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True Belief and Mere Belief About a Proposition
and the Classification of Epistemic-Doxastic
Situations

Andreas Herzig, Elise Perrotin
IRIT, CNRS, Univ. Toulouse 3

Abstract

Starting from standard logics of knowledge and belief with principles such as
introspection of beliefs and ‘knowledge implies belief’, we study two non-normal
modalities of belief: true belief about a proposition and what we call mere belief
about a proposition. We show that these modalities suffice to define all possible
epistemic-doxastic situations in a combinatorial manner. Furthermore, we show
that two consecutive modalities that are indexed by the same agent can be reduced
for two of the three logics of knowledge and belief that we consider.

1 Introduction

Standard logics of epistemic attitudes allow us to reason about propositions of the form
“agenti knows thaty is the case” and “agentbelieves thatpy is the case”, formally
written Kjp andBjy. There is a recent trend to go beyond these two modalities and
investigate the logic of other epistemic attitudes such as ‘knowing how’ and ‘knowing
who'’ [32, 33]. We here focus on modalities related to ‘knowing whether’ and its belief
counterpart. Such modalities have been studied since long [26, 20] and have recently
gained some interest [13, 25, 18, 19].

In natural language one cannot say “| believe whetffemwe are therefore going
to talk about propositions of the form tias knowledge aboui” and “i has a belief
abouty”. Formally, we writeKA;p for the former andBA;¢ for the latter. We further
analyse this and distinguishHas a true belief aboyt’ and “i has a mere belief about
¢", respectively writtenTBAj¢ andMBA;¢. We understan®BA;¢ as “i has a belief
abouty but does not know whethef'.

The modalitiesTBA; andMBA; are non-standard, but nevertheless natural. To wit-
ness, consider the evolution of knowledge and belief in a variant of the famous Sally-
Ann Test [34, 4]. Suppose Sally and Ann are in a room. Ann is holding a marble.
There is a basket and a box in the room. Bestand for SallyA for Ann, andb for
“the marble is in the basket”. We describe Ann’s and Sally’s epistemic situations after
the following events took place.
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1. Ann puts the marble in the basket. Sally then knows that the mirlitethe
basket, i.e., she has a belief abbuhat is both true and not a mere belief:

b A TBAADb A =MBAab A TBAsb A =MBAsb.

2. Sally leaves the room. Sally continues to believe that the marble is in the basket,
but she no longer knows that:

b A TBAAD A =MBAAD A TBASb A MBAgh.

3. Ann transfers the marble to the box. Supposing that Sally still believes that the
marble is in the basket she now has a false belief:

—b A TBAAD A =MBAab A =TBAsb A MBAgh.

4. Sally re-enters and looks inside the basket. Now she knows that the marble is
not in the basket:

—b A TBAAD A ~MBAab A TBAgb A ~MBAgb.

We could extend the story in such a way that Sally goes through all possible epistemic
situations; for example, Sally could initially be outside the room, not having any idea
whether or not the marble is in the basket: then biBiAsb and MBAsb would be

false.

Beyond the study of epistemic situations we show in the present paper that the
modalitiesTBA; andMBA; are fully expressive, in the sense that bkl andB;e can
be defined as abbreviations from them. Furthermore, we show that the eight possible
epistemic situations w.r.t. a contingent propositipnan be characterised in terms of
the eight possible combinations of the three formyla$BA;p, andMBA . Finally,
we study reductions of consecutive modalities with the same agent. We show that for
all three logicsMBA TBA¢ is equivalent taMBA;j¢ andTBAMBA|¢ is equivalent to
TBAip V -MBA;p. Moreover, we show that for the two strongest of our three logics all
four possible combinations can be reduced to modal depth one.

The formal background of our investigation are three epistemic-doxastic logics hav-
ing both ‘knowledge that’ and ‘belief that’ modal operators (Section 2). From these
we define several ‘knowledge about’ and ‘belief about’ modal operators and show that
they have the same expressivity (Section 3). We then give the reductions of consecutive
modalities featuring the same agent (Section 4) and conclude (Section 5).

