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I Introduction

A3 EATRT 70— F 0 G EER REEZEM 2 R e LTERLT 2221tk - T,
FEHER) 70 IR Z2 /] |- C unawareness Zigam 3 % J7iE % 2% 3 5. Unawareness |3 {RAEZEH]
FOFERIINT 2 EROMEA “higher-order unknown” % X 3 /#H&HE 7 CT&H v, Fagin and
Halpern (1988) IC X > CTEFR I N7z, L2 LEHER 7 Aumann structure T, HIGREHE
¥ Necessitation & Monotonicity %7z L, (W iz % & A[EH IG5 ETH b ),
>> unawareness #5125 plausibility, KU W&, AU W& %72 3 7% 5 1, non-trivial
unawareness ¥ ETF AT B Z L B TE T &2 Dekeletal. (1998) Ic X o TR X L7,

Non-trivial unawareness #igamAIAEE T 372010, FDHBOWTIL 2 2oz 1D
12 IEL ENH IR BEZE[E]E 5 VI 3BT non-trivial unawareness i d 37 72 —FTH D,
3 9 121 unawareness structure €7 /L IZFE VT non-trivial unawareness % i s 5 7
IR —FTHD2 ZNENDETNVICE T SIREAEM L, BEHICEZ2HEEZ L TW5.
FEDEIRIEZE £ 7 v I 1) 2 IRFEZEZRT P “flat” TH Y, FRELthoRIEL D
EFRAMRICOWTIZHE 2 3, HIREBZNZNBBAITCH DOB/NITT L 72> T 5. IR IC
unawareness structure &7 I BT BIREEZEMIIIEFHE “non-flat” TH 3. ZDET L
TIHREEBOESKEEZTEEL, TNPAEVICELTMETH L L 2INET L. ELHIE
BIEFEELGTH 5D T, FIRED L2 EFRERERF-TCwb 2525, °

U ey E R EZE ] £ 7 VI B B non-trivial unawareness O FEHfFE & LT
Geanakoplos (1989) 23%1F & 315 . Unawareness structure €7 LD FHEARfTE L L T
Heifetz, et al. (2006), Li (2009) 23%&F 54 5. Wi4ETi% Fukuda (2020) 232 DD E T L
DR % &b+ 7= stationary generalized-state-space model #f2RK L, & 177> T
5.

2 ITHFFE <3 Heifetz et al. (2006) @ &5 L% unawareness structure €74 & X8, Li
(2009) ®EF L% information structure with unawareness €5 & LA CXAIL T 3
2, AfECcliamiE % £ & ® T unawareness structure 7NV EHE— L TR L 25 5.

3 Unawareness ICB# T 2158 % % — A L7zd D & LT, Schipper (2014; 2015) 23581



Heifetz et al. (2006) 3 Li (2009) %, HAWICHRIREEB OESHEN MR TH L 2 &
DOEMEIRD 5. LALaRL, 2ok ) kEBEHOBEIITIETH 2 L) icBbh
5. BEER KRBT T VMR TH 5 & L7274, XY Bt n-Ecigimc
5DTIZR\NES D H? AEiE 2 oHENNICH Y #HTr. 0D b A4 23 GRS 5 IRAE 22 ]
(constructive state space) (JIRFEXHEMOELHELEZE 2 5 2 & LICHBIENT 7 v —F T
ETMET B, Tk DIREZEMIZZ WA G MR TH Y 722035, Heifetz et al. (2006) <
Li (2009) OET NV EEZHZBZWEETH Y, #D FAH 2o, HL, ik OREBIEN T
7a—F i, EHENLEETIREOETAE N, 8k b, Heifetz et al. (2006) < Li
(2009) TD ¢ IHHY T HREAMET 2L TERLLTHS. T I TRAIISE
ER I N7ZHE T (overloaded operator) #ER TS5 LIk > TCZDMEMZMEET 5.
KA DHETIIEBOT VT4 2Fo2 L 2380 5. KfEOIREZER] T Heifetz et al.
(2008) Db DICPT V222 Livavs. Lo Ladis, Fax OREZEMIZ D0 DB
T, Bl 2 ITERERHER IOV T, bbb DL 3RHA 3.

Fa DREZERICEWT, FEDO (EBI) RAEZEM L constructive state space DEF5>
BB %E LT o, MUIREX R 2R LIChb o THET 225D 5 5. H
L, ICIRKETH 72 LT, BllX DREERICEL TwL L EXOERT L5
Rz oTL 5. b TTOREEFCOREREA TV IETOREMEICONT, Hlo
IR T RN T a2 Lz b Th L. FIREIZ EDIRIEZEICE L <
WEDPICL S TEDERPIRDONDEDTHD. 50z, 5z bh-RkEZEH L
D DIKFE L DBIfRIC K o T, HIREOEKRIRE 5. BREOCHTEERLEEL 2 L)
FrEUTBER O IC AT w5,

AFElZ constructive state space % f\»7z Aumann structure % €7 ML L, Z D ETH
AE PN G, NG 5 -, awareness/unawareness A T 2 E &R T 5. M@BEHE 1
awareness/unawareness {H 1 DIZ & A EDHEEHICOWTIZRITHIE L FEDO D D EHE L
N7=2s, W O2DWHICOWTIE, SR Zzmvrd Lkwy., £72 Symmetry
IZ DWW Tt Non-triviality & 723 T & 7w, BT Tld Symmetry % AEHH 3 % 20
(e.g., Heifetz et al. 2006, Li 2009, Fukuda 2020), Symmetry % 2Bl & L CIRET % 2> (e.g.,
Modica and Rustichini 1994; 1999, Halpern 2001, Heifetz et al. 2008) D\ 2> TH - 7=.
& % 13X Symmetry 7% non-trivial unawareness & HLFETEX v & W ) EEH % Reverse
Symmetry &4401) %. Reverse Symmetry (32 DDOEEZHRD. 1 DIF, A X FEAH505
LT 2aHRY, FHRPIABT 2L DTERVZDOHROGMERR L 2F L X 5 ik
TERZITEHARNWEWIZLTHAB. D5 1 2iF awareness/unawareness % imamd 210 H
7o o C, FRAHGRERLICH T 2 S5 DML L 2 WIRILZE R S ER D b Ltk vw) Z
& T®» % . Modica and Rustichini (1994) (% S4+Symmetry=S5 ZiEHL 7. L2 LA DE

bis.



7 A Cl¥ Symmetry with non-trivial unawareness 2537 L 72\, $E - T, Stk DO REIHGHEE
TOWFETIE S4+Reverse Symmetry % TE L 72T TNV EERTI2M0ENRH 5 2 L kB
3 5.

T4 OfEEmIIETMERICE T 22X OO E L B A 2R EZE . Lo LFEKIC
constructive Aumann structure G Dekel et al. (1998) % Chen et al. (2012) @ EEEH
REFAAS 2 2 L 3T X 4. HFEEBE T awareness/unawareness JlHE DIz & A L OHE
KOWTIRETHIFRE RO D DEENT WL DT, i DT VIR RAEZE R =
7 )L & unawareness structure 7 /L& OHREICALES T HNE7E5 5.

ROHITIE Heifetz et al. (2006) DIRAEZERE] (HMS-state space) & Li (2009) DiRHEZE
il (Li-state space) # ZNZNER(LT 5. MHEITIL constructive state space % EAAL L,
HMS-state space & Li-state space & E Z#ix SA[RETH 2 Z & & T . IVHEITI
constructive Aumann structure b CTORJEEVENIE, FIFHER T, unawareness #HE T % & 2
fbL, ZnZhotE % FHEo T2 5 Dekel et al. (1998) © FEEH & Chen et al.
(2012) O FEEHZ AL L 72, Ttk o filildiam % b~ 7-.

IT State Space in Unawareness Structure

ATl HMS (2006) 23EFE L 72IRBEZER] L Li(2009) 2AEFR L -IRREERZ2 22 h
TERALT 3. KfFD HIIZ constructive Aumann structure C unawareness % %amd 5 Z
LIZHBDT, FNEFNBERI L7 unawareness structure 12 2WTCIEEREL 72\t

2-1 HMS-state space

¥ 3 Heifetz et al. (2006) 23EF L 72 JRAEZZ[E], HMS-state space, # €L T 5. T4
WICERTEHER S ={S1hien TV HET. § BAWVICERIREEFOELKETH Y, K
FThb S es PREEREEST. 22T <13 s LoFEF2EL, £ED §S,5'es
CXLT, =8 O, § 13 8 XY dFEMicicIN T B L), T ok, 2R OHE
R:S—S RERTEZDDLL, TED weS KHLT, RI(w)ES &F 5. 2CT
HMS-state space 13 § LDOFRIREEROEN Z = U enS; & L TFERE NS, HMS-state
space ICB W THEHERYRREZERTIE £ Cldhl, § LoRERTHS. S0z 3 &,
HMS-state space X (3 W ICRRIEHER I REEERIO&0FCTH 5.

g
o

Example 1 ELWC%&%{%% S = {S{x,y}:S{x}vS{y}:S{gb}} %%25 %h%h@:{k %FEﬁ

¢

4 Unawareness structure 1ZB#E D & 2 %Ki & L T, Heifetz et al. (2006; 2008; 2013), Li
(2009), Heinsalu (2012), Galanis (2013: 2018) &2 F o 5.



