Who is Afraid of Minimal Revision?

Edoardo Baccini Z0é Christoff Nina Gierasimczuk Rineke Verbrugge
University of Groningen University of Groningen Technical University of Denmark University of Groningen
e.baccini@rug.nl z.1l.christoff@rug.nl nigi@dtu.dk 1l.c.verbrugge@rug.nl

The principle of minimal change in belief revision theory requires that, when accepting new informa-
tion, one keeps one’s belief state as close to the initial belief state as possible. This is precisely what
the method known as minimal revision does. However, unlike less conservative belief revision meth-
ods, minimal revision falls short in learning power: It cannot learn everything that can be learned by
other learning methods. We begin by showing that, despite this limitation, minimal revision is still
a successful learning method in a wide range of situations. Firstly, it can learn any problem that is
finitely identifiable. Secondly, it can learn with positive and negative data, as long as one consid-
ers finitely many possibilities. We then characterize the prior plausibility assignments (over finitely
many possibilities) that enable one to learn via minimal revision, and do the same for conditioning
and lexicographic upgrade. Finally, we show that not all of our results still hold when learning from
possibly erroneous information.

1 Introduction

Many human activities aim to find the truth. Consider, for instance, a scientist deciding which of two
possible theories, T} or T3, is the correct one. At the start of their inquiry, the scientist might have some
prior plausibility ordering that reflects their preference among the two. Over time, new experimental
results and observations become available to the scientist, who revises their assessment accordingly
using some revision method. How should the scientist revise their prior assessment? Some inspiration
about the structure of that dynamics can be drawn from belief revision theory. In particular, one natural
way to revise one’s beliefs is to accept the newly learned information but change the overall belief state
as little as possible. This minimal revision method (also known as “conservative upgrade”) was first
introduced in [13]], where it was shown that the method is consistent with the basic AGM principles
of (iterated) belief revision [1]], that it naturally accommodates the Ramsey test for conditionals [31],
and that, while continually updating the propositional beliefs, it preserves as many as possible of the
extended, conditional beliefs.

Despite its natural appeal, minimal revision falls short in its learning power, i.e., in its ability to
successfully lead an agent to identify the true state of the world among a set of possibilities. In particular,
using tools from formal learning theory, [23[] and [17, 4, 6] show that, unlike the more radical belief
revision methods of conditioning (also known as “update”) and lexicographic revision (also known as
“radical upgrade”), it does not excel as a learning method, because it suffers from memory limitations
[17]] and has a tendency to fall into cycles [7]]. Given these negative results, other revision methods appear
in general preferable to minimal revision to track the truth. However, the much simpler minimal revision
could still be the right method when considering particular classes of learning scenarios. Building on
the framework introduced in [17, 4, 6], we show that this is indeed the case.

After recalling the framework from [6] in Section 2] we show in Section [3] that: Minimal revision
can successfully learn any problem that is finitely identifiable (Section [3.1l); It can learn on positive
and negative data if the possibilities considered are finite (Section [3.2)); Only some prior plausibility
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assessments can lead minimal revision to success, and we characterize the class of such plausibility
assessments when one considers finitely many possibilities (Section[3.3]); Not all our results are preserved
when learning by minimal revision with possibly erroneous observations (Section 3.4). In Section
we consider conditioning and lexicographic revision and characterize the prior plausibility assessments
which allow one to successfully learn via these methods. We conclude in Section

2 Background and Preliminary Definitions

We consider a discrete-time iterative process ordered like the natural numbers: At each time-step, an
agent receives an observation from the world, on the basis of which they revise their plausibility order
and make a conjecture about which state is the actual one. The aim of the agent is to correctly identify
the actual state of the world. Below, we recall the framework developed in [[17, 4} |6].

Definition 1 ([6, Def. 1]). An epistemic space S is a pair (S,0), where S is a set of possible worlds (at
most countable), and O C P (8) is a set of observables (at most countable). For every s € S, Oy denotes
the set of observables p € O such that s € p. For any two worlds s,t € S, if Os = O, then s =t (no two
worlds satisfy exactly the same set of observables). An epistemic space is said to be finite if |S| < |N]|.

The set of states represents the possibilities entertained by an agent, e.g., theories a scientist considers
possible. The set of observables represents the observations the agent might come across. Figure
provides an example of an epistemic space (on the left). To represent an agent’s doxastic state, we enrich
the space with a plausibility relation to obtain a plausibility space (Figure [l right) [21} 13} [8].
Definition 2 ([6, Def. 2]). A plausibility space B is the tuple (S, =) where S = (S,0) is an epistemic
space and = is a total preorder, i.e., a total, transitive and reflexive relation over S.

