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1 Introduction

In his seminal 1976 paper, Robert Aumann proved a fascinating result, later called the “Agreeing to Dis-
agree” theorem [2]. Suppose that two agents share the same prior probability distribution and update
this probability by conditioning on different private information. Aumann showed that if their posterior
probabilities of an event E become common knowledge—meaning each agent knows the other’s poste-
rior, knows that the other knows it, and so on—then they must assign identical posterior probabilities to
E. In other words, two Bayesian agents who share a common prior cannot agree (in the sense of having
common knowledge) to disagree (in the sense of holding different posterior probabilities). This result
has important implications across multiple disciplines: it underlies “no-trade" theorems in economics
[21, 28], helps to provide an epistemic characterization of Nash equilibria in games with more than two
players [1], and reveals subtle issues that arise when rational agents exchange information [12, 24, 20].

The literature on Aumann’s theorem has focused on identifying which assumptions are necessary to
prove the theorem [25, 11, 19]. Various generalizations have emerged, exploring scenarios where, for
instance, agents have ambiguous beliefs [16, 17, 30] or use learning rules other than classical Bayesian
conditioning [13, 18]. This paper is inspired by three important generalizations of Aumann’s theorem:

1. There are several qualitative versions of Aumann’s theorem. One approach focuses on reformu-
lating Aumann’s insights in multi-agent logics of belief [8, 9]. A second approach, developed by
Cave [7], Bacharach [5], and Samet [26], reconceptualizes the core problem by shifting focus from
probabilities to abstract decisions. In Aumann’s original theorem, the posterior probability of an
agent for a fixed event can be viewed as a random variable mapping states to real numbers in the
[0,1] interval. The core idea is to replace these random variables with decision functions mapping
worlds to elements of a set D of “decisions”. 1

2. A second direction of research extends Aumann’s theorem to generalizations of classical Bayesian
models, including conditional probability structures [29], lexicographic probability systems [4,
3], and imprecise probabilities [31]. By reformulating the agreement theorem within these more
general models of beliefs, researchers have shown that Aumann’s core insight—that rational agents
cannot agree to disagree—remains robust even when relaxing classical probability assumptions.

1The resulting qualitative agreement theorem establishes that “like-minded” agents cannot have common knowledge of
different decisions, with the concept of being “like-minded” formalized using a variant of Savage’s sure-thing principle: For
any pair of agents i and j, if i knows that j is at least as knowledgeable as she is, and also knows that j’s decision is d, then her
decision is also d [27, p. 171].
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3. The third line of research generalizes Aumann’s theorem by replacing knowledge with the weaker
notion of p-belief. An agent p-believes an event E when assigning a probability of at least p to
E. In this setting, we can “approximate" common knowledge with common p-belief. Monderer
and Samet [22], later refined by Neeman [23], proved that if agents sharing a common prior have
common p-belief of their posteriors of some event E, then these posteriors must be “close”, in the
sense that they cannot differ by more than 1− p. This elegant result shows that if the agents are
close to having common knowledge of their posteriors of an event E, then these posteriors must
also be close. Then, Aumann’s agreement theorem can be viewed as the special case when p = 1.

This paper lies in the intersection of these three approaches, aiming to identify the minimal assump-
tions that any belief model must satisfy to prove a version of the Monderer-Samet-Neeman agreement
theorem. To accomplish this, we use Halpern’s [10, 14] (conditional) plausibility measures to represent
the agents’ beliefs. These measures provide a very general framework that encompasses many existing
formal models of beliefs, including probability measures, possibility measures, ranking functions, and
Dempster-Shafer belief functions (see [15] for a discussion).

Our generalized Monderer-Samet-Neeman theorem using conditional plausibility measures provides
a unifying perspective that clarifies which properties of belief are essential for demonstrating that com-
mon belief of the posteriors of some event implies these posteriors must be close. This deepens our
theoretical understanding of agreement theorems while extending the applicability of the Monderer-
Samet-Neeman Theorem to settings where classical probabilistic assumptions may not hold.

This extended abstract is organized as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of Aumann’s clas-
sic agreeing to disagree theorem. We introduce (common) p-belief and discuss the Monderer-Samet-
Neeman generalization of Aumann’s theorem in Section 3. Section 4 introduces conditional plausibility
measures [10, 14] and states our generalizations of the Monderer-Samet-Neeman agreement theorem.
The proofs of the results are available in the full version of the paper. We conclude in Section 6 with a
brief discussion of some applications of our results.

2 Background: Aumann’s Agreement Theorem

In this section, we briefly introduce the formal definitions needed to state and prove Aumann’s agreeing
to disagree theorem. We begin with models representing the knowledge and beliefs of a group of agents.