2 ThreeEpistemic-Doxastic L ogics

In this section we recall three epistemic-doxastic logics of ‘knowledge that’ and ‘belief
that: one basic system and two possible extensions.

Since the seminal work of Fagin, Halpern and colleagues [16, 12], it is fairly com-
mon in artificial intelligence to consider that the modal logic Sthédogic of ‘knowl-
edge that’ and KD45 ishelogic of ‘belief that’. While we adopt the latter, we start
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KD5(B;j) the principles of modal logic KD5 foB;
S4(K) the principles of modal logic S4 fdx;
KiB  Kijp — Bjp
BiIKB Bij¢ — KiBjy
BiBK Bi(p — BiKi(,O
5(Ki))  —Kig — Ki-Kip

Table 1: Principles of the three logics EDL (first four lines), EERIBK, and
EDL+5(K;).

from a weaker logic of knowledge, S4, and consider several extensions, including S5.
Indeed, S5 was heavily criticised in the philosophical literature as being too strong a
logic of knowledge [21, 23, 31, 15, 30].

In epistemology there is a long-standing debate about the relation between knowl-
edge and belief. For long it was taken for granted that knowledge can be reduced to
belief by defining ‘knowledge that' as ‘justified true belief thap’. However, Gettier's
counterexample showed that things are not so simple [14]; the subsequent debate is still
ongoing and there is no consensus about whether such a reduction is possible and how
it should be defined. A more cautious enterprise is to take BoamdK; as primitives
and to study the interaction between these two modal operators. This however has to
be done with care, as we will see later in this section.

The traditional language of epistemic-doxastic logic, here denotef} iyydefined
by the following grammar:

Lipi=pl-olerne|BplKp

where p ranges over a countable detof propositional variables andranges over
a finite setA of agents. With the languagé we are going to study three different
epistemic-doxastic logics.

We suppose that the other boolean operators are defined as abbreviatiogs:
abbreviates-(-¢ A —); ¢ —  abbreviates-(¢ A —); andy <  abbreviates
(¢ = ¥) A (¥ — ). We use the standard conventions for omitting parentheses; in
particular, we suppose that all other operators bind strongerthan

The weakest logic EDL is axiomatised by the first four lines of Table 1, i.e., by
KD5(B;)+S4(K)+KiB+BiKB. The axiomatisation of KD5(B can, for example, be
made up of the axioms K(B Bi(¢ — ¢) — (Bi¢ — Biy), D(Bi): Bi¢ — —-Bj—¢,
and 5(B): -Bjy — Bj-Bijy, and the inference rule of necessitation RN{(Bfrom
¢ infer Bjy'; and the axiomatisation of S4(Kof the axioms K(K): Ki(¢ — ¢) —
(Kig = Kiy), 4(K): Kip = KiKjp, and T(K): Ki¢ — ¢ and the inference rule of
necessitation RN ‘from ¢ infer Ki¢’. The two remaining axioms are interaction
axioms governing the interplay of knowledge and belief: KiB says that knowledge
implies belief; BiKB is the axiom of positive introspection of belief.

Remark 1 The positive introspection axiom 4§BB;jy — B;iBj¢ is not in our list but
can be derived from BiKB and KiB. Our logic of belief is therefore KD4h(B
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Similarly, the negative introspection axioaBj¢ — Kj=Bjp is not in our list but
can be derived from KD5(Band positive introspection of beli&f.

We will moreover be considering from Section 4 on two extensions of EDL the
axioms of which are stated in the last two lines of Table 1. For the first, which we call
EDL+BiBK, we add an axiom of strong belief BiBK to EDL.: ifbelieves thap theni
believes that she knows that (Therefora cannot tell the difference between what she
knows and what she merely believes.) The second, which we call EDIy-8@€s not
feature the axiom BiBK, but has negative introspection for knowledge instead.

