If spoiler does a C-move reaching z;(;+o), then duplicator moves to to;. Since (M, to;) = (Np, 2;),
there is a winning strategy after this move.

— If spoiler does a C-move reaching toy on M, then duplicator moves to zyg on Ny,.

— If spoiler does a C-move reaching tm(i;éo)ﬂ then duplicator moves to z; on N,. Since (M, to;) =
(N, zi), there is a winning strategy after this move.

o The current state is (z;,t;) and i # 0: this means before the game gets to this state, both players have only
done K-moves. In the current state, there have been at most (n — 1) rounds. Thus, i < (n — 1) and players
can do next round as follows:

— If spoiler does a K-move reaching zy or z;1, then duplicator does a K-move to reach t;o where
M., tio |E psince |i0] = |il| = (i + 1) < n and there are Ny, z;o |= p and Ny, zi1 = p.

— If spoiler does a K-move or a C-move reaching t;y or t;1, then duplicator does a K -move or a C-move
to reach z;y where My, zio = p since |i0| = |il] = (i + 1) < n and there are Ny, t,o |= p and
Ny, tin = p.

— If spoiler does a C-move reaching zj(;|>i|), then duplicator does a C-move to reach to;. Since
(M, toj) =2 (Np, 2;), there is a winning strategy after this move.

— If spoiler does a C-move reaching Loi(iz0), duplicator moves to z; on Ny. Since (M, t0i) =2 (Nn, 2i),
there is a winning strategy after this move.

Therefore, for arbitrary n € N, there is a winning strategy for duplicator in the n-round C L-game over (M,,,r) and
(Ny, ).

For an arbitrary C-formula ¢, ¢ has finite modal depth n. By Lemma] ¢ is satisfied both on (M,,,r) and (N,,,7),
which means ¢ cannot distinguish (M,,,r) and (N,,, 7). This implies that we can never find a C-formula ¢ to distin-

guish the class of models M and N. But we can find a Cws-formula Kw; Cw®p to distinguish them since for every
(M,,,r) € M, M,,,r = Kw;Cwsp and for every (N,,,r) € N, N,,,r = ~Kw;Cwsp.

Therefore, following Theorem[3can be proved.
Theorem 5 Over K, Cws is not expressivity weaker than C.

This will follow that over K, Cws and C are incomparable in expressivity. This is because C is also not expressively
weaker than Cwj. To see this, consider two models M; and Mg, where in M1, s; can only see a p-world, and in Mo,
so can only see a —p-world. It is straightforward to check that M1, s; F Kp but M5, so ¥ Kp, thus C can distinguish
between these pointed models. However, one can show that these two pointed models cannot be distinguished by
Cwj;-formulas.

“The notation tos s correct since the index for every node in 7;, begins with 0.

14
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6 Cw; over Binary Trees

Because of the invalidity of the formula (CwspACws1)) — Cws (@ A1), the operator Cws is not normal, in the sense
that it cannot be defined with some closures of accessibility relations standardly. However, an interesting observation
over binary-tree models can be proved.

Definition 19 (M, r) is a binary-tree model with root r if (M, ) is a tree model with root r and for any node t in M,
t has precisely two successors.

Theorem 6 Consider the single-agent case. If M, r |= Cwsp where (M, r) is a binary tree with root r, then on every
layer of (M, 1), the number of the nodes where ¢ is satisfied is even.

In order to prove Theorem[6] we need to prove a stronger theorem:

Theorem 7 For an arbitrary formula p, if M is a binary-tree model, then M, v,, = Kwl¢ (1 < n) iff the number
of the p-satisfied nodes on the (|m| + n)th layer that vy, can reach via relation — is even.

Proof 33 Given a binary tree (M, vy), where vy is the root, we firstly define the index of M as follows: if there are
nodes vy, t, v in M and v, —; t, v, —>; 7, then define the index of t as vpo and the index of v as vp,1.

Let v, be an arbitrary node in M. Do induction on n.:
e Whenn =1,

— Assume M, v, |E Kw;p. Since M is a binary tree, there must be two nodes, vy and vy, such that
Um, =i Umo and Uy, —>; Vma. Since M, vy, = Kwi'e, we have (M, v = ¢ and M, v, = @) or
(M, vmo = —p or M, vy | —@). Thus, on the (|m| + 1)th layer, the number of nodes where ¢ is
satisfied is 2 or 0, both of which are even.

— Assume the number of the nodes on the (lm| + 1)th layer that vy, can reach is even. That means there
are only two possible cases: (M, v = ¢ and M,vm1 = @) or (M, vmo |E —p or M, vm1 = —o).
Thus, we have M, v, = Kw;p.

* Induction hypothesis: whenn = k, M, v, E K wfgo(l < n) < the number of the @-satisfied nodes on the
(|m| + k)th layer that vy, can reach via relation — is even.

e Whenn =k + 1,

- Assume M, v, |E Kwi-”lgo, which is equivalent to M, v, = KwF Kw;p.
Let T be the set of nodes exactly consisting of all Kw;p-satisfied nodes on the (Im| + k)th layer that
U can reach via relation —. By induction hypothesis, |T)| is even. let |T| = 2a. Thus, among all the
successors of T', the number of p-satisfied nodes is 2z + 0y, where © + y = 2a. 2x + Oy is surely an
even number. Let S be a set of nodes only consisting of =K w;p-satisfied nodes on the (|m| + k)th layer
that vy, can reach via relation —. Since M is a binary tree, let |S| = 2b. For every node in S has only
one @-satisfied successor, among all the successors of S, the number of p-satisfied nodes is 2b. Thus,
the number of p-satisfied nodes on the (|m| + k + 1)th layer is 2x + 2b = 2(x + b) which must be even.

— Assume M, v, = Kwit o, which means M, vpo = KwFp and M, v, = ~KwFe. By induction
hypothesis, the number of the p-satisfied nodes on the (|m| + k + 1)th layer that vy, can reach via
relation — is even. And the number of the @-satisfied nodes on the (|m| + k + 1)th layer that v,,1 can
reach via relation — is odd. That means that the @-satisfied nodes on the (|m| + k + 1)th layer that vy,
can reach via relation — is an even number plus an odd number, which equals to an odd number.

Remark 1 Theorem [l can be extended into a more general conclusion considering the multi-agent case: on any G-
binary-tree model] (M, r) where 1 is the root, M, = Cws iff for any sequence of agents s in G, on every layer of
the subtree (of (M, r)) generated with 8, the number of the @-satisfied nodes is even.

A G-binary-tree model is a tree model where every node exactly has two R;-successors for every i € G.
S A subtree (of some tree model (M, 7)) generated with a sequence of agents s is a subtree rooted with 7 which only consists of
all s-paths starting with r in (M, r).
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7 Conclusion and Future work

This is a preliminary report on ‘commonly knowing whether’. We defined five possible notions of ‘commonly knowing
whether’ and studied how they are related to one another. On S5-frames four of the five notions collapse. We prove the
soundness and weak completeness of a ‘commonly knowing whether’ logic on that class of frames. Finally, we study
the expressivity of one of the proposed languages with respect to the standard common knowledge modal language on
K-frames.

There are a lot of future work to be done. For instance, the axiomatizations of Cwy over K and over the class of
other various frame classes, the axiomatizations and relative expressivity of other definitions for ‘commonly knowing
whether’.
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