Definition 2.1 (Epistemic Probability Model). Suppose that A is a set of agents. An epistemic proba-
bility model for A is a tuple

⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩,

where

1. W is a non-empty set of states;

2. For each i ∈ A , Πi is a partition of W , where for each w ∈W and i ∈ A , we write Πi(w) for the
unique element of Πi containing w, called agent i’s information set at w;2

3. F ⊆℘(W ) is a σ -algebra on W , meaning that F is closed under complement and countable
union, such that for all w ∈W and i ∈ A , Πi(w) ∈ F ;

4. For each i ∈ A , Pi is a probability measure on ⟨W,F ⟩.

2A partition of W is a collection of pairwise disjoint sets whose union is W .
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An epistemic probability model has a common prior if Pi = Pj for all i, j ∈ A . To simplify notation, we
write ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,P⟩ when P is the common prior.
Remark 2.2. We could also allow a different σ -algebra Fi for each Pi, but this complexity is unnecessary
for the purpose of this paper.

Given a state w and an agent i ∈ A , the set Πi(w) represents i’s information at state w. With this
interpretation in mind, we can now define the agents’ knowledge and posterior beliefs.
Definition 2.3 (Knowledge). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic probability model.
The knowledge operator for agent i ∈ A is the function Ki :℘(W )→℘(W ) where: for all E ⊆W ,

Ki(E) = {w | Πi(w)⊆ E}.

If w ∈ Ki(E) we say that agent i knows that E in w.3

Definition 2.4 (Posterior Belief). Given an epistemic probability model ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩. The
posterior belief for i at state w is the (possibly partial) function Pi,w : ℘(W ) → [0,1] where: for all
E ⊆W ,

Pi,w(E) = Pi(E | Πi(w)) =
Pi(E ∩Πi(w))

Pi(Πi(w))
.

Note that Pi,w(E) is undefined if E ∩F /∈ F , Πi(w) /∈ F , or Pi(Πi(w)) = 0.
Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic-probability model. We write K(E) for the

event that everyone knows E, and C(E) for the event that E is common knowledge.4 Formally, everyone
knows is a function K :℘(W )→℘(W ) where: for all E ⊆W ,

K(E) =
⋂

i∈A

Ki(E).

Common knowledge of E is the event where everyone knows E and this fact is completely transparent
to all agents. This can be made precise using the concept of a self-evident event:
Definition 2.5 (Self-Evident Event). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic probability
model. An event E ⊆W is said to be self-evident for i provided that E ⊆ Ki(E). An event is self-evident
if it is self-evident for all i ∈ A .

Thus, the event E is self-evident when E is closed with respect to the agents’ information partitions:
for all i ∈ A and all w ∈W , if w ∈ E, then Πi(w)⊆ E.
Definition 2.6 (Common Knowledge). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic probability
model. The common knowledge operator is the function C :℘(W )→℘(W ) such that, for each E ⊆W ,

C(E) = {w | there is a self-evident set Z such that w ∈ Z ⊆ E}.

An event E is common knowledge provided that there is a true self-evident event that implies E. We
can now state Aumann’s agreeing to disagree theorem.
Theorem 2.7 (Agreeing to Disagree Theorem [2]). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,P⟩ is an epistemic
probability model with a common prior, and for each i ∈ A , ri ∈ [0,1]. For any event E ⊆W , if

C({w | Pi,w(E) = ri for all i ∈ A }) ̸= /0

then ri = r j for all i, j ∈ A .
3It is well known that each Ki satisfies the S5 axioms: For all events E,F ⊆ W , Ki(E ∩F) = Ki(E)∩Ki(F), Ki(E) ⊆ E,

Ki(E)⊆ Ki(Ki(E)), and Ki(E)⊆ Ki(Ki(E)) (where X denotes the complement of X in W ).
4These definitions can be relativized to any subset of agents. For G ⊆ A , let KG(E) be the event that everyone in G knows

E, and CG(E) be the event that E is common knowledge among everyone in G. To keep notation minimal, we do not pursue
this more general approach in this paper.
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3 Common p-Belief

In this section, we present the generalization of Aumann’s agreement theorem (Theorem 2.7) first proven
by Monderer and Samet [22] and later refined by Neeman [23]. Before stating the theorem, we introduce
several key definitions.

Definition 3.1 (p-Belief). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic probability model and
p ∈ (0,1]. Agent i’s p-belief is the function Bp

i : F →℘(W ) where: for all E ⊆W ,

Bp
i (E) = {w | Pi,w(E)≥ p}.

If w ∈ Bp
i (E) we say that i believes E to degree at least p in w.