13 Sty = Xy, x=y, —xy, —x—y}, Sy ={x,—x}, Spy={y, -} Sy =1{¢} £5%. x &
|—x Ligf@%i <I_’_ I/ =X Li |—x Li{%f@él kj—é WUX)-Gi, ZO@rH{ﬁwaﬂ S{xy} S{x}

EDUT, Sy > Sy BRILT 5. < OB, BHOHE R: S0 — Sy HELEL,

Sty Stxy _ Stxy} Sy _ e
RS{ }y( xy) = R }y (x—y) = x, Rs{x}y (—xy) = R }y( —x—y) =-x & 725, IREZEM Sy @

AR L ERIT y ERMT AL TET, HORED xy 2k xmy ORFIT x

5@5& L, HDOWRED —xy T2k —xay DKl —x &8 3 5. & 2T HMS-state

space 13 X =S4 USyUSy USy TH 5. MBI EEHER 2 REER R
Steyt St Sy Sy ENENTH 5. Fig. 1 FTNeMTHODL7ZbDTHS.

Stxy)

Xy XAy —Xy XAy l

Omitting y. Omitting x.

Stx)

Omitting y.

Omitting x.

St

Fig. 1: HMS-state space.

2-2  Li-state space

fe T Li (2009) 257%€# L 7= Li-state space, # XL 3. TFHEMES 0* & &
EED qe Q" LT, 4;={ag—a,} 1T q CNFT 2EELAGLT L. 22T, h—T
T VIERES [lhegrd, FFBREZEMTHZ LT 2. Z L TUEEDOHIES Q< Q”
IHLTC, h=T T VIERES [Ieod, EEBIREEBTHL LT 5. TREORKE S

IRAEZE[H] AA’E{]'[quAq|QCQ} FHWICERDIIWLTH L. FED Q' cQcQ I



LT, REOHE )i [lgeodq = Moegrdq PHEET 26D LT E. oW, RO we
[lgeodq ©XF L T, rg,(a)) € [geq'4q T & % . Li-state space [ZIREER D AN A=
Ugco+ [Igegdq T I N 5. Li-state space B W CEERER I RAEZE I A TiE R <, AW
ICHE R ZNZNDORIRAEZER & oo T b, S0z % & Li-state space A 1FAWICER
EEHER k=R o A ffTH 5.

Example 2 EMEAS Q" ={q(x),q()} ZHHHT. qx) 1 x IKOVWTOHEMTH D,
q) Xy KOWTOHEMTH2 LT 5. CNICHLT, ZRNZTRDOMEESI Ayw =
{840 "} Ago) = {aqoy gy} 7% x BMSTI, agey 3 THR g 185
BIED “yes” TH 2| LML, —agy & THE q) I3 2% “no” TH 3]
LR 3. C OB, HEIRIEERIE A, X Ay, TH Y, EEIREERIE A,
Ay Ay P 3 PTBE. QIS Q EID ML AR, RHOIE 12 Ay X
Agy = Aqey P T T L 120(a000 0 800) = Ty (% %0) = g
r{?lzx)}(ﬂaQ(x)'aQ(Y)) :r{gzx)}(ﬁaq(x)'ﬂaq(y)) =0y PHELT 5. T2 THM qx) DA
L T2 BRI, (agm . aqp)) £ (aqu),1aq0p)) PEORETH 21, ayq
DHEZHL, (2aqw),q)) T2 (2agm),1040)) PEDRETD B8, naqe) PH
R LTV LEZ L. Z DR, Li-state space 13 A = Aoy X Agiyy UAge U Agp) U
Aggy &7 %, WERANICERER 2 RIEZE T Ay X Agory Aqy Aqy Aqpy TNTENTH
5.Fig. 2l 3ZhzXTHODLL7ZDDTHS. m

q(y) e 5K
Aqy) q(x) a(y)
R
(aqe »2qe) ) (=aqe) »q0 )
Aq(y) B<fmmmfmmnn TG »
‘ t
I

Projections —>|
I

|
(aq) +maqe)) (aqe) imaq0))
|

- (e _______________________ > | q(x)
¢ [“q(x) TAq(x) |Aqw

Fig. 2: Li-state space.

I Constructive State Space



FEHER) 2 IR AEZE I IR A W ICHE T b D e E X 5. flZIEH 4 avofh, 1
266 FTOZINENDHIZA I OBED 72\, L2 L, unawareness structure T,
HIRELRZ EEOWE 2 nfiz T Y, FIREZR] LD IREEITH] D IRAEZEH FoikiE L
HEALCTw2. 2o e Lol 2 IF8ERN R IREBZEMICY Tk o 7256, 413 Heifetz
etal. (2006) < Li (2009) & (Z¥47: % /73 CHEEHER 2 RAEZEH] | C unawareness % i C
X239 CTHD. I COREITIE, TR TH D XD nREEMEEET 5.

3-1 Bi¥oLEIER
Constructive state space DEFRICABHIIC, WA IFETITEBOLHEHERICOVWTERT
2520088 X,y #ROVHET. ZLTEED k=0,1,,n LT, X, ZUTDLD

ICERT 5

X _{@ ifk =0
k™%, X otherwise;

ZORE, A IIBEAROLEERZEUTOL S ICEET S.

Definition of overloaded functions: Bd%{ f 2 n+1 o7V 74 (0,1,--,n) THHEERE
INTWB L, f BPUTOXICERINTEZLETHS:

n
f: Xk—>Y
k=0

3-2 ZEEFEINEHET L Constructive State Space

FTaoET VI L (2009) @ X5 ICHBGEMICIRREZEM % ER T 5. T THEAMEES
P%EB. ZZT3HMOTIT4 (0,1,2) CXoTHEERINEET v ZELOHIL,
UTo&tEziil-db0L 45,

Cl FED peP IZXNLT, pv=Vp=pVp=p.
C2 v =¢.

SLEERIE TN T IV IO THELR TV B HFETH 55, AR OHFEESH
Difam D7z ICHE T2 LicT 5,



C3 {£ED p,p'eP ITHRHLT, pvp =p'Vp.
C4 {EED pp,p" €P IZXNLT, pv(@' vp")=@Vp)Vp".

Cl i v MEEDHAME p & “22” LZEFBOTLLE, BT p B LBERD
J o SR, ZdmE p ThERZECHZE®KT S, C213 v oMifllA3%2Ecdh 5
Bl ¢ LT HEEZEKRT 2. C3 ITEAE T O %, C4 1THEFE T 0PI KA L
T3 ZLEERT 5. 2 CHEEDEAMEDTIES XSSP ITNLT, Veexp 2K
e L, Q={Vyexp|X € P} ZREZERTH Y, FEOHSES XSP ITWNLT, Q4 =
{(Vper p|Y € X} b 7 REZETH 2.

TZTYCSXGEP LT, Vpey DEQ 22 Vpey p € Qg HIRILT 2 T L 1ZHIL T
H5. LLA2S, QICBTD Vyeyp & QO ICBT 2 Vyeyp FXDERTZLE25
DFID. QBT D Vyeyp 13 p €P\Y PRI TR LEZFEKLTNS. L
L Qy KBTS Vyeyp 13 p' €X\Y PKIN TN EEIRL TWw 228, [FKIC
p' EP\X DHEEHINTVANILICOVWTIEZDOEREZED TRV, O, BT 3
Vpey P 1E Oy LOKIRIEL OICBAREZ D B, 2O Z OBHROH COLEREFFODTH
2T, Q\Qy FOKERL IHRERLZT, ﬁof%ﬂ%&@?ﬁfrﬁ@qﬂ“&%%%hoa-
VWD TH 2. ZOFHITERICHE T 2 EmICEVD OB H L TH A 5. i DkiE2
Faﬂﬂi%ﬁﬂ’ﬂtr%iﬁé\ihfw% EEZXBS

W CTHEZERT 5. Eﬁ@ 2 OOFARMEOTRSES X,YS P XL T,
T';(QX—>Q.Y i))ﬁrj—é ry %ﬂ“@&(f%ﬂb) :@E% éi\f@ VpeZ ZCXPEQX LC

LT, 5 (Vpezizex P) = VpeZnyzcxpEQy BRSO, A IEFOERDEZ L &
BTEL. EED YSXCP CHLT, forg =1y £35. 2T Vpezzepp =w &L
L7z, (TED XcP & weQ KHLT, rf(w)=wy &¢iLT. THTED Xcp &
wWEQ IKNLT, rif(w)=w &7 5.

COXIICERS N Q BEHMROEEZ WA REERTH L. A3z
constructive state space & MR, Z L TEEOHDES XS P KX LT, Qp % EBIK
REZE[H] & I35,

Remark1 2ToOHDES YSXCSP ITNLT, Qp CQy.
Proof {FTEDWDES YCXCP %L 5. ZOW, ZCcYy THBLH57% Z PELETS.

Ik ZzeX EHO AT, o T, BED ViyzzeyPEQ, I L T,
Vpez:zey P = Vpez.zex P EQy THEHDT, Oy SOy m

¢ HHET v DT DX RFFBIREEREILBUR IR T e, BiRICEH 2~ 5.



Remark 1 3 Heifetz et al. (2006) % Li (2009) &3 720, FEINIREZERIZE WICE
TEHZRWZ EZEKRLTWa. ZOFHMHIE unawareness structure & ZBHL IR 5. £
RO R 2 IREZE/M 2 L) L 72K, BT HEE B3 EL, ZOBEHRICIILT ¢ »
BIENTVEILIFHLLTH S.