Remark 2 The strong belief axiom BiBK makes the following equivalences provable
in EDL+BIBK:

Ki(Bip — Kiy) & Bip — Ky,
Ki(p — Biy) & Ki—¢ V Biy,
Ki(¢ = —Biy) & Ki=p vV =Bjy.

Remark 3 It is known that the extension of EDL by both BiBK and;p{& not very
interesting: in that logic belief implies knowledge [24]. To see that, it suffices to prove
that (Bi¢ A —Kjp) — L becomes a theorefn.We refer the reader to the work of
Voorbraak for further results and discussions [31, 15].

It was established by Lenzen that the logic EDL+BIBK is strongly related to the
modal logic S4.2.

Proposition 4 ([22]) The equivalenc®8;¢ < -K;=Kj¢ is a theorem of EDL+BIiBK.
The logic S4.2 together with the axidw < —Kj-K¢ is an equivalent axiomatisation
of EDL+BiBK.

Beyond Lenzen'’s papers, an excellent survey of extensions of EDL and their prop-
erties can be found in Aucher’s papers [2] and [3]. (The second publication extends the
conference version in [1].)

Proposition 4 allows us to settle the complexity of deciding provability of a formula
¢ in EDL+BIiBK. If we replace all subformulaB;y of ¢ by —K;-K;y then the resulting
formulay’ only contains modal operatois, and its length is linear in the length of the
original . Following Proposition 4¢’ is equivalent ta in EDL+BIBK. Moreover and
again by Proposition 44’ is a theorem of EDL+BIBK if and only if’ is a theorem of

LFirst, -Bjp — Bij-Bjp by 5(B); secondBi-Bj¢ — KiB;j—=Bjy by the positive introspection axiom
BiKB; third, K;Bj—-Bj¢ — Kj—Bj¢ by 4(B), D(B;), and becausk; is a normal modal operator.
2A proof is:

1. Big — BiKip BiBK
2. —Kip — Ki=Kig 5(Ki)
3. Ki=Kjp — Bj=Kjp KiB
4. (BiKip A Bi-Kjp) — L KD(Bi)
5. (Big A =Kjp) — L from 1,2,3,4
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S4.2. Theresultsin [29, 7, 8] that the problem of deciding abidlity in S4.2 is PSpace-
complete can be generalised to multi-agent S4.2, as confirmed in [9] (an unpublished
extended version of [7]). Hence both provability and consistency in EDL+BiBK are
PSreace-complete. We do not know whether complexity results for the logics EDL and
EDL+5(K;) exist; we conjecture that provability is PSeace-complete in these logics as
well.

3 ‘Bdief-About’ and Epistemic-Doxastic Situations

In our language of ‘knowledge that’ and ‘belief that’ we can define several modal
operators of the kind ‘having a belief about a proposition’ and ‘*having knowledge
about a proposition’. We show that the modalities ‘true belief about’ and ‘mere belief
about’ play a particular role: they allow us to define in a combinatorial way all possible
epistemic-doxastic situations about a contingent propositiodMoreover, we show
how ‘knowledge that’ and ‘belief that’ can be defined from the modalities ‘true belief
about’ and ‘mere belief about’.

3.1 From ‘Belief-That’ to ‘Bedlief-About’

Let us define the following modalities as abbreviations in the language

BAip = Bip V Bi—p “i has a belief about”
KAip = Kip V Ki—gp “i has knowledge aboyt’
TBAip = (¢ A Big) V (= A Bi—¢p) “I'has a true belief aboyt’
MBAip = (Bip A =Kip) V (Bi=¢ A =Ki=¢)  “i has a mere belief abouyt

Observe that by principles of propositional logitBA;¢ is equivalent to (¢p—
Bip) A (¢ — Bj—¢). MoreoverMBA, ¢ is equivalent to (Bp v Bi—¢) A =Kjp A =Kj=gp
and hence t@Ajp A =KAjp. (The first equivalence holds thanks to axioms KiB and
D(Bi).)