For s,t € S, s <t means that “s is at least as plausible as ”. We write s <t if s <tandt A s; s ~rif s <t
and ¢ < 5. Since in Section 4] we will also consider preorders that are not necessarily total, we define
additional notation: s ~¢if s <tort <s; st if nots ~t.

The assumption that the preorder be total is common in the dynamic epistemic logic literature and
is rooted in Grove’s semantics [21]], inspired in turn by Lewis’ sphere system for counterfactuals [26]].
Plausibility spaces allow for a simple representation of belief as truth in the most plausible worlds [8]:
An agent believes a proposition p iff p is true in all states that the agent considers most plausible.

Definition 3. Let a preorder < (not necessarily total) over a set of elements S be given. An element
s € S is a 2-minimal element of S iff for all t € S such that t ~ s, s < t. We denote by min<X the set of
=<-minimal elements of the set X C S. For every p € O, we define the preorders <,:= <N (p X p) and
=p=2N(S\pxS\p).

The observations that an agent receives (in a step-wise manner) form an infinite stream:

Definition 4 ([6, Def. 4, 5]). A data sequence © is a finite sequence of elements of O; a data stream Ois
an infinite sequence of elements in O. Given a data sequence ¢ = (Oy,01,...,0,), we denote by set(C)
the set of elements of O that occur in ©; given a data stream O = (0,01, ...), we let set(O) be the set
of elements of O that occur in O. Given n € N, we denote by O,, the n'* observation in O. O[k] is the
initial segment of 0 of length k. © * O is the concatenation of the sequence G with the data stream 0.
The empty sequence is denoted by €.

We consider streams containing all and only observations that are true in the actual world.

Definition 5 ([0, Defs. 6, 7]). A data sequence G is: sound with respect to a state s iff set(c) C O,
complete with respect to a state s iff O; C set(0). A data stream O is: sound with respect to a state s iff
set(0) C Oy, complete with respect to a state s iff O; C set(O).
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Figure 1: On the left: An epistemic space with S = {u,s,t}, O = {p,q}. On the right: a plausibility
order on the same space with < u < s and the revised order u < t < s after observing p (represented by

the p-labelled arrow). This is an example of (one-step) minimal revision (Def.[12)). An arrow from one
world to another indicates that the latter is more plausible than the former. We omit reflexive arrows.

At each time-step, a learner uses some belief revision method to revise their plausibility order on the
basis of the new observation received. Formally:

Definition 6 ([6, Def. 10]). A one-step belief revision is a function R, taking a plausibility space B
and an observable p € O to output the plausibility space Ry (B, p). A one-step belief revision function
Ry induces an iterated belief revision function R in the following way: R(B,€) =B, R(B,0c *xp) =
RI(R(B,G),p).

Any belief-revision method can be used to define a corresponding learning method.

Definition 7 ([6, Def. 8]). A learning method L is a function that takes as input an epistemic space
S = (S,0) and a data sequence G and outputs a conjecture L(S,0) C S.

Definition 8 (|6, Def. 11]). A plausibility assignment PLAUS is a function that takes as input an epis-
temic space S = (S,0) and assigns to it a plausibility order <, converting it into a plausibility space
PLAUS(S) = (S, =).
Definition 9 ([6, Def. 12]). Let a belief-revision method R be given. Given any epistemic space S and
plausibility assignment PLAUS, a belief-revision method R induces a canonical learning method in the
following way: LEMAUS(S, 6) := min R(PLAUS(S), 0).
Given an epistemic space S, a plausibility assignment PLAUS, a one-step belief-revision method Ry, and
O[n], we denote with jg‘[n] the plausibility order in the updated epistemic space R(PLAUS(S),Oln]).
As the central criterion of successful learning we take identifiability in the limit, which originally
comes from the studies of inductive grammar inference [20], and is often combined with computational
restrictions on learners and the classes they learn. In this paper, we abstract away from such constraints
and focus on purely structural considerations.

Definition 10 ([6, Def. 18], originally in [20]). Let an epistemic space S = (S,0) be given. A state s € S
is identified in the limit by a learning method L iff for any sound and complete data stream 0 for s, there
is an n € N such that for all k > n, L(S,0[k]) = {s}. The epistemic space S is identified in the limit by
learning method L iff all s € S are identified in the limit by learning method L. The epistemic space S is
identifiable in the limit (learnable) iff it is identified in the limit by some learning method.