A OREEIZ Heifetz et al. (2008) Iy, L2 LSO DETFAICE T BIRBEZER] &
FroxETrics T REEMIZ LAV, oD TMICE T 2R EMEERL DE
TNMCHET 2 EARMEIINIGL T2 Lk wg, 4 0REZEMIZHS €T vic
B3I L, 5 0REZEEIZFK L2 DET ICET 5 R L AVESEITHIG L T
5. 50z 3L, o0& “rEIOER EKL, KREZEHIZ “DFl0RA” 2E
K3 2. Table. 1 (ZCDEWERICLZDDTHS. bbIAA, SrEAMEDEL LY
ZT2EETE, S DIRREZERT L constructive state space IIXTIGEAfRICH 5 &9 & &3
T 5. ftoC, Heifetz et al. OIRAEZEZ “REDES” L3250 “HEHIOER” LT2
P IXEROMETCH 2 e F250d Lk, LaAL, o 0E 7 v Cld&EHENIREEZER-
TN ZRY | ZORAZTEMKE L TERL T 5. MRAICTER 4 (2IRAEZ2E [ % e fi R
EPeo T B, BFEIVIREEZERTIC O \WTIX, Remark 1 T/ L 72 X 9 ICKEIIRAE 22
DD EEDE o T 5. it o T, FEHEFE T unawareness JHE T OERBIC D E
WHAHNDG. CNIF—RRELERCEZVEIICERZZ 20 LW, X CREAS
% X 51T, non-trivial unawareness ¢ Symmetry & OWIZPEICDOW T, FiF I Symmetry
ELRHELTWE2DICH LT, HAEFWIZLANWI EEZFEALTHE. ZOERITERLD
£ 5 L& HMS’s canonical model & ORISR LREZRH DL L EZRL TS,

HMS’s canonical models Our models
Ji-7-fiE (primitive proposition) HA @ (basic proposition)
=78 (language) Constructive state space
IRAEZER (state space) KL VELE (Borel field)

Table. 1: Relationship between HMS’ s canonical models and our models

Example 3 EARMmEEAEZ P={x,y} &L, REEMZ Q={xVvy,x,y,¢}, Q=
{x,0}, Oy =y, ¢}, Qg = {9} LEL. FIREEMIT Q OHMIEETH 2. HE 3t
THLTHRVOT, HAGEOHNES (1}, ) WO H LR, 1)@ =r5)(¢) =
¢ b, HEDEAICH L CE oM@ ¢ ZERICKOZ LIFHLATH L. C



DIE, Q 1XTEMRZE - 72 IREEZERITH D, F A4 D constructive state space & IFERDH DT
»%5.Fig.3 3TN ZXTRLEDDTH 3.

CZCTHREE ¢ ICOVWTHEZLLI. pe DR, REE ¢ XIRE xvy,x,y DVWITNTD
BOWILEERL W72 TR, ERAMEICOVT x,y OWIhdrddERINTH
BT ERFERL T 5. MNIRIIC, ¢ €Oy DR, IKEE ¢ 1ZRFE x TldBRVWZ LA
GINTHELT, FARFICEAMNE x REIN TRV ELAERLZR V. y ICBb 2
Wi Qyy LD ¢ ICFEINTVRVDTHS. TabbRIREHE L T 2 REZEMIC
XoT, FAILRETH->THZOEKRT LI LIILED->TL 5. n

Fig. 3: Constructive state space.

3-3 D IRAEZER] & o B

4 23EFE L 7= constructive state space & HMS-state space, Li-state space ZLZ L&
DERIILIT D 2 oo TREN D,

Lemma 1l The followings are equivalent:
1. A constructive state space can be constructed.

2. An HMS-state space can be constructed.



Proof (1=2) {3 ® constructive state space Q (IFEARMEES P 28HbH, TEOHHE
B XSSP ICNLT, O ={Vyeyp|Y € X} PFEET 2. ZZTHVICELRESKE § &4
W DEMR f{Qx|X S P} —S 2 TEHFETS. ZOW, FED X,YCP LT, XY 7
51 FONFQ) =0 RV LD, § EOEEF < #RDOXSICERTS: XSV &
51F, f() < fQy). ThBHY ITOWE, BHROHE 170, >0y 2L 5. CDXIIC
ERINT S={fQ)IX S P} FTEMETHY, T =Uycpf(Qy) ¥ HMS-state space %
WK+ 5.

(2=1) {LE D HMS-state space X [ZHWVICERTME S ={Slien ZFD. 22T
sminmal — {5 e §|S is minimal element on S\ {@}} % EFKT 2. IHLILHLEAH P L2l
oG f.smimmad p 20, SEERINLHEET v 2ROEMGZHZT 0L
T 5.
® (TEoD sesminmal T3 LT, fF(V=VFES) =FS)VIES) =F(S).
® VvV = 0.
® (TED 5§ esmnmal Zxf LT, f(S)VF(ES)=F(E)VFES).

® (LED 58,5 esminmal THt LT, f(S)V (f(s') v f(s")) = (f(S) v f(s')) v (S,

Z DR, EEOHSES X csmimmal 2 LT, Qp = {Vsex f(S)|X c sminmal} X 51
EED X,y csminma TR LT, HE rf:Qx — Qy ZMWY, BTD Vegogex S IEHTL
T, 1§ (Vsez.zex S) = Vseznyizex S ¢ EET 2. TO XS CERESI LA P=
{F(9)|s € sminmall FEARMBELEATH Y, Q= {Vsex F(S)|X c sminmal} 13 constructive
state space TH 5. m

Lemma 2 The followings are equivalent:
1. A constructive state space can be constructed.

2. A Li-state space can be constructed.

Proof (1=2) {3 ® constructive state space Q (IFEARMEES P 28HH, TEOHHE
BXCSP THLT, O ={Vyeyp|Y €X} BHEET 2. 2T THIES Q° LRHHDE
B g:P— Q" 2. ZOWK, {TED pp €P IINLT, gp) #g(p') TH3. X LT
Bo peP NLT, &8 Ayp ={age), ayp} ZEEL, f£ED XSP IKHLT, &
— 77 VIERES Tpexdgp 2L 3. STTIHEED X,YSP LT, [hexAyp) #
pevAgpy EHIODTH 2. Y X OF, R OHE 1 [[hexAgep) — [pevAgp) ZER
T5. 2OXSICEERINL {g)IpeP} BEHMEATDH Y, A= Uxcpllpexdgp &
Li-state space T®» 5.

(2=1) f£E ® Li-state space A (TEMES Q* 2>, ZZTHLHEAL P & &HE



DEMR §:Q* > P %kt b. ZOK, TED q,q €Q* XL T, q#q %6iE, §(@ #
g@) FHL 2 TH L. LEHERINZHET v BZROFEG 2T DL T 5.

® (LED qeQ KHNLT, gl@v=Vvg@ =3d@Vvi@=43g(q:.

o v=0

® (LE®D qq €Q ITHLT, gl@vig@)=3g)vi.

® {LE®D qq.,q"€Q CNLT, GV (g@)van)=(g@vaga))via.
ZOW, fEEO Qe Q I LT, Qg ={Veeod(@ QS Q) 2EHT 2. TL{ILRED
QQ Q" LT, #1510y = Qp ZL Y, BTD Voegrgregd(q) € Qg IR LT,
rgl(quQ”:Q”gQ @) = Vieong:oreod(@) & EET S, ZO XS ICEEI N P=
{9(lq € Q*} FHEHAMEELATHY, Q= {VqEQ 3@ |Q c Q*} ¥ constructive state space
Thd. m

2 DO DOHEDFEH X constructive Aumann-state space 2> HMS-state space & Li-state
space ZHEKT 22 L3 TE, oI LUK T L TEL 2R L TCWwa. UL
KO U T oSS,

Proposition1 DA TN OMEEIZFEHETH 5.

1. Constructive state space T2 2 LB TZ 5.
2. HMS-state space ZEEET 5 LB TZX 5.

3. Li-state space ZIT 5 LA TE 3.

Constructive state space Z 2 \»C, HMS-state space & BHED I CTHEEZEZL X 5.
Example 2 & Example 3 % [L# 3 % . HMS-state space _EDIRFEZE[E & constructive state
space EDIRFEZER TR D X 5 IB#EDS T ST 5!

S{x,y} = Q.;
Sy & Qs
Sy & Qg

Sy & Qg

Syy & Q WKHEHL 2K, 2 ZNDREZERICE T 2 FREELLTO X 5 G L Tw
5:

xy © xVy;

11



Xy © x;
Xy S y;

Xy < ¢

SRICK LT Sy & Qpy CHEH LZE, ZRZROREEMICH T 2 S RERUT O X
5 1AL TV 5

x S x;

—|x<:)q.'>.

ZOMIGBERE RZKE, Q ED x & Qp £ x BREZERERL, Q Lo ¢ &
Qyy LD ¢ BELZERZFOZ LB TEIZXEL). x & ¢ 1Ty LOMICBRE
FFo T30, fioThuhavoRPitioT, my 2BRLTVED1LE ) 0% b > TK
L5DTH5.

[FIKFIC, Q 1% % =Sp, USyy USyyUSyy & OBIfRO T, FERBRD X 5 1Bl
o Twna:

xy © xVy;
X & X;
y
¢ = ¢

J 7B, constructive state space Q (I HMS-state space ¥ & DI _EHOFDTESDE
K2R bHDLETWEIDOTHS. gzl Q _HEEELhoTwb. —2iF = L
DEBUNIKEEZE L BIES T b, b5 —2lF T LoBEHETZIY Ry REBOES
EREOT TS, Fb B Constructive state space b DFK{RFE X, HMS-state space
Lo BIKEEZE L BIED T b e 5, [FKFIC HMS-state space D A W ICFR &K
RRZERM EBIES T oNTNE2DTH 5.

IV  Constructive Aumann Structure

DT CIlEmMETH % X 5 7niRAEZE], constructive state space ICHEfi AT, H—F(K
IZPRZE L, constructive Aumann structure &2 W TCERET 5. T A 130 BEM IS, FlikE s
-, unawareness A% ZNZNWERLT 5 LFAIFICZNZNDOHEEICO VTS 5.
AET D% ICIE Dekel et al. (1998) @ FHEH & Chen et al. (2012) O FHEEHEZ X h —
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AL L 7=b D &R T 5.
4-1 wIEEME G

EE#E) 72 Aumann structure Tl AJREMEXTIG DO E FIUTIREZR D A TH % 23, KfFlx
IRRETERZH LA T WD DT, JRIEEZEN & EARMEOT D ES L DEBESPERE &
4. £9 (P,Q,M) % constructive Aumann structure & F:E 5. Z OFF, wJEEMERIGIE
M Ox2P =22\ {9} TEERINS. (TED weQ £ TD XCP IR L T, EHEMIRGE
T X ZREBL TV ERIT o 252 O0NEROERESD N(w,X) SO THDEE
Z 5. oK, AJREMENIGIZLAT OEE 22 T2 LIRET 5.