Remark 3.2. Note that w /∈ Bp
i (E) if Pi,w(E) is undefined. Moreover, we assume that for all E ∈ F and

i ∈ A and p ∈ (0,1], Bp
i (E) ∈ F . Note that we can prove that F is closed under Bp

i if we assume that
W is finite or countable.

The definition of common p-belief closely follows the definition of common knowledge (Definitions
2.5 and 2.6). We first define the mutual p-belief operator Bp :℘(W )→℘(W ) as follows: for all E ⊆W ,

Bp(E) =
⋂

i∈A

Bp
i (E).

Mutual p-belief of E is the event where all agents in A believe E with probability at least p. Common
p-belief of E is the event where everyone p-believes E and this fact is “partially transparent" to all agents.

Definition 3.3 (p-Self-Evident Event). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic probability
model. An event E ⊆ W is p-self-evident for agent i if E ⊆ Bp

i (E). An event is p-self-evident if it is
p-self-evident for all i ∈ A .

Definition 3.4 (Common p-Belief). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic probability
model. For p ∈ (0,1], the common p-belief operator is the function CBp : ℘(W )→℘(W ) where: for
all E ⊆W ,

CBp(E) = {w | there is a p-self-evident event Z such that w ∈ Z ⊆ Bp(E)}.

So, an event E is common p-believed when there is a true p-self-evident event that implies every-
one p-believes E. Next, we state a useful lemma that is needed to prove the Moderer–Samet–Neeman
generalization of the agreement theorem.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,(Pi)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic probability model. Let E ⊆W be an
event, p ∈ (0,1], and ri ∈ [0,1] for each i ∈ A . Then, for each i ∈ A :

1. Πi partitions Bp
i (E), i.e., Bp

i (E) =
⋃
{X | X ∈ Πi and X ∩Bp

i (E) ̸= /0}.

2. CBp(E)⊆ Bp
i CBp(E).

3. If Bp
i (E) ̸= /0, then Pi(E | Bp

i (E))≥ p.

4. Let X = {w | Pi,w(E) = ri for all i ∈ A }. If CBp(X) ̸= /0, then Pi(E | Bp
i CBp(X)) = ri.

Proof (Sketch). 1. For any E ⊆W and w,w′ ∈W , if w′ ∈ Πi(w), then Pi(E | Πi(w)) = Pi(E | Πi(w′)).
Thus, if X ∈ Πi and X ∩Bp

i (E) ̸= /0, then X ⊆ Bp
i (E). This immediately implies that Bp

i (E) =⋃
{X | X ∈ Πi and X ∩Bp

i (E) ̸= /0}.



70 Common p-Belief with Plausibility Measures: Extended Abstract

2. Suppose that w ∈CBp(E). Then there is a p-self-evident event Z such that w ∈ Z ⊆ Bp(E). Since
Z is p-self-evident, we have Z ⊆ Bp

i (Z) and so, Pi(Z | Πi(w)) ≥ p. Clearly, Z ⊆ CBp(E), and so,
Pi(CBp(E) | Πi(w))≥ Pi(Z | Πi(w))≥ p. Thus, w ∈ Bp

i CBp(E).

3. By part 1., Bp
i (E) =

⋃
{X | X ∈ Πi and X ∩Bp

i (E) ̸= /0}. First of all, note that since Pi(Πi(w))> 0
for all w ∈ W , we have that if Bp

i (E) ̸= /0, then Pi(B
p
i (E)) > 0. Let Ei = {X | X ∈ Πi and X ∩

Bp
i (E) ̸= /0}. Then, for each Y ∈ Ei, we have Pi(E | Y )≥ p. Hence,

Pi(E | Bp
i (E)) = ∑

Y∈Ei

P(E | Y ) ·P(Y | Bp
i (E))≥ ∑

Y∈Ei

p ·P(Y | Bp
i (E)) = p ∑

Y∈Ei

P(Y | Bp
i (E)) = p.

4. Let w ∈CBp(X). Since p > 0, we have Πi(w)∩X ̸= /0 for all i ∈ A . So Pi(E | Πi(w)) = ri for all
i ∈ A . Thus, w ∈ X . Therefore, CBp(X) ⊆ X . By similar reasoning, we obtain that Pi,w(E) = ri

for all w ∈ Bp
i CBp(X). Then, we obtain the desired result using reasoning similar to part 3. since

Πi partitions Bp
i CBp(X).

We can now state the Monderer-Samet-Neeman agreement theorem which, for brevity, we call the
MSN-Theorem.