Instead of such general, unrestricted learning functions, we will focus on more constructive ones, namely,
those guided by some underlying belief revision methods.

Definition 11 ([6, Def. 19]). An epistemic space S is identifiable in the limit by the belief revision
method R if there exists a prior plausibility assignment PLAU S such that LﬁLAUS identifies S in the limit.
A belief revision method R is universal on a class C of epistemic spaces if every space in C is identifiable
by the belief revision method. A belief revision method R is universal (tout court) if it is universal in the
class of all learnable spaces.
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3 Learning with Minimal Revision

What is the least disruptive way of revising plausibility spaces? Such a minimal policy was first discussed
in [30] and then generalised to total preorders in [13]. Upon receiving p, minimal revision moves all the
most plausible p-worlds in front of all other worlds, leaving the rest of the plausibility order unchanged.
Minimal revision is conservative in the sense that it leaves as much as possible of the old plausibility
ordering unchanged [13, 17] In our setting, it is defined in the following way.

Definition 12 (Minimal Revision, [8]). Let B = (S, 0, =) be a plausibility space and p € O. The one-
step revision function mini(B, p) generates the plausibility space B' = (S,0,="), where =<' is such that
if s € min<p and t & min<p, then s <"t and t 2" s; s <"t iff s <1, otherwise.

Minimal revision suffers from a number of shortcomings. For instance, it can fail to stabilize when
revising with true higher-order information [7]], and it fails to learn the least complex problems in the
learning setting of [23]]. With respect to the framework adopted in this paper, it has been shown that
minimal revision is not universal, in the sense that not all spaces that are learnable can be learned via
minimal revision [[17,4}[6]. Consider the space in Figure [[lfrom [6]. First, note that the space is learnable
by the cruder conditioning method (Definition [I9): At each time-step, eliminate all worlds at which the
new information is false. In this case, any initial plausibility order would do, as long as u < s and 7 < s.
Yet, there is no plausibility assignment allowing identification of this space in the limit via minimal
revision: In order to identify either u or ¢, both of them must be strictly more plausible than s; but then s
is not identified, since no observation will ever suffice to make s strictly more plausible than « and 7.

We are now ready to state our main research question: Even if minimal revision cannot identify all
learnable epistemic spaces, are there interesting classes of epistemic spaces that it can identify? In the
sections below, we give a positive answer to this question and consider some notable classes of spaces in
which minimal revision is universal. All omitted proofs are included in the Appendix.

3.1 Minimal Revision is Universal on the Class of Finitely Identifiable Spaces

The success criterion of identifiability in the limit in Definition [10] is often contrasted with a stronger
criterion of conclusive learning (see [19, 14]), adapted from finite identifiability as proposed in [16} 24,
22)]. Finite identifiability was characterized in [27]], studied, e.g., in [25}32], and applied to problems in
Al e.g., in [[11} 12} [29]]. It requires not only that the learner converges to a correct conjecture, but also
that they know with certainty that the conjecture is true. The latter condition of certainty can be rendered
as the requirement that for any stream the learner is a once-defined function, i.e., throughout the learning
process it only has one-shot at the correct guess [[19]. In this section, we will show that mini can identify
in the limit the class of epistemic spaces that can be finitely identified, i.e., those spaces for which there
exists a learner that can identify the actual world with a single guess.

Definition 13 ([27]]). Let an epistemic space S = (S,0) be given. A state s € S is finitely identified
by a learning method L iff for any sound and complete data stream 0 for s, when inductively given 0,
L outputs at some point a single conjecture s. The epistemic space S is finitely identified by learning
method L iff all s € S are finitely identified by learning method L. The epistemic space S is finitely
identifiable (conclusively learnable) just in case it is finitely identified by some learning method.

In [27], in a computable setting, it has been shown that this class of spaces is characterized by the
existence of the following map:

IFor a systematic analysis of the learning-theoretic properties of the canonical learning methods induced by minimal revision
and other belief revision methods, see [[17].
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Figure 2: Example of three epistemic spaces that are finitely identifiable. On the left: S = {s,u,1}, O =
{p,q,r} . Atthe center: S = {s,u,t,w}, O ={p,p,q,q}. On the right: S= {s;|i e N}, O = {p; : i € N},
and forall s;,, O; ={p; €0 :j=iorj=i+1}.