1. Subjective Nondelusion: £2TD w€e€Q L 2TD XS P IKNL T, wy € M(w,X).
2. Stationarity: fTE D w,w €0 & XcSP IKNL T, o ellw,X) & 6T
Hw',X) =I(w,X).

Example 3 #flic & 5. FREIERAMEOI »ES X={} 2#FE LT3 LL,
constructive state space # Q={w; =xVy,w, =x,w3=y,w,=¢} &icd. TDL ¥,
WE 1 138 weQ KL T, w,el(w,,X), wy, €M(w,,X), w, €M(ws,X), w, €
M(w, ,X) BEYVIZDZ L ZRET 5. KE 2 1T w, €M(w,,X) KDY IZLD% S IE,
M(w,,X) = M(wy,X) BRY IO L ZIRET 2. 2D 2 DOGE IFEHENZ, 2 L THHl
HJ7z Aumann structure ICBWTIRTEINTWANEZHZRADETALTC—RIILLAEZD DT
H2.X B P OEBREATHLILE, N A Q Ecadliicizsky, $hbb M A
Q ECIEmEITH B EIFHOL A9, L L, Qp EICRELZZHGEICE, 72EIIC K
52 LiE RO 22 TRAITERS B ZLLT O X 5 ICERT 5.

Definition 1 (Partial Partition) X € P % & %. A[FEMIE T1: Q x 2P — 29\ {0} % Qy I
XL CEGRNIC BN TH 5 L ix, UTOEHZIT P={Pliea P"HFIET LI LTH
5.

L UjeaPr = Qx

2. FED weQ TRHLT, wye€P, 72 M(w,X)=P, 7% P, BFEET 5.

3. &TD PL,PEP ITHLT, PP %ebiX P,nP =0.

X =P O, HoM7nE3EHER 7 Aumann structure ICE T 2 0E L —FF 5. %
L CHEHER 72 Aumann structure & [ABRIC &R 99 #9757 El 1 Subjective Nondelusion &
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Stationarity ¢ [FIfETH 5.

Proposition 2 fEE®D XCP % & 5. WREMXIG T 28 Qp I L THEIRTHEZ LD
B3 5: TT 23 Subjective Nondelusion & Stationarity %7232 & TH 5.

Proof. (=) FIREMENIIG T 28 Qp 1K L CHEINTH 3 LIET 5. & DR, Definition 1-
2 X0, TED weQ XLT, wx€P, 72 Py BFEEL, 2 M(w,X) =P, THD
25, wy €M(w,X) BEILT 5. #iE> T Subjective Nondelusion 2373 5. {EE D
PLPLEP ICXNLT, weP,w €P] L, PP, LIRETS. DK, Definition 1-3 X
D, ,NPi=¢ T&H 5. Definition 1-2 XV, M(w,X) #M(w',X) 725X O(w,X)N
Mw ,X)=0 LEZXHEZLN, o ¢ll(w,X) TH5. ZOHFEEZIS L, o €l(w,X) 7x
H5i1F MN(w' ,X) =N(w,X) TH5. §it> T Stationarity 27T 5.

(&) I 2* Subjective Nondelusion & Stationarity %iii7z 3 & IKET 5. (LED weQ
LT, I(w,X) =P, £75% X 51T Py %L %. Subjective Nondelusion & 5 DR E 2>
5, BTD wely KHNLT welllw,X) HWILT 5. &> T, Upeg,Nw,X) =
UrpenwxPr=Q% B OL2TH 2. 37455, Definition 1-1 25K3Z3 5. [ iC
Subjective Nondelusion & P, DiEFDH Definition 1-2 23323 5. Stationarity £ Y, {T:
BED ww e NLT, IMw,X)#N(w,X) bl o ellw,X) THS. 21k
w,X )N ,X) =0 ZEWT 2. P, DEFRIY, L#P bl NP =0 HKZT
5L E%2%. f€oC, Definition 1-3 233235, LEX D I 1x Qp KK L CHEINTH 5.

Heifetz et al. (2006) < % A] GEPE X )G @ K %€ & L T, Stationarity, Confinedness,
Generalized Reflexivity, Projections Preserve Awareness, Projections Preserve Ignorance,
Projections Preserve Knowledge @ 6 2 D{IE % &%), Subjective Nondelusion 12Tl
RZE L CTWwizd»>72. L# L, Confinedness, Generalized Reflexivity, Projections Preserve
Awareness, Projections Preserve Knowledge IZ 2 \» T |Z Subjective Nondelusion &
Stationarity 2> & AEFHRIBETH 5. FEBHIC A B HIIC, FERICOWTRD X H T, ES O
Q0 LoERETEZ. O, £ED XCP TR L T, Ex={wy €Qw€E}, EX=
{0 €QVw €E 0 =wVpezzexp} LT 5.

Remark 2 If a possibility correspondence II satisfies Subjective Nondelusion and

Stationarity, then it satisfies the followings.
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1. Confinedness: For any w € Qy and any X € P, Ml(w,X) S Q.
Generalized Reflexivity: Forany w € Q and X € P, w € ((w ,X))P.

3. Projections Preserve Awareness: For any w € Q and X € P, if w € [I(w, X), then wy €
M(wy , X).

4. Projections Preserve Knowledge: For any w € Q and X,Y € P, if II(w,X) € Qy, then
(M(w,X)), = N(wy, X).

Proof (1:"& 1) Subjective Nondelusion X V, wy € I(w,X). Stationarity X Y, o' €
Nw,X) =5, (o ,X) =Il(w,X). T4bb, vy=w'. ->T, FTED o €ll(w,X)
LT, o €Qy. UE2D, M(w,X) S Qy.

(HEH 2 FE DO weQ & XcP %L 3. 2o, (I(X) =
{0 €eQ|vw' €M(w,X) " =w'Vpezzexp}- Subjective Nondelusion X ¥, wy € (w,X)
THEDD, w=wxVpezp THDEI R ZSX BPFIETS. o T, we (l'[(a),X))P.

(& 3) Subjective Nondelusion >SS 22 TH 5.

(8 4) FED we, X,YCSP ICHLT, NI(w,X)SQy, EINETS. FED '€
Nw,X) TNLT, w€Q, THLZHIDL, f(w)=w'. Thbbd, (H(a),X))Y=H(w,X).
€ > T, Subjective Nondelusion & Stationarity 2> 5, M(wy,X) = D(wy,X) = I(w,X). =

71 ¥ Heifetz et al. (2006) T, H'E 2 2> & Subjective Nondelusion Z&E %, M4 1 &
BH420ME 3 %28\,

Remark 3 (Heifetz et al. 2006) FJREHNIE 1T 1ZBAT O 2372 5.
A) Generalized Reflexivity implies Nondelusion.
B) Confinedness and Projections Preserve Knowledge implies Projections Preserve

Awareness.

Proof (A) T % Generalized Reflexivity %iii7= 3 L IRET 2. Thbb, (TED weq,
XcP o LT, we(w,x) . oz o B, (I(e,X) =
{0 eQ|vo' €M(w,X) w" =w'Vpezzexp}. T2 T, 0= Vpezzexp TH D L 5 7%
W €M(w,X) BHFELERL TEEbR. T4bb, rf(0) =18 (0 Vpezzerp) = 0'. PAL
b, wy € M(w,X).

(B) 1 2% Confinedness & Projections Preserve Knowledge #iii7-3 & {INET 5. T74
bh, [TED wely, XSSP IKHLT, I(w,X) €SOy, »2TED we, X,Y S P IZxf
LT Dw,X) S, 513, (l'[(a),X))y =(wy,X). Remark 2 OME 4 OFFH L 0, TE
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D weN ITRLT, (H(a),X))Yzl'[(w,X). ZZTY=X ¢tid. welllw,X) 2KET
5. ZOWKF, wel(wy,X). FHDOEERDID, wy= w THELIDT, wy € M(wy,X). m

Heifetz et al. (2006) 23KiE L 7= Projections Preserve Ignorance (ZX® X 5 IZE R
fLaxh<ns: 8D weQ X,YSP KHLT, (Mw,X) € ((wy,X)) . oW
Subjective Nondelusion & Stationarity 2> 53 { Z & |3 T ¥ 7 \». Projections Preserve
Ignorance |HIRAEZE[M] Lo r#l % BANICHIKI T2 720 0RKETHZ. L LAarb, K
FHE-FRETANTHDI0T, TORERLERVE I Kb s, EE UFCiR
Projections Preserve Ignorance 7z L CH ka2 ilAE L 72 > T\ 5. F 7z Heifetz et al.
(2006) & IxHEA Y, ZIEMEEFE o - EHER o RAEZE] ECRREMEIG 2 ER L TwBb T
2o, EHREFRETVICEVLTORBEDORWEETH S X5 Icbns’

4-2 WIREGER T

MOCTHBEE T2 ERL LY. TTHRE © Q O EAL TS, EHRIEHEL T
WEHARMBEESD XCP THDH L%, ARE T K:20 522 ZUTOX ) ICERT
2: ECQy TH2E0IE, Ky(E) ={w € Qll(w,X) SE}; %5 Thwinbll, Ky(E) = 0.
Ky(E) 13 THEARMGEES X 2L CO2FERIER E 2H->TW3 | e 2EKT 5.
Ky(E)=0 SO L T3 L&, FRNR E Z2Ho T3 3B THE L 2ERT 3.
Example 3 Zflic & b, X={x}, AJEMEXIC2 M(w;,X) ={w,}, D(w,,X) ={w,},
M(ws, X) = {wy}, Mws, X)={w,} 22 EWRELELD. E;={w,} L7 %, EC
Qy BEAZL, 220 M(w,,X) SE,, BT 5. (€5 T, Ky(E,) ={w,} DL, FERIE
E, ZHloTWw3. 2t LT, E,={w,,w,} LEVLLE, E,£0, THEH 5,
Ky(E)) =0 &%, HioT, FRIZ E, ZHIo T3 Lidhichd. EcQy OHEIE I
DCHEHETHL. X+P OFF, M(w,X) SQ ZHLPITHY LD, [>T Ke(Q) MHEFER
BEEmD, X LTV aEKIT Q ZHo T3 2RO TCLEI LIRS, T2
COREDKY /=27 TATIE, X#P OBETDH Monotonicity 23372 L TL E W,
TADTHER G EBFCLESI LIRS, B ECQy THo72E L ThH, Ky(E)=0
ERBIERHY D B.