Theorem 3.6 (MSN-Theorem [22, 23]). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,P⟩ is an epistemic probability
model with a common prior, p ∈ (0,1], and for each i ∈ A , ri ∈ [0,1]. For any event E ⊆W , if

CBp({w | Pi,w(E) = ri for all i ∈ A }) ̸= /0

then |ri − r j| ≤ 1− p for all i, j ∈ A .

The original proof of Monderer, Samet, and Neeman’s uses Lemma 3.5 and the following fact about
probability measures P: For all events A,B,C, if A ⊆ B ⊆C, P(B)> 0, and P(C)> 0, then P(A | B) ·P(B |
C) = P(A | C). In the full version of the paper, we give a second proof that avoids explicit mention of
multiplication, appealing instead to the following Lemma:

Lemma 3.7. Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,P⟩ is an epistemic probability model with a common prior.
For all events E,X ⊆W and p ∈ (0,1], if CBp(X) ̸= /0, then for all i, j ∈ A , either

1. P(CBp(X)−E | Bp
i CBp(X))≤ P(CBp(X)−E | Bp

jCBp(X)), and

2. P(E ∩CBp(X) | Bp
i CBp(X))≤ P(E ∩CBp(X) | Bp

jCBp(X)).

or

3. P(CBp(X)−E | Bp
i CBp(X))≥ P(CBp(X)−E | Bp

jCBp(X)), and

4. P(E ∩CBp(X) | Bp
i CBp(X))≥ P(E ∩CBp(X) | Bp

jCBp(X)).

Proof. Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,P⟩ is an epistemic probability model with a common prior. Let E,X ⊆
W and p ∈ (0,1]. We first note that for all i, j ∈ A , either

P(CBp(X) | Bp
i CBp(X))≥ P(CBp(X) | Bp

jCBp(X)) or
P(CBp(X) | Bp

jCBp(X))≥ P(CBp(X) | Bp
i CBp(X)).
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Without loss of generality, let 0 ̸= P(CBp(X) | Bp
i CBp(X))≥ P(CBp(X) | Bp

jCBp(X)). Since CBp(X)⊆
BpCBp(X), this means that:

0 ̸= P(CBp(X))

P(Bp
i CBp(X))

≥ P(CBp(X))

P(Bp
jCBp(X))

.

This implies that:
P(Bp

i CBp(X))≤ P(Bp
jCBp(X))

Thus, for all F ⊆ Bp
i CBp(X)∩Bp

jCBp(X), we have P(F | Bp
i CBp(X))≥ P(F | Bp

jCBp(X)). In particular,
this holds for F =CBp(X)−E and F =CBp(X)∩E. This completes the proof.

As we will see in Section 5, these different proofs suggest two ways to generalize the MSN-Theorem.

4 Epistemic Plausibility Models

In this section, we introduce epistemic plausibility models. These models generalize epistemic prob-
ability models (Definition 2.1) by replacing probabilities with the more general notion of a conditional
plausibility measure.

To define a conditional plausibility measure, we first fix a non-empty set D of plausibility values
satisfying the following two conditions. First, it is partially ordered by a relation ≤D⊆ D×D. That is,
≤D is reflexive (for all d ∈ D, d ≤D d), transitive (for all d,d′,d′′ ∈ D, if d ≤D d′ and d′ ≤D d′′, then
d ≤D d′′), and antisymmetric (for all d,d′ ∈ D, if d ≤D d′ and d′ ≤D d, then d = d′). Second, D contains
minimal and maximal elements ⊥D and ⊤D respectively, such that ⊥D ≤D d ≤D ⊤D for all d ∈ D. As
usual, we write d <D d′ when d ≤D d′ and d ̸= d′. When D is clear from context, we omit subscripts and
write ≤, <, ⊤, and ⊥.

A conditional plausibility measure for an agent i assigns an element from d ∈ D to a pair of events X
and Y , denoted Pli(X |Y ) = d meaning that according to i, the plausibility of X conditional on Y is d. The
domain of a conditional plausibility measure is a Popper algebra. Suppose that W is a nonempty set. A
collection of subsets F ⊆℘(W ) (where ℘(W ) is the powerset of W ) is called an algebra when W ∈ F ,
F is closed under union (if X ,Y ∈ F , then X ∪Y ∈ F ), and closed under complement (if X ∈ F then
X ∈ F , where X denotes the complement of X in W ). An algebra F is called a σ -algebra when it is
closed under countable unions. Then, a set F ×F ′ is a Popper algebra if:

1. F is an σ -algebra;

2. F ′ ⊆ F ; and

3. for X ∈ F ′, if X ⊆ Y and Y ∈ F , then Y ∈ F ′.