Proposition 5 The following equivalences hold:
BA;—¢ < BAp, TBA—¢p & TBAp,
KAi—¢ & KAjp, MBAj—¢ < MBAp.

3.2 A ‘Belief-About’ Fragment of the Language £

Let Lrsamea be the fragment of the languagéwhere the only modal operators are
TBA; andMBA,. Hence the grammar dfrga msa IS:

Lieamea i ¢ =Pl ¢ | ¢ A | TBA@ | MBAp.

In the rest of the paper we are going to investigate the properti€Srg{vea-
In the rest of the present section we show that it has enough expressivity to account
for all possible epistemic situations about a contingent proposition and to capture the
‘knowledge that’ and ‘belief that’ modalities. In the next section we investigate whether
and how consecutive modalities can be reduced.
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3.3 First-Order Epistemic-Doxastic Situations

Let ¢ be a contingent formula, i.e., a formula such that betland —¢ are consis-
tent. There are eight possible epistemic-doxastic situations that can be expressed in the
traditional language of epistemic logit; namely:

© A Kig = A Kj—gp

¢ A Bip A =Kijp = A Bimp A =Kj—gp
@ A =Bip A =Bi—¢ | ~¢ A =Bip A =Bi—p
® A Bj—gp - A Bjp

These distinctions can not only be expressed,ibut also in the fragmentga mpa.
Proposition 6 The following equivalences are theorems of EDL:

© A Kjp & ¢ A TBAjp A “MBA;gp,

o A Kjmp & —p A TBAj@ A =MBAp,
¢ A Bijpo A =Kijp < ¢ A TBAjp A MBAp,

= A Bimp A =Kj—p & =@ A TBAjp A MBAp,

¢ A Bip A =Bij—p & ¢ A = TBAjp A =“MBA;g,
=@ A =Bjp A =Bj=¢ © —p A = TBAjp A =MBA¢,

© ABimp & ¢ A =TBAjp A MBAgp,

= A Bjp & =@ A =TBAjp A MBA .

Proof. These equivalences can be proved with the KiB axiom together with principles
of normal modal logics. The proof amounts to spelling out the definitiof8&§ and
MBA; and applying the axioms KiB, K(B K(K;) and the inference rules RN(gand
RN(K;). For example, the first equivalence can be proved as follows:

@ A TBAjp A =MBAj¢ < ¢ A Bip A (Bip — Kiy)
< ¢ ABip AKip
< o AKip by KiB
The other proofs are similam

Thanks to Proposition 6, the eight possible epistemic-doxagtiations can also
be characterised in the fragmefitga msa:

¢ AN TBAjp A =MBA¢p =@ A TBAjp A =MBA¢p
¢ AN TBAjp A MBAp - A TBAj@ A MBA @

¢ A TBAjp A =MBAjp | ¢ A = TBAijp A “MBA;p
¢ A 2 TBAjp A MBAp - A 7 TBAjp A MBAp

Hence we have characterised all possible epistemic-doxdistitions in terms of three
independent components. This can be compared to the study of different normative
positions in deontic logic as initiated by Kanger and Lindahl and studied more recently
by Sergot [28].
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3.4 Higher-Order Epistemic-Doxastic Situations

We can generalise first-order epistemic-doxastic situations to higher orders. Let us
demonstrate this by going through Sally’s second-order epistemic-doxastic situations,
i.e., her beliefs about Ann’s beliefs.

1. Ann puts the marble in the basket. Sally then knows that Ann knows that the
marble is in the basket, i.e., she has a belief about Ann’s beliefs that is both true
and not a mere belief:

b A TBAAb A -MBAAb A
TBAsb A TBAsSTBAab A =MBASTBAAD A
—~MBAsb A TBASMBAAD A “MBAsMBAADb.

2. Sally leaves the room. Sally continues to believe that Ann sees the marble, but
she no longer knows that:

b A TBAAb A =MBAAb A
TBAsb A TBASTBAAD A MBASTBAAD A
MBAsb A TBAsMBAaD A MBASMBAD.