Remark4 L&D EcCQy XL C, LT OMmEIZFEETH 5.

T ZORIFSEHOMEREL L GRmdsLEL 25 THH .
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1. 2D we LT, N(w,X)ZE.
2. Ky(E)=0.

Proof (1=2) fTED we & ECQ ITNLT, M(w,X) ZE ERETE. ZOIREIX
N(w,X)SE %727 w BPIFEELRNI E2EIRT 2. §E-C, Ky(E) = 0.

2=1) FED EcQ LT, Ky(E)=0 ¢IKETS. ZOREIR N(w,X)SE %
W72 w BPHEELRVWI EZ2ERT S, ZIITED we ITHLT, I(w,X) £ E
DKL T B EEVIEZ DL EHRTES.

Example 3 #flice 0, E;={w,} & L72& &, M(w,, X)CE; L7500, Ky(E3) =0
RV, w, EEZONFERIT E; FHIoTCWE I LIl S.

Kye(E) 28 Qy FOFERTHZZLIFHL2LTHSD. 2D I &t Heifetz et al. (2006) I
B ORINTn3S.

Proposition 2 (Heifetz et al. 2006) {LE®D E < I LT, Ky(E) € Qy.

Proof £ D ECQ ICH LT, HED weKy(E) % & 5. MikEE T 0 ERE & nlgerERt
JCORE 1 XY, well(w,X) CE THb. ZDK;, Confinedness £ 9, M(w,X) € Qy 23
KO SLDH 6, we Qg oT, Ky(E)SQy. m

Ky(E) ODBRE% —Ky(E) = Q\ Ky(E) LEFKT 5. Thid [EAMEESD X Z38#HL
TWEEERITESR E IConTHILAR\] ZLrEKT 2.

Fk % 13 Heifetz et al. (2006) T—ix b S - HEEEFOMEE % X Y —f&{L L 2T &L
TLNTE B,

Proposition 3 AIEGHE T Ky (FLATOHE ZFE>.

K1 (Necessitation) X = P if and only if K,(Q) = Q.

K2 (Monotonicity) X = P if and only if E € F = Ky(E) € Ky(F).

K3 (Conjunction) VA€A E; S QyorVAEA E; € Qy = Ky(NieaEr) = Niea Kx(Ey).
K4 (Truth) Ky (E) S E.

K5 (Positive Introspection) Ky (E) = KyKy (E).

K6 (Negative Introspection) X = P if and only if =Ky (E) € Ky—Kx(E).
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Proof. (K1) (=) X =P D, Nondelusion XV, £TD weQ KL T, wel(w,P) S
QO ThHs. T78bb, OCK(Q) THA. £7 Proposition 2 X VK, (E)SQ THB25H
Kp(Q) = Q.

(=) Ky()=Q EIRETS. X#P #RET 2. O, Oy cQ TH 5. LA LA
HETOTERLY, Ky =0 THRETRAELARVDOTFETS. it>oT X=P TH53.

(K2) (=) X =P DI, Kp(E) = {w € Q|lI(w,P) S E} S {w € Q|II(w, P) S F} = Kp(F).

(=) ECF=Ky(E)SKy(F) #IET2. X#P OFF, Oy Q0 TH Y, Ky() =0
THE2P0, TED p+ECQy TNLT, Ky(E)2K,(Q) &4 b, FETS. fit>T
X=P.

(K3) fFED 1eh LT E,cQy #RETSE. TED weKy(NenE) %L 5.
Z DK, M(w,P) € NyesEy DALLTWS., ZRIEETD 1eA XL T, N(w,P) CE,
THDIERBRTE. $2bbLETD 1€ LT, weky(E) TH3. we
Nien Kx(E). RICHEED LeN XL T E €0y 2RETS. ZDOK, 2TD 1€A
MLT Ky(E) =0 TH5. D5 Ky(NpenEr) = NpeaKx(E)) =0 DSRILT 5.

(K4) fFZD w' €Ky(E) L %. o €l(w,P) SE BHILL T3, > T, Ky(E) €

el

(K5) fEED w €Ky(E) #& 5. w €l(w,P)SE DKL L T3, T THEED
w" €EM(w,P) NLT, o €l(w,P) CE PKILTS. fE>T, w' €Ky(E) DKILT 5.
Thbb, Ilw,P) S Ky(E). 1> T, o €KyKy(E). $7bb Ky(E) S KyKy(E) T2 T
K4 XV KyKy(E) S Ky TH D05, Ky(E) = KyKy(E).

(K6) (=) X=P %NET 5. THED we-Kpy(E) %t %. ZDW, w@Kp(E) TH53.
Thbb, I(w,P)LE. ZZTHEED o €ell(w,P) #%& 3. Z DK, Stationarity X 9,
M(w,P) =N(w',P) KL T 5DT, w €—=Kp(E) KT 5. T7bbH, I(w,P) S
—Kp(E) DXHOLT 5. €5 T —Kyx(E) € Ky—Ky(E).

(=) =Ky(E) S Ky—=Ky(E) #RET 2. X#P 2IET 2. T DHE, Ke(E) SOy S Q
Y75, ftoT, aKy(E) L Oy TH D55, Ky=Ky(E) =0 THL TEAS AW, ZHIEF
JET 5. f>T X=P. m

EE#ERY) 72 Aumann structure IZ 35 > T unawareness D ik 2 FHE T 2MHH & R 3
Necessitation, Monotonicity, Negative Introspection 7% constructive Aumann structure IC
BOTIEEAGEZ L THEBL TV ABEAEICORBIL, $-F20HLHY ZoTWw 3.
Z 31T constructive Aumann structure ICBWT, X # P TH 5 7% 5 (L, unawareness Dk
HAOREL T AL ERBL TS,
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Remark 5 K, (Qy) = Qy.

Proof K4 X0 Ky(Qy) € Qy. TED weQy L 5. ZOK, M(w,P) SOy FHL 2.

CHNIEHHD Z L TH B D3, L Tw s EMRIT O ZEHER 4 Aumann
structure f‘_’_uanﬁL“Cb’é Eﬁﬂﬁ}_\'?’é EBTES., T Qp DATEREI N TREMER
Gk Gz bl ERIGEE OMFEE oMM e 20 E Qp L TYTED LI LN TE
5L rnERT LS

% IC Heifetz et al. (2006) T K1 26 K5 & ic—fb SNz T oWEICO T b EE
BHZ1T72 9.

Proposition 4 (HMS 2006) —Ky(E) N —=Ky—Ky(E) S —Ky—Ky—Ky(E).

Proof. X =P DI, K6 £V, =Ky(E) N =Ky=Ky(E) =@ 7D T YLD, X+ P LIRET
%.K6 XV, aKy(E)n—Ky—Ky(E) 0. K& XV, Ky—~Ky(E) S ~Ky(E)TH % » b,
Ky(E) € -Ky—Ky(E). T#E —Ky—Ky(E) € =Ky(E) %#RT DT, Ky(E) N =Ky—Ky(E) €
Ky(E)N=Ky(E)=0. T72bb, Ky(E)=0. 2N ED ECQ i LTHRYIZD. -
T, Ky(Q) =0. =Ky(E)=Q XV, Ky=Ky(E) =Ky(Q) =@ TH 255, =Ky—Ky(E) = Q
T 2T, Kx(Q) = Ky—Ky—Ky(E) =0 23KV ZDh b, -Ky-Ky—Ky(E)=Q. $7xbb,
—Ky(E) = =Ky—Ky(E) = =Ky—Ky—Ky(E) T & % » 5 , =Kx(E)N-=Ky-Kx(E) S
—Ky—Ky—Ky(E) 2’ YD, m

4.3 Unawareness j#HE 1

RETTW X W X Fr 4 13 unawareness JEBL1- & awareness jia 2 EHZRT 5. X TR
LCTWwaERICH LT, 3 unawareness BT 13 Uy(E) = =Ky (E) N =Ky—Ky(E) L&
# X N, Awareness J# 5 T 13 Ax(E) = 2Ux(E) = Kxy(E)UKy—Ky(E) & E&EIN 3.
Example 3 #flic & 572 & ¥, E; ={w,} ICNL T, =Ky(E) ={w;, w3, 0,3} THDY,
KymKy(E) =0 LB DT, Ug(E)=0 &7 0, Ag(E) ={w,,w) &7 5. B, =
{wy,w} DL EIL, 2Ky (E,) ={w;,,w,,ws,w,}, “Ky—Ky(E;) ={w;,w,,w3,0,} L7525
DT, Uy(E,) ={w;,w,,w3,w,}, Ax(E)) =@ 72 5.