The intended interpretation is that F is the set of events that are assigned plausibility values, and F ′ is
the set of events that can be learned. A conditional plausibility measure satisfies very minimal properties:

Definition 4.1 (Conditional Plausibility Structure). Suppose that D is a partially ordered set of plausibil-
ity values (with ordering ≤D). A conditional plausibility structure on D is a tuple ⟨W,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩,
where W ̸= /0, F ×F ′ is a Popper algebra on W , and for each i ∈ A , Pli : F ×F ′ → D satisfies: For
all X ,Y ∈ F and E ∈ F ′:

(CP1) Pli(E |E) =⊤,

(CP2) Pli( /0 | E) =⊥,

(CP3) If X ⊆ Y , then Pli(X | E)≤ Pli(Y | E), and
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(CP4) Pli(X | E) = Pli(X ∩E | E).

A conditional plausibility structure is acceptable if for any E ∈ F and F ∈ F ′, we have E ∩F ∈ F ′

whenever Pli(E | F) ̸=⊥ for some i ∈ A . A conditional plausibility structure is said to have a common
prior if Pli = Pl j for all i, j ∈ A . In this case, we write it as ⟨W,F ,F ′,Pl⟩.

The properties CP1–CP4 are minimal conditions satisfied by most formal models of belief [?, 15].
Property CP1 states that any event conditioned on itself receives the maximal plausibility value, while
CP2 requires assigning the minimal plausibility value to the empty set /0. Property CP3 ensures that the
plausibility measures are monotonic, and CP4 captures a minimal condition that any sensible notion of
conditional belief should satisfy. Acceptability generalizes the following property of standard probabil-
ity measures P: if P(E | F) ̸= 0, then P(E ∩F) ̸= 0; and so, conditioning on E ∩F is well-defined.

We are now ready to define analogues of epistemic probability models (Definition 2.1), posterior
belief (Definition 2.4), and p-belief operators (Definition 3.1), replacing probability measures with con-
ditional plausibility measures. So, for instance, we write Bd

i (E) for the event that i assigns the plausibility
value at least d (according to the ordering ≥D) to the event E.

Definition 4.2 (Epistemic Plausibility Model). 5 An epistemic plausibility model is a tuple

⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩,

where ⟨W,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ is a conditional plausibility model such that for all w ∈ W and i ∈ A ,
Πi(w) ∈ F ′, and for each i ∈ A , Πi is a partition of W . We say that an epistemic plausibility model
has a common prior if its conditional plausibility structure has a common prior.

Definition 4.3 (Posterior Belief). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic plausibility
model. The posterior belief for i at state w is the function Pli,w : F → D, where, for all X ∈ F ,

Pli,w(X) = Pl(X | Πi(w)).

Remark 4.4. For each agent i ∈ A and state w ∈W , the posterior belief function Pli,w is a plausibility
measure: a function µ from a σ -algebra to a partially ordered set D satisfying µ(W ) = ⊤ (cf. CP1),
µ( /0) =⊥ (cf. CP2), and monotonicity (cf. CP3): if X ⊆ Y , then µ(X)≤ µ(Y ).

Definition 4.5 (d-Belief Operator). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,(Pl)i∈A ⟩ is an epistemic plausi-
bility model for a set D of plausibility values. For each d ∈ D and i ∈ A , a d-belief operator for i is the
function Bd

i : F →℘(W ), where for all X ⊆W ,

Bd
i (X) = {w | Pli(X | Πi(w))≥ d}.

Remark 4.6. In the remainder of this paper, we assume the following: In any epistemic plausibility
model ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩, for all E ∈ F , we have that Bd

i (E) ∈ F ′.

With these definitions in place, the notion of common p-belief (Definition 3.4) extends straightfor-
wardly to epistemic plausibility models; we omit the explicit definition here for brevity.

5Cf. the epistemic probability models defined in [6].
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5 MSN-Theorems in Epistemic Plausibility Structures

In this section, we present two distinct generalizations of the MSN-Theorem (Theorem 3.6) using epis-
temic plausibility models (Definition 4). Our goal is to identify the minimal properties necessary to prove
these generalized versions of the MSN-Theorem.

The first step is to equip plausibility values with a notion of addition. Indeed, both Aumann’s The-
orem (Theorem 2.7) and the MSN-Theorem (Theorem 3.6) crucially rely on conditions involving the
addition of plausibility values. Formally, this involves specifying a function ⊕ : D×D → D that maps
each pair ⟨d, f ⟩ ∈ D×D to an element d ⊕ f ∈ D, satisfying at least the following minimal conditions:

Definition 5.1 (Additive Conditional Plausibility Structure). A conditional plausibility structure
⟨W,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ is said to be an additive conditional plausibility structure when there is a (partial)
function ⊕ : D×D → D such that for each i ∈ A ,6

(A1) For all a,b,c ∈ D, if ⟨a,b⟩ ∈ dom(⊕), then c ≤ b iff ⟨a,c⟩ ∈ dom(⊕) and a⊕ c ≤ a⊕b. Similarly,
if ⟨b,a⟩ ∈ dom(⊕), then c ≤ b iff ⟨c,a⟩ ∈ dom(⊕) and c⊕a ≤ b⊕a.