3. Ann transfers the marble to the box. Sally’s belief that Ann knows where the
marble is remains true:

—-b A TBAAD A =MBApb A
~TBAsb A TBASTBAAD A MBASTBAAD A
MBAsb A TBAsMBAxb A MBAsMBAAD.

4. Sally re-enters and looks inside the basket. We consider several possibilities as
to the evolution of her beliefs about Ann’s beliefs:

(a) Sally and Ann look into the basket together. Now Sally knows that Ann
also knows that the marble isn't there:

—-b A TBAAD A =MBApb A
TBAsb A TBASTBAAD A “MBASTBAAD A
-MBAsh A TBAsMBAAD A =MBAsMBAb.

(b) Sally looks into the basket without Ann. She may then believe that Ann
still thinks that the marble is in the basket when it is not. Therefore Sally’s
beliefs about Ann’s beliefs become untrue:

—-b A TBAAD A =MBAAb A
TBAsb A =TBAsTBAAb A MBASTBAAD A
~MBAgb A =TBAsMBAAD A MBAsMBAD.

10¢



AndreasHerzig& ElisePerrotir

(c) Sally looks into the basket without Ann. She sees that the méglriet
there, but believes that Ann is the one who took it out, and therefore that
Ann still knows the location of the marble. As long as she has no confir-
mation, this remains a mere belief:

—-b A TBAAD A =MBApb A
—TBAsh A TBASTBAAD A MBASTBAAD A
MBAsb A TBASMBAb A MBAsMBAD.

3.5 From ‘Belief-About’ to ‘Belief-That’

The definition of ‘about’ modalities from ‘that’ modalities of Section 3 is straight-
forward. We now consider the other way around: expressing ‘that’ modalities using
‘about’ modalities. It is known that this can be done for ‘knowledge about’: thanks
to the truth axiom T(K, the formulaK;y is equivalent tap A KAje. It is also known

that the ‘belief about’ modality alone cannot express the belief-that modality [13]. We
show now that the fragmetfirsa mea is fully expressive: together, the two modalities

of true beliefTBA; and of mere belieMBA; are enough to express ‘belief that’ and
‘knowledge that'.

Proposition 7 The following equivalences are theorems of EDL:

KAig < TBAi@ A “MBA/g,
Kig © ¢ A TBAi@ A =MBA@,
BAi¢ <> TBA v MBAg,
Big © (¢ A TBA¢) V (m¢ A =TBAjp A MBAp).

Proof. This follows from Proposition 6m

4 Reduction of ‘About’ Modalities

In this section we explore the interplay between the different modalities, as governed
in particular by principles of introspection. We begin by listing some equivalences of
the base logic EDL, then we investigate some more properties of its two extensions
EDL+BiBK and EDL+5(K).

4.1 Propertiesof EDL

Our first group of equivalences is about traditional operators followedB»¥; and
MBA; and their negations.

Proposition 8 The following equivalences are theorems of EDL:

BiTBAip < BAjp, KiTBAjp & KAjp,
Bi—=TBAip « —BAjy, Ki=TBAip & —BAjp,
BA TBAip & T.

11C



TrueBelief andMere Belief About a Proposition...
Proof. We first prove the equivalences of the first column.

BiTBAip < Bi(—¢ V Bip) A Bi(¢ V Bi—¢)
o (Bi-¢ V Big) A (Big V Bj—¢p) by KD45(B)
o BAip
Bi~TBAi¢ « Bi=((¢ A Big) V (- A Bi—¢))
© Bi(=¢ v =Bip) A Bi(p v ~Bi~¢)

O d (Bi—|(p \Y4 —|Bi(p) A (B|(,D \ —|Bi—|90) by KD45(B)
Cd —|Bi(p A —|Bi—|(,0 by KD(B|)
— —|BAi(10

The last equivalence of the first column follows immediately from the two above re-
sults.

We now move on to the second column.