8 AT WA, —yE=Q, \E £ T3Z ¢ CEmelED 35505 5.
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k4 OE TN THRITHIFE DR LT X 72 unawareness JEE ¥ & awareness JAE DG
ERT L7001, FRPERAMEOETERHERL T 00 %0, BFBTE iR
PR T 256, WRE R 2HERVEZ 0T R%E FBREEROTESG L > T
L0E2D 3 DODGESIBNEL L. A OMEHE L CAT OMEZIEAT 5.
Lemma 3 | Lemma 4-1 ZGFBH I 2 72D Ic b E A fiig L 7 5.

Lemma 3 (Heifetz et al. 2006) If E,F € Qy, then Ky(E UKy (F)) = Kx(E) U Kx(F).

Proof {TED w€Ky(EUKy(F)) %t 5. ZDI, M(w,X) SEUKy(F) 2V LD, C
it M(w,X)SE £7213 I(w,X) SKy(F) VIO L 2EBKRT 2. fiE>T, K5 &b
Ky(F) = KyKy(F) T® %5 5, Ky(E)UKyKy(F) =Ky(E)UKy(F) T®» Y, we€Ky(E)U
Kx(F) 2323 5. T7bb Ky(E UKy(F)) € Ky (E) UKy (F). i\ TIEE D w € Kx(E) U
Ky(F) & %.K5 £V Ky(E)UKy(F) = Ky (E) UKyKy(F). T D, M(w,X) S E $7213
M(w,X) SKy(F) LT 5. 2hid M(w,X) SEUKy(F) #*BH T 2. i>T we
Kx(EUKx(F)) 23 D 322 D T, Kx(E)UKyx(F) S Kx(EUKx(F)). LA E2r b Ky(EU
Kx(F)) = Kx(E) UKx(F). m

Lemma4 awareness #E T (AT OMWHE % FFD.

1. (Triviality) If X = P, then Ax(E) = Q.

2. (Non-triviality) If X # P and E € Qy, then Ay(E) = Kx(E).
3.  (Non-triviality) If X # P and E & Qy, then Ay (E) = 0.

Proof (1) X=P ¢ IRET . DK, Ap(E) = Kp(E) UKp—Kp(E). K5 XV, Kp(E)U
Kp—Kp(E) = KpKp(E) UKp—Kp(E) . Lemma 3 X U KpKp(E) U Kp—=Kp(E) = Kp(Kp(E) U
—Kp(E)) = Kp(Q) = Q. > T Ap(E) = Q.

(2) X+P »2 EcCQy CIRETS. DI, Proposition2 X v, Ky(E) € Qy TH 2D
b, 2Ky (E) L Qy L7 5. 5T, Ky=Ky(E)=Ky(@) =0 L 75. T DWW, A(E) =
Kx(E) U Kx—Ky(E) = Ky (E).

(B) X#P 22 E¢Qy CIRETS. O, HEEETOTELY, Ky(E) =0 K
DLD. ZOW, =Ky(E)=Q THY, Ky(Q =0 2T 5. HE> T, Ay(E) = Ky(E) U
Ky—Ky(E)=0. m

Proposition 5 X = P DI}, unawareness {#H 7 & awareness #HE T 1ZLAT OHE % i 72
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KU Introspection: KyUy(E) = 0.

AU Introspection: Uy(E) = UyUx(E).

Weak Necessitation: Ay(E) = Ky(Qy).

Strong Plausibility: Uy (E) = Np=1(—mKx)™ (E).

Weak Negative Introspection: —Ky(E) N Axy—Ky(E) = Ky—Ky (E).
Symmetry: Ay(=E) = Ax(E).

A-Conjunction: Ayx(NzesEr) = Niea Ax(Er).

AK-Self Reflection: AyKy(E) = Ax(E).

AA-Self Reflection: AyAy(E) = Ay (E).

A-Introspection: KyAy(E) = Ax(E).

® ©®O®E B %

Proof. X =P %#ET 5. Lemmad-1 XV Ay(E)=Q. 6> T, Uy(E) = 0.

D) KxUx(E) = Ky(—Kx (E) N =Ky =Ky (E)) = Kx=Kx (E) N Ky—~Ky Ky (E) <
Ky—Ky(E) N =Ky—Ky(E) = 0.

2) Lemma 4-1 X 9, Ay(E)=Q 2»2 Uy(E) =-Ax(E)=0 TH 255, AyUyx(E) =
Ay (0) = Ky(®) U Ky—=Ky (@) = U Ky(Q) = Q. HE > T, Ax(E) = A,Ux(E) TH Y,
Ux(E) = UxUx(E).

3) X=P XV, Ky(Q) =Q.Lemma4 XV Ay (E)=Q TH 2525, Ax(E) = Kx(Q).

4) Lemma 4 XY, Uy(E) = ~Ax(E) = @. Lemma 4 & Proposition 5-2 X v, Uy(E) =
UgUy(E) =0 T»H 3. UUyUy(E) =Ug(@). T DI, A, (@) =Q TH 35,
UgUyUy(E) =Ux(@) =0 . T 0BV RERINDE 2L, i o T U(E)=
Np=1(=Kx)™ (E).

5) Ax—Ky(E) = Kx—Kx(E) U Ky—~Ky—Ky (E) = KxKy—Kx(E) U Ky~ Ky—Kx (E) =
Kx(Kx—Kx(E) U =Kx=Kx(E)) =Kx () =Q . & o T, =Ky(E)NAx-Ky(E) =
“Ky(E)NQ==Ky(E). X=P XV, K625 —Ky(E) S Ky-Kyx(E). EHICK4 XD,
Ky—Ky(E) € =Ky (E). 1t > T, —Ky(E) = Ky=Ky(E) BT %55, =Ky(E)N
Ax—Ky(E) = Kx—Kx (E).

6) TED ECQ LT, Ay(E)=Q TH 355, Ay(=E) =Q. #E> T Ay (=E) =
Ay (E).

7) TED ECcQ iTXLT, Ay(E) =Q TH 255, Ax(NienE) = Q »oLED A€
A IR LT AED)=Q TH B35 5, Niendy(E) =Q. 565 T, Ax(NiesE) =
Naea Ax (Ez)-

8) TED EcQ XL T, Ay(E)=Q TH» 255, AKy(E)=Q. > C,
AxKy(E) = Ax(E).
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9)

10)

TEDO EcQ LT, AyE)=0 TH D05, AAx(E)=Q. #it > T,
AxAx(E) = Ax(E).

TED EcQ XL T, Ay(E)=Q TH 250, KyAy(E) =Kx(Q). X=P XV,
K125 Ky(Q) = Q. KyAx(E) = Ax(E). m

Proposition 6 X # P »2ffEE®D EcQ ICH LT, E<Qy DN, unawareness {1 &
awareness HE TIZLA T OWE 721 .

® ©®AA®®E

KU Introspection: KyUy(E) = 0.

AU Introspection: Uy(E) € UyUx(E).

Weak Necessitation: Ay(E) € Ky(Qy).

Strong Plausibility: Uy (E) € Np=1(—mKx)™ (E).

Weak Negative Introspection: —Ky(E) N Axy—Ky(E) = Ky—Ky (E).
Reverse Symmetry: Ay(—E) € Ay (E).

A-Conjunction: Ay(NiesEr) = Niea Ax(Er).

AK-Self Reflection: AyKy(E) = Ax(E).

AA-Self Reflection: AyAy(E) = Ay (E).

A-Introspection: KyAy(E) = Ax(E).

Proof. X # P »OMLEED ECQ LT, EC Oy LT % E{RET 5. Lemma 4-2 X
D Ay (E) = Ky(E). 1€- T, Uy(E) = =Ky (E).

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Ay (E) =Ky (E) £V, Uy(E) = =Ky(E). Proposition 2 £ 9, Ky(E)SQy THEH b,
—Kx(E) € Q. > T Ky(=Kx(E)) = 0.

Uy (E) = =Ky (E) € Q. UyUy(E) = ~KyUx(E). KU Introspection £ 9, KyUy(E)=¢0 T
BHD5 5, =KyUy(E) = Q. 56> T Ugx(E) € UyUy(E).

Lemma 4-2 X YV Ay(E) = Ky(E), Remark 5 £V Ky(Qy) =Qy £V, Ax(E) S Ky (Qy).
Proposition 6-2 X 0 , UyUy(E) = =KyUx(E) =Q . UyUyUyx(E) = Uy—KyUx(E) =
Uy (Q) = =Ky (Q). HFHEETOERIY, Ky(Q =0 X0, Ug() =Q. Thp 8K
ENDBEDH, NC (=KD (E) = Q. 52T, Uy(E) € N2y (K™ (E).

Lemma 4-2 X Y Ay—Ky(E) =Ky—Ky(E). K4 XV Ky(E)YSECQy ThH2» b,
—Ky(E) € Qy. 5T, Ky=Ky(E) =®. Ht > T, =Kyx(E) N Ay—Ky(E) = =Ky (E) N @ =
0 = Ky—Ky(E).

Ay(mE) = Ky(mE)UKy—Ky(mE). ESQy XV =EZQy. > T, Ky(=E)=0.
“Ky(mE)=Q &Y Ky=Ky(=E)=0. i> T, Ay(=E)=0. Lemma 4-2 XV Ay (E) =
Ky(E) 7225 Ay(=E) € Ay (E).
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7) FED ECQy TR LT, Ag(E) = Ky(E) TH 325, Ax(NyeaE) = Kx(Npen E1) 7
OUMEED L€A ITH LT Ax(E) = Ky(E)) TH 255, Niealx(E) = Nyea Ky (Ep)-
> T, K3 XY Ax(Nzea Ex) = Naea Ax(Ep)-

8) HE®D® EcCQy ICRLT, K4 XV Ke(E)SE. it 5T, AgKy(E) = KyKy(E) X Y,
KyKy(E) = Ky(E). €5 T, AxKx(E) = Ax(E).

