1What One May Come to Know1Verificationism and Fitch’s Paradox or formally:f fi f:P ´KP K(P ´KP)(a) K(P ´KP) fi (KP K´KP) ,(b) (KP K´KP) fi (KP in the modal logic ,Thus, follows , we Proposed for two kinds (cf. 2002, 2002). news. good news untouched, itself. is news: you so using proof or premises. reasons why can, 2Knowable propositions and learning

2, but I don’t know it" agent, of world model, of world model. 2002 :Kf ) of f: i.e., its truth throughout model. new for 1), of manner. is .3A dynamic shift: consistent update ss for known . know is of worlds . weshrunk further, on of. In sense, *Clearly, * only holds for propositions . is f) does not imply * for all propositions f.f

3is sense of , K((P is holds of world , knows Mfworld, : ´PIn world, holds, other. K((P world. of world. now **.4Epistemic logic dynamified way of is by new f , . : s s , sf M|f, s ´f

4works for answers, for 2). Thus, is of as states, by of of another. systems for of actions,yaor act.jyybefore. ofspeakers, hearers, assertions, as in : ’ knows 2 does know ’. newGfknows 5The dynamic logic of learning issue of is :f holds for others. is E.g., P holdseverywhere, your has course, is Moore’s again, now setting. would .

5VTLP.suggests way of Upon assertion, Indeed, of is of of affairs. study. all, we isLP thought. For weforms of do upon suggests results. Moore’s is announced, knowledge. between. further. does6Exploring learnable propositions paradox, of agent. whose known by of f fi $A <A!>KfofAf$A for .

6of for of as , s Now, for sense, of world of Abyis version, however, by S5: 1p, q 3´p, ´q 2 p, ´q 4´p, q(b) is down such is true. isdoes uniformly, of f knowledge. is

7f fi <f!>f 1 p, q 3 ´p, ´q 2 p. ´q,(b) in M’s oval two-world submodel: at both worlds. f p model. 3-world , 1) would Thus, and are analogous to some extent, two do way we of our of*7Refining the issues has of aof agents. In of of Knower now senses. For start, agent, two senses of

8by of knowledge, or by assertions. also, suggests agent, for was . now for as some, or all. E.g., , 1 does know as (P true. Also, groups, we truth, by CGf:p, q´p, q´p, ´q"p does know group {i, however, is p , when , says .versions of secrecy, hiding, logic, subgroups $—sickness’. This means using an is out. uses of proof, as ’once upon time’ of astrategy, etc. would sickness of ’knowability’ by of of construed. for power, however,

98 of known, by of Knower model. turns for analogy, we found versions of setting, plusamood. of on of as is no — is study of actions, properties. of 91The computational complexity of global may go up, as now a called ’universal modality’. Cf. Blackburn, de Rijke & Venema 2001.2of communication mixing public actions and information hiding. This covers much of what happens 3As an illustration, one principle communication to knowledge’ to be true before it: [A!] Ki f « (A Ki ( A [A!] f4All formulas self-fulfilling. the ones atoms, conjunction, disjunction, . But other self-fulfilling types of the self-fulfilling 5A multi-agent epistemic with a common is not like plain .Simple arguments like that for decidability of single-agent learnability no longer hold, the same 6logic. Our observations to But now public in a a A =A(x)those satisfying . Now, may increase. E.g., take any strict linear order satisfying the theory of (N, which of the . Its only subsets of objects

10’some true announcement makes the following true: the current object n is This can only be true for those objects which lie at some finite from the of the These form an initial copy of N, which is not definable in first-order logic. ten Cate has out one might also do this argument in a temporal language, closer to the epistemic modal original.Baltag, A., L. Moss and S. Solecki. 1998. The Logic of Public Announcements, Common Knowledge and Private Suspicions. Proceedings TARK 1998, Brogaard, B. and J. Salerno. 2002. Fitch’s Paradox of Knowability. Stanford Electro-

.Tennant, N. 2002. Victor Vanquished. 62: 135—142.Wansing, H. 2002. Diamonds are a Philosopher’s Best Friends. The Knowability 31: 591-612.