KiTBAip « Ki((¢ — Big) A (m¢ — Bi—y))

< Ki(p = Big) AKi(=¢ — Bi—p)
o (Ki=¢ Vv Big) A (Kig V Bi—yp) by Remark 1
o Ki=p V Kip
o KAjp

Ki=TBAip © Ki=((¢ A Big) V (=¢ A Bi=p))
© Ki(=¢ vV =Bip) A Ki(p V =Bi=y)
o (Ki=¢ V =Bjg) A (Kip V =Bj—¢) by Remark 1
< =Bip A =Bi-p
o —BAjp

This ends the proofm

The above equivalences allow us to reduce consecutive modagid BA; and
MBA, TBA,.

Proposition 9 The following equivalences hold in EDL:

TBA TBAi¢ & TBAi¢ V -MBA|p,
MBA; TBAi¢ <> MBA¢.
Proof. For the first equivalence:
TBA TBAi¢ & (TBAi¢ A BiTBAp) V (=TBAi¢ A Bi—=TBA¢)
o (TBAjp A BA @) V (=TBAjp A =BA¢) by Proposition 8

© TBAjp V (=TBAjp A “MBA;¢p) by Proposition 7
o TBAijp V -MBA;p
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For the second equivalence:

MBA; TBAi¢ < BATBA¢ A =K TBAj@ A =K~ TBA¢
o T A =KAjp A BAjp by Proposition 8
o MBAp
This ends the proofm
We conjecture that the logic EDL is not strong enough to allovougduce con-
secutive modalitie$BA;MBA; andMBA;MBA,. We do not establish this formally and

show instead that such reductions exist for the two extensions of EDL, EDL+BiBK
and EDL+5(K).

4.2 Propertiesof EDL+BiBK

We once again begin by investigating the interactions between traditional operators and
TBA; andMBA,.

Proposition 10 The following equivalences hold in EDL+BIiBK:

BiMBAjp < L, KiMBAj¢ < L,
Bi-MBAj¢ & T, Ki=MBAjp < —MBA¢g.

Proof. We start with the left column.

BiMBAi¢ ¢ Bi((Bi¢ V Bi=¢) A =Kip A —Kj—¢)

© Bi(Bip V Bi~g) A Bi=Kip A Bi-Kj—¢p
< (Big V Bi—¢) A Bi=Kip A Bi=Ki—p
o (BiKijp V BiKj=p) A Bi=Kjp A Bi=Kj=¢p by BiBK
1

Bi~MBAip < Bi((Bi¢ — Kig) A (Bi~¢ — Ki—¢))
© Bi(Bip — Kig) A Bi(Bi—=¢ — Ki—¢)
o (Big = BiKip) A (Bi—¢ — BiKj—) by KD45(B)
o T by BiBK

It remains to prove the right column.

KiMBAi¢ — BiMBA¢
— L
Ki-MBA¢ < Ki((Bi¢ — Kij¢) A (Bi~¢ — Kj—¢))
< (Bip = Kip) A (Bing — Ki—¢) by Remark 1
& ~MBAp
|

Together with Proposition 9, the next result establishesthabl +BiBK all com-
binations ofTBA; andMBA; can be reduced:
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Proposition 11 Thefollowing equivalences hold in EDL+BIBK:

TBAMBAjp < —MBA¢,
MBAMBAi¢ < MBA¢.

Proof. The proof makes use of Proposition 10:
TBAMBAj¢ < (MBAitp A BiMBAi(,D) \% (ﬁMBAi(,D A BiﬂMBAi(,D)
o (MBAjg A L) V (-MBAj¢ A T)

© =MBAj¢
MBA;MBA¢ < (BiMBAitp A —|KiMBAi(p) \Y (BiﬂMBAiQO A —|Ki—|MBAi(,0)

o (LA-L) V(T A-==MBA)
< MBAp

4.3 Propertiesof EDL +5(K;)
We show once again that all combinationsT&A; and MBA; can be reduced, now
considering EDL+5(K. In this logic the reductions are quite straightforward.