9) HE®D ECQy KA LT, K4 XY Ky(E) CE. Ay(E) = Ky(E) TH 255, AyAx(E) =
AxKx(E) = KxKx(E) = Kx(E). 16> T, AxAx(E) = Ax(E).

10)EED EcQy KX LT, Ay(E) = Ky(E) TH 255, KyAy(E) = KyKy(E) = Ky (E).
it > T, KyAx(E) = Ax(E). =

Proposition 7 X #P 2»2{FED EcCQ WXL T, E&Qy DK, unawareness {HE T &
awareness HE I T OWE 729 .

KU Introspection: KyUy(E) = 0.

AU Introspection: Uy(E) = UyUx(E).

Weak Necessitation: Ay(E) € Ky(Qy).

Strong Plausibility: Uy (E) = Np=1(—Kx)™ (E).

Weak Negative Introspection: —Ky(E) N Axy—Ky(E) = Ky—-Ky (E).
Reverse Symmetry: Ay (—E) 2 Ay (E).

A-Conjunction: Ay(NiesEr) = Niea Ax(Er).

AK-Self Reflection: AyKy(E) = Ax(E).

AA-Self Reflection: AyAy(E) = Ay (E).

A-Introspection: KyAy(E) = Ax(E).

® ©®A®® B

Proof. X+P H»2O{FE®D® EcQ KxfL T, E€Qy #RET 5. Lemma 4-3 X
Ay(E) = 0. 6> T, Uy(E) = Q.

1) KxUx(E) = Kx(Q) = 0.

2) UyUyx(E) =Uyx(Q). QZ Qy BHL2ZE20, Ug(Q) =Q. o T, UgUy(E)=Q XV
Ux(E) = UxUx(E).

3) Lemma4-3 & Remark5 X9 Ay(E) =@ S Qy = Ky (Qy).

4) 2) XV, UyUgUy(E) = Uy (Q) = Q. THEBEVIEL T, Ux(E) = NZ,(=K)" (E).

5 ELQy X0 Ky(E)=0 7255 —Ky(E)=Q. Ky=Ky(E) =Ky(Q) =0. it o T,
Ay—Ky(E) = Ax(Q) = Ky(D) UKy—Ky(Q) =0 77 5 5 . =Ky(E) N Ax—Ky(E) =
Ky—Ky(E).

6) Ax(E) =0 72225 Ax(=E) 2 Ax(E).
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7) FED ECQy ICHLT, Ax(E)=0 TH325, Ax(Nye E) =0 »OFED L€
A T LT A(E) =0 THD225, MieadxED) =0. > T, Ax(NienEr) =
Naea Ax (Ep)-

8) Ky(E)=0 7255, AyKy(E) = Ax(®) = Kx(0) U Ky—Kx(0) = 0 UKyx(Q) = 0. fE> T
AyKx(E) = Ax(E).

9) AxAx(E) = Ax(®) = 0. Hi> T, AyAx(E) = Ax(E).

10) KyAx(E) = Ky (@) = 0. =

Remark 6 X #P LIRETS. fFED 1€ XL T E SOy, FED §eA ITHLT
Es €Oy &35, 2D, Ax(NreaEx NsenEs) 2 Naca Ax(Ex) Nsea Ax (Es)-

Proof. (T D TE D 1€A CNLT E,SQy THED2 5, NieaEr €0y. o T,
MicaEaNscnEs€Qy T ® 5 5 b, Lemma 4-2 X U Ay(NyenEaNsenEs) =
Ky(Nyen Ex NseaEs). T WTHED §€eA X LT EsZ Oy THEH2H, FED €A
ISR LT Ayx(Es) = 0. 16> T, Ngendx(Es) TH 25, NyeaAx(Er) NseaAx(Es). PAE X
D Ax(Nrea Ea Nsen Es) 2 Naea Ax(Ex) Nsea Ax(Es). m

KU Introspection, AU Introspection, Weak Necessitation, Strong Plusibility X Dekel et
al. (1998) iC X » T. Symmetry, A-Conjunction, AK=Self Reflection, AA-Self Reflection %
Modica and Rustichini (1999) 2 X - T, Weak Negative Introspection, Symmetry, A-
Conjunction, AK-Self Reflection, AA-Self Reflection (¥ Halpern (2001) 1 X - T, A-
Introspection % Heifetz et al. (2006) IZ X > CTF TICREINT W 5.

BIRR L C L ICRA DET VITEATIIR L R Y, B TOWEHTESVRILT 2DIJ T
7w, X#=P »2 EcQy DKL, AU Introspection, Weak Necessitation, Strong
Plausibility, THFT L DEFESBH LT 2 & IZRom 0. E72 X#P D EZQy DHAET
%, Weak Necessitation, THES AR D 727\ h LiLZe vy, F 72 Remark 6 25/ 8338 D, A-
Conjunction IIMEEDOERNE ECQy 7213 ECQy DEHOLI—FHETHBKILL T3
BAEICEVTRY LD, £ 5 CThVRHCREUAPZEER IR bR wIRY, HUNEELSL
725 72D LTz 75 0.

IHIC X#P O, (LED Ec O I L T Symmetry 23507 L 72\ i 13 50FHICES 5.
JeATHZE Tl (e.g., Heifetz et al. 2006; Li 2009), awareness {51+, unawareness #5113
Symmetry 2332 L T3 & DOFEREZEEH L T\ %. Fukuda (2020) TiZERED
unawareness (DWW TIE Symmetry 3Z L7V b LivaWwe OFFREZESH L2
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DD, FHIETHRWEAIE Symmetry 27T 5 L OffEREZE S H L T 5. B % H
VW72 fifF%E T, Modica and Rusitichini (1994; 1999), Halpern (2001), Heifetz et al. (2008)
72 &5 Symmetry % 2B & L CTIRGE L C unawareness % asam L T\ 5. T3 O OFEITHH
e LT IC, Ak X =P DR, B ZERL T WnICh )5 3, Symmetry 23K
LW L ERIR L7, A lE Symmetry & Non-triviality 233z L 72 WIE'H % Reverse
Symmetry &4 91) %. Reverse Symmetry (& E S Qy 7 E & Qy 2 COEBBRITIET 5.

Reverse Symmetry (ZFEFICHELEE CTH L I HICBbNDE. HIELFEREZ OB EFR
X X#P DK, Dal b =0T EERPEFEL T2 FEIREBZER O LA I
o, TNEERPERL CORERL FRLPEBTE LWL ABRERFREZFL
TARCTHEMT ERETRRNILERRL TS LS iclbhs.

FEHmEE OB CERE RS Z/R® I 5. Modica and Rustichini (1994) |
Symmetry ZA{RiE L 72, S4 & S5 23 [EfEIC7 5 Z & 2R L7z, e.g., S4+Symmetry=S5. %
D DWFFETIE Symmetry ZIKET 5 Z &M & 72 % (e.g., Modica and Rustichini
1999, Halpern 2001, Heifetz et al. 2008). x{i&MIcFk 4 D€ T L2 5 1F S4 with Symmetry
% trivial 72 b D & 725 TL ¥ 9. Reverse Symmetry |3 unawareness % a3 5 & & IC
DETHEMTIRNETEHAEVWILERBL TS XS ICEDNS. %?ﬁ@ﬁﬁh“@
S4+Reverse Symmetry I DWW Cikimz 0D 2 MEDH 5725 5.

T OMRARERIZEO PO R THRITMR L EREL2bDOTEI I TN D, BEHROH 2
GEEZF-oTwa ko icBbins.

Ky 77 v a vk, Galanis (2013) 23$2% L 72 Awareness leads to Knowledge
¢ constructive Aumann structure & OBEUREIC O WTEHE T DOEZE 41T 5. Galanis (2013)
¥ Awareness leads to Knowledge # XD X S ICERL 72: {EED X, ycP (YcXx) &
EcQ icxt LT, Ky(Ey) S (KX(EY))Y N Ay(Ey). %1% Projections Preserve Knowledge %
RE L nwGE, BouUEGBERAR Iz 0nhrd Ltk 2R Lz, Lo LA
DE T LTI, Projections Preserve Knowledge 23 HEIICHK D 37> T 5. fiE> T, #D
UERRD LT 20 TH 2. ZomrbHA DET VT Galanis (2013) DET AL
HEPEWEFEZ5THA).

Proposition 8 (L&D X,YcP (YcX) & EcQ XL T, Ky(Ey) = (Kx(Ey)), N
Ay (Ey).

Proof Y C X %iii7=3 X,YSP & EcQ %5%2%. COWF, K, (Ey) € Ay(Ey) 1ZHHS 2>
TH5.K4 XY, Ky(Ey) SE, THE0H, Ky(Ey) €Qy. 22T, w€eQ\E, 25 %25%. C
DOIf, TED w' € XL T, wegl(w ,X) »2 wellw,Y). TNIF we¢ K(Ey) 7
D weKy(Ey) EENT L. Thabb, weaKy(Ey) 0 w€ -Ky(Ey). o FTEETHD
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25, =Ky(Ey) = =Ky (Ey). 7€> T, Ky(Ey) = Ky(Ey). Ey €Qy TH2DT, (KX(EY))Y =
Kx(Ey). XY, Ky(Ey) = Ky (Ey) N Ay(Ey) = Kx(Ey) N Ay(Ey) = (KX(EY))Y NAy(Ey). m

4-4  FEMERY 7R IRREZE[E £ T v & DBIRTE

FkADETFALIT X=P O, EHERY 7 Aumann structure & [FEEIC unawareness 7%
trivial b D& B, EEE, LUTD X 91T Dekeletal. (1998) o FEEHA—RILEINB.