(A2) For all a ∈ D, there exists b ∈ D such that a⊕b =⊤.

(A3) For all X ,Y ∈ F and Z ∈ F ′, if X ∩Y = /0, then Pli(X ∪Y | Z) = Pli(X | Z)⊕Pli(Y | Z),

(A4) For all E ∈ F and sets of disjoint sets S ⊆ F ′, if a ≤ Pli(E | S)≤ b for all S ∈ S , then

a ≤ Pli(E |
⋃

S )≤ b.

We say that the epistemic plausibility model ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ is additive when the
underlying conditional plausibility structure ⟨W,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ is additive.

Properties A1 and A2 concern the binary operation ⊕. Property A1 states that ⊕ is monotonic
in both arguments, while A2 requires each element to have an additive inverse. Properties A3 and
A4 describe additive properties of the conditional plausibility measures. Specifically, A3 requires that
each conditional plausibility measure Pli is finitely additive. Property A4 captures a crucial requirement
needed to prove the agreement theorems (Theorems 2.7 and 3.6).

Example 5.2. Let ⟨W,F ,F ′,Pl⟩ be a conditional plausibility structure where:

• W = {w1,w2,w3};

• D = {n
6 | n ∈ {0,1,2, . . . ,6}};

• ⊕=+;

• F =℘(W ) and F ′ =℘(W )−{ /0};

• For all E ∈ F and F ∈ F ′, Pl(E | F) = |E∩F |
|F | .

It is not difficult to see that this is an additive conditional plausibility structure by checking that it satisfies
CP1 - CP4 and A1 - A4.

There are two important consequences of additive conditional plausibility models. First, we obtain
an analogue of Lemma 3.5. The statement is omitted since it is an easy variation of Lemma 3.5, and its
proof is an immediate consequence of A4. The second consequence is that we can introduce a notion
of subtraction. This is essential because the MSN-Theorem is stated in terms of differences between
plausibility values. The existence of a subtraction is a direct consequence of A1:

6If F is a (partial) function, we write dom(F) for the domain of F .
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Lemma 5.3 (Existence of a Subtraction). Suppose that ⟨W,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ is an additive conditional
plausibility structure on a set D of plausibility values. For all a,b ∈ D, if there is a c ∈ D, such that
a⊕ c = b, then this c is unique. When such a c exists, we denoted it by b⊖a.

We first note some useful algebraic properties that immediately follow from Lemma 5.3 and the
definition of an additive conditional plausibility structure (Definition 5.1).
Lemma 5.4. Suppose that ⟨W,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ is an additive conditional plausibility structure on a set
D of plausibility values. Then,

1. For all a,b ∈ D, ⊤⊖a ≤⊤⊖b iff a ≥ b ,

2. For all a,b,c,d ∈ D, if a ≤ b ≤ c ≤ d and both c⊖b and d ⊖a exist, then c⊖b ≤ a⊖d,

3. If ⊕ is associative (for all a,b,c ∈ D, a⊕ (b⊕ c) = (a⊕b)⊕ c), then for all a,b ∈ D,

(⊤⊖a)⊖b =⊤⊖ (a⊕b).

To motivate our generalizations, we first present a new characterization of the original MSN-Theorem.
Theorem 5.5. Given an additive conditional plausibility structure with common prior M = ⟨W,F ,F ′,Pl⟩,
the following are equivalent.

1. For all additive epistemic plausibility models based on M , if the agents commonly d-believe their
posteriors of an event E ∈ F , then their posteriors differ by less than ⊤⊖ d (if the difference
exists).

2. For all A,B ∈ F ′, if Pl(A | B) ≥ d and Pl(B | A) ≥ d, then for any event E ∈ F , if ⊤⊖ d exists,
then

Pl(E | A)⊖Pl(E | B)≤⊤⊖d.

Condition 1 is the MSN-theorem. Our strategy to generalize the MSN theorem is to ensure that condition
2 holds for appropriate choices of A and B.