Proposition 12 The following equivalences hold in EDL+5]K
KAMBAj¢ & T,
MBA;MBA¢ < L,
TBAMBAj¢ < T.
Proof. The introspective principles tell us thsiBA;¢ — KiMBAjp and—=MBA;jp —
Ki=MBAj¢, hence the first equivalence. From there, we can show:
MBA;MBA;¢ < BAMBA;p A =KA;MBA¢
< BAIMBAjp A L
oL
Following the same reasoning as for the first equivalence, we also haiBhAap —
BiMBAjp and—=MBA;p — Bi—=MBA¢. Therefore:
TBAMBA¢ « (MBAj¢ A BiMBA;p) V (-MBA;jp A Bi—=MBA,p)
« MBAj¢ vV =MBAp

o T

|
These last two reductions follow the intuition that in EDLKB(the agents can
always tell whether or not their beliefs are based on knowledge, whereas in EDL+BIiBK

agents do not consider the possibility that their beliefs are mere beliefs.

11:
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5 Conclusion

We have studied two ‘belief about’ modalities in the framework of three epistemic-
doxastic logics whose base logic combines KD45 for the ‘belief that’ modality and
S4 for the ‘knowledge that’ modality. The latter is actually a S4.2 modality if we
assume the ‘belief implies belief to know’ axiom BiBK; moreover, in that case the
belief modality reduces to two consecutive knowledge modalities. Our ‘true belief
about’ and ‘mere belief about’ modalities can express in a combinatorial way all eight
possible epistemic situations. They are also expressive enough to capture the ‘belief
that’ and ‘knowledge that’ modalities.

For all three logics, an axiomatisation of the theorems in the langdageusa can
be obtained in a very simple manner, namely by taking the traditional axiomatisation of
Section 2 and substitutirky andB; by their definitions in terms ofBA; andMBA; of
Section 3.5. This is straightforward, but we do not find this very informative because
the resulting axioms are complicated, particularly as the modal opefBB#sand
MBA, neither satisfy the monotony axiom8Ai(¢ A ¥) — (TBAj¢ A TBAjy) and
MBAi(¢ A ¢¥) — (MBAjo A MBAjy), nor the conjunction axioms (TBA A TBAY) —
TBAi(¢ A ¢) and (MBA@ A MBAY) — MBAi(¢ A ).

One of the perspectives for future work is the definition of lightweight fragments
of our language, as previously done for the standard modal ope&tf2g] andK;
[17, 10]. In these papers, in order to decrease complexity of epistemic reasoning
the language is restricted to boolean combinations of what may be called epistemic
atoms. The definition of the latter varies depending on the paper, but they are typi-
cally sequences of modal operators (and possibly negations) followed by propositional
variables. In the same spirit we can defey@stemic-doxastic atonas sequences of
modalitiesTBA; and MBA; that are followed by a propositional variable: they are of
the form

|\/|1 . Md p

wherep € P and wheraVik is eitherTBA; or MBA;, for somei. While these fragments

are less expressive than the entire language, they typically enjoy lower complexity of
the provability problem, which makes them interesting for knowledge representation.
We have already exploited this in previous work about the ‘knowledge about’ modality,
where we have established that provabilityaslP-complete [17, 18, 11]. This enabled

the reduction of epistemic planning tasks to classical planning tasks [10]. We have seen
in the introduction how the evolution of Sally’s belief in the Sally-Ann Test naturally
corresponds to atomic modifications of the ‘true belief about’ and ‘mere belief about’
modalities. This can be compared to the modelisation of the Sally-Ann Test in Dynamic
Epistemic Logic [6], which is a rich framework with high complexity; in particular, the
plan existence decision problem is known to be undecidable [5]. We therefore expect
lightweight epistemic-doxastic logic to be able to account for the evolution of belief
and knowledge in applications where autonomous agents have to be equipped with a
theory of mind in order to reason about other agents.

Acknowledgements 1 Thanks are due to Hans van Ditmarsch for comments on a draft
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