Theorem 1 (Generalized DLR’s Main Theorem) {F&® constructive Aumann structure
KB TUTOWHRFEETSH 2.

1. X=P.

2. &TD ECQ IKRLT, Uy(E) = 0.

3. &2CD EFcQ IIXLT, ECF blX, Uy(E) € =Ky (F).

Proof (1 = 2) Lemma 4-1 X Y BH 5 2>,

2=3) 2T ECQ TRNLT, Uy(E)=0 THE256, fTED FSQ ITHL T,
0 = Uy(E) € —Ky(F).

3=1) &TD EFCQ IKXHLT, ECF %blE, Uy(E)S —Ky(F) £ §5%. 2ZT
X#P ZUEL, E=0,0#FCQy ZIWOHT. ZOFf, -Ky(@)=Q 222 Ky(Q) =0 T
H 5 5, Ug(®) = =Kg(E) N =Kx—Kx(E) = QN =Ky (Q) =2n (Q\ Ke(Q))=0Q .
—Ky(F) S Q XS 2 DT, =Ke(F) © Uy (@) AT 5. SIS »ICFIET 3. fiE
>2C,X=P. m

Dekel et al. (1998) T i, unawareness jifi % 7-%% Plausibility, AU Introspection, KU
Introspection %7z L T\ % & ¥, HIk#HF 7 2% Necessitation %7z L T\ 5 54,
unawareness (% trivial b DL 7> TLE H Z L ZitH L 72. £ 7 Monotonicity 2337
L CWw 354, RO unawareness (32 TICX T2 A ZENCTLE H T & DEEHL 7-.
4 D7V TlL, unawareness {#iHE 1% Plausibility & E&RL 72 ET, X=P DOk, Al
713 Necessitation & Monotonicity 23 HEJICEKIZ L, unawareness #HEA T H AU
Introspection & KU Introspection 28 HENIICHKIZL CTLEH. - T, X =P DKFICIE
oD FIEMMAMZLCLE) Z 2 BKT 5. FIRFICHES 0 FEEHAMZL T2
B, J-EADETNMICEBWT, X =P BT 5.
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Dekel et al. (1998) DL T Negative Introspection & AU Introspection & D BE{% % i
U7z Chenetal. (2012) oiERHICOWTYH, T’ADETAT—LT 32 223 CTX 3. Chen
et al. (2012) I Plausibility, Necessitation 2337 L CT\»% & &, Negative Introspection 7%
AU Introspection & KU Introspection ¢ FfEIC R 52 Z ¢ %2R L TEY, T 51
Monotonicity & Truth Axiom 2% 32 L T \» % K¢, Negative Introspection & AU
Introspection 23[E{EIC72 2 Z & Z R LT3, ADET LTI, X =P DI, Negative
Introspection & AU Introspection 23 [FIRFICHIZ L T % DT, Z DFEMEMERRZILTWw
%. % 72, Chen et al. (2012) ¥ Modica and Rustichini (1994) 72375 L 7= Negative
Introspection & Symmetry & OFEIEMD FIHL T3, - T, Chenetal. (2012) DHfFFE
EUTD XS ic—ffbd 2L RT3,

Theorem 2 (Generalized CEL's Main Theorem) {F&E® constructive Aumann structure I
BOWTLTIFEETH 3.
1. X=r.

2. Negative Introspection if and only if AU Introspection if and only if Symmetry.

Proof (1 = 2) X =P DI, Proposition 3 X ¥, Negative Introspection 23375 5. % 7=,
Proposition 5 £ Y, AU Introspection & Symmetry 23323 5.

(2 = 1) Negative Introspection & AU Introspection & Symmetry 23[FfETH % LRKET
5. 22T X#P ZRET 5. ZDKE, Proposition 3 X Y Negative Introspection (337
& 3, Proposition 6 & Proposition 7 X ) Symmetry 23fKZ L 2\, L L&D,
Proposition 6 & Proposition 7 X ¥ AU Introspection 2332 L CTWw 5. it 3 20WHE
PAETH2Z Z LIcKT 2. fE>T, X=P. =

%12 Fukuda (2020) & OBIfRYEICOWTELL X 5. Fukuda (2020) 13EEHER) 7k RE
2= 7L TH > TdH non-trivial unawareness % ikamd 5 Z L BSA[RETH DL L ZR LT
W5, %1% Necessitation & AU Introspection 28 L — FA4 7 & 7o Tn5 2 & %L,
Necessitation 2332 L T\ % & Z A Tid AU Introspection 2327 722 LI ICET
MEF I non-trivial unawareness Zi&ai 3 5 Z L AA[REL 7B T L BN L7z, T DR,
1% AU Introspection 1ZfUbH 2 H'HE & L T Reverse AU Introspection (Uy(E) 2 UyUy(E))
EREL TV, HOFEMRIIRDOZ L Z/RL T, —DIid non-trivial unawareness % i
i3 B H 7z o T AU Introspection [FMEGHE Tl wH &, Z2LTHH—2lF
AU Introspection 23{3Z L 72\ & & A Tl awareness of unawareness Z&XH3 5 Z & 23T
ERRR AR B (s AR B
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RIS, A DET N TIIEFESFMELK Y 27272 0EE D Reverse AU Introspection
WAL L v, A DET A DOHF T AU Introspection 2ZSHENWICE2NTLE 9. TR
I ATREHE R IS D EF & MR T D ERICIKF L 2R CTH 5 £ E X b 5. Fukuda
(2020) & [FAIBRDHEGZ T 5 7211, FTREMERIS & HEEA T OERICO W TRk T 2
EBRETHD . TORIFSROMFEREL 2 5.

V  Concluding Remarks

AWFFEIE non-trivial unawareness % Aumann structure T3 5720 D7 L — L7 —
I D—DOFBEL 2. A D constructive Aumann structure | Heifetz et al. (2006) % Li
(2009) & %72 Y, HWICKHRREEROEAKREZLEL L. Lo Lado, RN
JREEZE[E]£ 5 L & . 7: b, unawareness structure D% EMHEOEFIIF| 2N TVW3E. X 5
IR~ DARREZERTIC 51 2 - RAB I3 fth IR FE & D BAfR O THE 2D > T 5. ERD
R L TV B EARMELTH 20210 X o T, FIREBICKH L TEEOMRZED - T L
5. Biw CIBPRVICER I N, FIC X > TR I ZBERoh CEOFHEDR RO b 5.
Hx DET VD FERICERIED M O IRAE & DBAR O TR SN T b, TD X
R R FE R T AMIER L K AR CET AL L T 5. REZERICEIT 2
BT 70— F IS HmOMEICETH LWAIRZ 52 250 Lz,

TrDoETVFR—-FHRETALTHY, GEZBICOVWTEIERE,LLHA LTS, L
Lo, FAc OfEmITeiTiist L 13827 2 #5828 % 1 L 7. Proposition 6, Proposition
7, Remark 6 237~ L 7238 U, unawareness {713V O DWEIC O WTE SR Y L7
moahdh LivZaw., 72, Symmetry 1 ERBETOREZEMZEFEL TR WG, BROL
Liawv, 2o ORI ADETAEED D D TH B, L L7 s REKRIC, constructive
state space ¥ HMS-state space < Li-statespace & [F[fEE%Z$5H, ¥ 72, 4 12 Dekel et al.
(1998) % Chen et al. (2012) 237~ L 72#&5fi% constructive Aumann structure O HC—fi
ftL 7.

Af i —FERICRELZ. L2 LEAEFEHRELT 2 RMWICE W TIEIENI X
awareness BEFEL, FNAEERTEICEELEZ2 222359 5 5. Aumann (1976) @
HiLMER —EUE R, Milgrom and Stokey (1982) @ no-trade theorem, Rubinstein (1989) o
E-mail 7 — 27 EIHGBAERAAE O MEEZ 2 DT L OHTED X ICERTE 2 D20 %
B B.OHIE L 72 5. No-trade theorem 1Z2\»Tlt Geanakoplos (1989) #3IESERAE
Z5[6]& 7 T, Heifetz et al. (2013), Galanis (2018) 7z &£'lx unawareness structure T
LCWwa. o0 DMWEEICOWTHRITIIE L 1357 5 awareness JHE T DR %2 E\» 72 5>
bZZ, RIL CHRAKOHRZEL LB TE 20089 Ik 5HOWIEHEL L ChiiE
ffFons.
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$72, BRADET AL ERA VT V7 —LICEAT 5 Z & b A[HE L 72 5. Bayesian games
with unawareness #fffZE L 72% ® & L T Meier and Schipper (2014) 3% 5o 3. 5
l¥ unawareness structure DA A TIRAEZEE] %2 BE L T % 28, Afiid HMS-state space
25 constructive state space ~EE XX VAETH S T & R L 72D T, JREZER %
4 DI A THIGE L 72 Bayesian games with unawareness #ifam3 5 Z L 23A[RE L 72 %
725 9. T4, Perea (2018) 2% Harsanyi (1967/68) @ & 7 L IZ ¥T > games with
unawareness DET L EEEL T35, D % 4 7ZE[1Z Meier and Schipper (2014) @
2 A TEBOFSEAEZR LTS X5 cBbins. Tz A 0REZEM 2 HMS-state
space % Li-state space DN ELSER> TV LI DLEETHL LI ICRZS. FhrDE
Tk Perea ET L %2 DIF 5 Z LT X > T, Harsanyi model with lattices % & LT
50 L. Z O, games with unawareness (3HRHEM 2 A5G H T — L DIER AR
ICHLER T 2 LB TE S,
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AR ZIGE L T EE o 2R RERFBIMIBIR ICEH# 2 B~ 72w, B2 513
unawareness £ 7N CHEUHER AT T L L O SIEER S — LHEHFKIC L 5 C
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