Our first generalization of the MSN-Theorem follows the original proof given in [22] and [23]. This
proof makes essential use of a property involving the multiplication of plausibility values. Therefore,
before stating the theorem, we introduce a multiplication operation on the set of plausibility values.
Definition 5.6 (Conditional Plausibility Structure with Addition and Multiplication). An additive condi-
tional plausibility structure ⟨W,F ,F ′,(Pli)i∈A ⟩ has a multiplication when there is a (partial) function
⊗ : D×D → D such that:
(M1) For all a,b,c ∈ D, if ⟨a,b⟩ ∈ dom(⊗), ⟨a,c⟩ ∈ dom(⊗), and b ≥ c, then a⊗b ≥ a⊗ c ,

(M2) For all a,b,c ∈ D, if a⊕b is defined, then (a⊕b)⊗ c = (a⊗ c)⊕ (b⊗ c)

(M3) For all i ∈ A , X ∈ F and Y,Z ∈ F ′, if X ⊆ Y ⊆ Z, then Pli(X | Z) = Pli(X | Y )⊗Pli(Y | Z)
Property M1 requires that the multiplication operation ⊗ is monotonic, while property M2 requires

that ⊗ distributes over the addition operation ⊕. The essential property required for the proof is M3. We
can now state our generalized version of the MSN-Theorem.
Theorem 5.7 (Generalized MSN-Theorem with Multiplication). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,Pl⟩
is an additive epistemic plausibility model with a common prior. Further, suppose that the model is
acceptable, the addition operator ⊕ is associative, and there is a multiplication ⊗. Let E ∈ F , for each
i ∈ A , ri ∈ D, and d ∈ D. If

CBd({w | Pli,w(E) = ri for all i ∈ A }) ̸= /0

then for all i, j ∈ A , if ri ⊖ r j exists, then ri ⊖ r j ≤⊤⊖ (⊤⊗d).
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Remark 5.8. The antecedent of this theorem implies Condition 2 of Theorem 5.5.
There is a second generalization of the MSN-Theorem that does not require a multiplication opera-

tion. Instead, it relies on two additional properties of an additive conditional plausibility model with a
common prior ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,Pl⟩.7
(CP6) For all E1,E2 ∈ F and A1,A2 ∈ F ′, if E1,E2 ⊆ A1 ∩A2 and ⊥ ≠ Pl(E1 | A1)≥ Pl(E1 | A2), then

Pl(E2 | A1)≥ Pl(E2 | A2) ,

(CP7) For all E ∈ F and i, j ∈ A , either

Pl(E | Bp
i (E))≤ Pl(E | Bp

j (E)) or Pl(E | Bp
j (E))≤ Pl(E | Bp

i (E)).

Property CP6 captures the following idea: if i∈A , E1 ∈A1∩A2 and ⊥ ̸=Pli(E1 |A1)≥Pli(E1 |A2), then
A1 must be considered “less plausible” than A2. Moreover, if A1 is less plausible than A2, then it follows
that Pl(E2 | A1)≥ Pl(E2 | A2) for all events E2 ∈ A1 ∩A2. Property CP7 requires that the reliabilities of
beliefs held by any two agents can always be compared. The relationship between M1-M3 and CP6-CP7
is clarified in Appendices A and B.

We are now ready to state our main theorem: a version of the MSN-Theorem that does not rely on
multiplication.
Theorem 5.9 (Generalized MSN-Theorem without Multiplication). Suppose that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,Pl⟩
is an additive epistemic plausibility model with a common prior that satisfies CP6 and CP7. Let E ∈ F ,
for each i ∈ A , ri ∈ D, and d ∈ D. If

CBd({w | Pli,w(E) = ri for all i ∈ A }) ̸= /0

then for all i, j ∈ A , if ri ⊖ r j exists, then (ri ⊖ r j)≤ (⊤⊖d).
Remark 5.10. CP6 - CP7 guarantee that Condition 2 of Theorem 5.5 is satisfied for suitable A and B.
Remark 5.11. The proofs of Theorems 5.7 and 5.9 do not depend on whether condition A3 holds when
Pli(X | Z) = Pli(Y | Z) =⊥. This observation is useful in some applications.

Both versions of the MSN-Theorem are important. Some additive epistemic plausibility structures
satisfy conditions CP6 - CP7 but do not allow for a multiplication operation satisfying M1 - M3. Con-
versely, other structures have a suitable multiplication operation ⊗ satisfying M1 - M3 but fail to satisfy
conditions CP6 - CP7. Nevertheless, certain natural conditions on multiplication imply property CP6.
The proofs of both generalizations of the MSN-Theorem are available in the full version of the paper.

6 Conclusion and Applications

This extended abstract presents two generalizations of the Monderer–Samet–Neeman (MSN) agreement
theorem, using additive conditional plausibility measures. These measures provide a unified framework
that incorporates many existing formal models of belief. The first generalization closely follows Mon-
derer, Samet, and Neeman’s original proof, relying on a multiplication operation, while the second gen-
eralization avoids this requirement. Together, these two results clarify the minimal assumptions required
to establish MSN-type agreement theorems in various formal belief models.

To illustrate the significance of these assumptions, we briefly examine several existing models of
belief (a complete discussion is left to the full version of the paper). Our generalized MSN-theorems
apply, in particular, to conditional probability structures [29], lexicographic probability structures [4, 3],
and order models of belief [8]. When these conditions are not satisfied, the corresponding MSN-theorem
typically fails or becomes trivial for the given belief model.

7We are numbering them as (CP6) and (CP7) to avoid confusion with Halpern’s (CP5) from [14, 15].
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A Multiplication Implies (CP6)

Proposition A.1. Given an additive epistemic plausibility model with common prior ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,F ,F ′,Pl⟩.
If there exists a function ⊗ : D×D → D that satisfies (M1), (M3) and

(M4) For all a,b,c ∈ D, if a ̸=⊥ and a⊗b ≥ a⊗ c, then b ≥ c.

Then (CP6) is satisfied.

Proof. Let E1,E2 ∈ F , A1,A2 ∈ F ′, and E1,E2 ⊆ A1 ∩A2. Assume that ⊥ ̸= Pl(E1 | A1)≥ Pl(E1 | A2).
Given (M3), this amounts to

⊥ ̸= Pl(E1 | A1 ∩A2)⊗Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A1)≥ Pl(E1 | A1 ∩A2)⊗Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A2)

Now we have Pl(E1 | A1 ∩A2) ̸= ⊥, since otherwise Pl(E1 | A1 ∩A2)⊗Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A1) = Pl( /0 | A1 ∩
A2)⊗Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A1) = Pl( /0 | A1) =⊥. Then, by (M4), we can obtain

Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A1)≥ Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A2)

which, by (M1) implies that

Pl(E2 | A1) = Pl(E2 | A1 ∩A2)⊗Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A1)≥ Pl(E2 | A1 ∩A2)⊗Pl(A1 ∩A2 | A2) = Pl(E2 | A2)

B Independence of (CP6)-(CP7) and (M1)-(M3)

First, we show that even (M1)-(M4) do not imply (CP7).

Example B.1. Given two standard epistemic probability structures with common prior ⟨W,(Πi)i∈{1,2}, p⟩
and ⟨W,(Πi)i∈{1,2},q⟩, where

• W={w1,w2,w3}
• Π1 = {{w1,w2},{w3}}
• Π2 = {{w1},{w2,w3}}
• p(w1) = p(w2) = 0.2, p(w3) = 0.6

• q(w1) = q(w2) = 0.4, q(w3) = 0.2

Then, we let D = [0,1]× [0,1], and ≤D,⊕,⊗,Pl be such that: For all a1,a2,b1,b2 ∈ [0,1] and A,B ⊆W

⟨a1,b1⟩ ≤D ⟨a2,b2⟩ ⇐⇒ a1 ≤ a2 and b1 ≤ b2

⟨a1,b1⟩⊕⟨a2,b2⟩= ⟨a1 +a2,b1 +b2⟩

⟨a1,b1⟩⊗⟨a2,b2⟩= ⟨a1 ·a2,b1 ·b2⟩

Pl(A | B) = ⟨p(A | B),q(A | B))⟩

It can be verified that ⟨W,(Πi)i∈A ,Pl⟩ is an additive epistemic plausibility structure with a common prior,
that ⊕ is associative, and that ⊗ satisfies (M1)-(M4). Now, suppose that d = ⟨0.1,0.1⟩ and E = {w2}. It
can be verified that Pl(E | Bp

1(E)) = ⟨1
2 ,

1
2⟩ and Pl(E | Bd

2(E)) = ⟨1
4 ,

2
3⟩, which violates (CP7).
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Now we show that (CP6)-(CP7) do not imply that (M1)-(M3) can be satisfied.

Example B.2. Given a single-agent standard epistemic probability structures with common prior ⟨W,Π, p⟩
where

• W={w1,w2,w3}
• Π = {W}
• p(w1) = p(w2) = 0.25 and p(w3) = 0.5

Then we define

p′(A | B) =


0.26 if A = {w1} and B =W
0.24 if A = {w2} and B =W
0.76 if A = {w1,w3} and B =W
0.74 if A = {w2,w3} and B =W
p(A | B) otherwise

It can be verified that ⟨W,Π, p′⟩ is an additive epistemic plausibility structure with a common prior that
satisfies (CP6)-(CP7). However, p′({w1} | {w1,w2})= p′({w2} | {w1,w2}) but p′({w1} | {w1,w2,w3}) ̸=
p′({w2} | {w1,w2,w3}), which implies that no function ⊗ can satisfy (M3).
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