Definition 14 ([18| Def. 10.8], originally in [27]). Let S = (S, O) be an epistemic space, and let s € S be
given. A definite finite tell-tale map is a total map assigning to each s € S a definite finite tell-tale set
D; C O such that: (i) Dy is finite; (ii) Dy C Oy, (iii) for any t € S, if Dy C Oy, then s =t.

Informally, the existence of a definite finite tell-tale map on a space means that each world is uniquely
identified by some finite conjunction of observables. Fig.[2|shows examples of spaces with definite finite
tell-tale maps. The characterisation below adapts to our setting the original theorem in [27]].

Proposition 1. An epistemic space S is finitely identifiable iff it has a definite finite tell-tale map.

We show now that mini can learn the class of finitely identifiable spaces, i.e., it can identify this class
in the limit. We do this by showing that mini can learn any space that has a definite finite tell-tale map.
We start with the following Lemma:

Lemma 1. Let an epistemic space S = (S,0) be given. Let PLAUS be the plausibility assignment that
assigns to S the preorder =< such that for all s,t € S, s ~t. Then, for any state s and for any sound
data-stream O for s, s € LPEAUS (S Ol[n]) for all n € N.

‘mini

Proof. We prove by induction on # that s € min_mini. [Base Case: n = 0] The sequence 5[0] is empty,
—Oln]

and as such the plausibility model we consider is the initial plausibility model. Since for all 7 € S, s <¢,
we have that s is a minimal element of <. [Inductive Step] Assume as inductive hypothesis that for all

m < n, it is the case that s € min_mmi. Consider now n+ 1, and consider the observable p occurring in the
—O[m]

position n+ 1 in the stream 0, i.e., the observable after the sequence 5[n] By assumption, O is sound

with respect to s, and thus s € p. In addition, by inductive hypothesis we have that s € min_mii p. Hence,
—Op

§ € min_mimi by Def. Therefore, in any sound and complete data-stream OforallneN,se MIN_mini,
—On+1] —O0[n]

and thus s € LPLAUS(S Oln)). O

'mini
Theorem 1. Minimal revision is universal on the class of spaces that are finitely identifiable.

Proof. Let S be an epistemic space that is finitely identifiable. Then, by Prop. [l S has a definite finite
tell-tale map. Let the plausibility order < be given such that for all #,s € S, s >~ ¢. Assume towards a
contradiction that the learner induced by mini and < does not identify the space S, i.e., there is a state
s € § and a sound and complete data-stream O for s such that there is no n € N such that for all k >n,

LPLAUS(S O[k]) = {s}. Consider such a data-stream. Since O is sound and complete with respect to s,
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and since there exists a definite finite tell-tale set D; for s, there is some n € N such that Dy C set(O[n]).
Consider such a sequence 5[n] Since s is not identifiable in the limit, there exists a k > n, such that
LPLAUS(S O[k]) # {s}. By Lemmalll it must be the case that s € LPLAUS(S O[k]). Therefore, there
must exist a # # s such that t € Lgi“lﬁUS(S,é[k]). It follows that ¢ € (set(O[k]) (otherwise, it would
have become strictly less plausible than s for some kK’ < k). Since Dy C set(a[k]), we have ¢ € (| D,. By
Def. we have r = 5. Contradiction. O

The theorem above states that any space that is finitely identifiable can be learned via mini by using
an initially ‘unbiased’ plausibility order, which considers all possibilities equally plausible. This plau-
sibility assignment together with mini induces a method that patiently waits for enough data to dismiss
all but one possibility. Note, however, that starting from a prior that ranks all states as equally plausible
is not necessary for learning finitely identifiable spaces via mini, i.e., there are finitely learnable spaces
that can be learned via mini and a plausibility assignment where for at least two states s,¢, s < ¢. For
instance, the space on the right in Figure [2] can be identified by ranking the states in a way such that
Si j S j iff i § ]

Let us also note that mini can identify spaces that are not finitely identifiable and thus the class
of finitely identifiable epistemic spaces is properly included in the class of spaces on which mini is
universal. For instance, the epistemic space with S = {s,t}, O = {p,q}, Os; = {p,q} and O, = {q} is a
space identifiable via mini using the plausibility order ¢ < s. This space is not finitely identifiable since
O; C Oy and therefore ¢ € S has no definite finite tell-tale set.

3.2 Minimal Revision is Universal on Positive and Negative Data on Finite Spaces

In the inductive inference literature, it is common to distinguish between learning from only positive
information and from positive and negative information. This distinction is given a lot of attention,
because the latter setting is much more informative, and so it leads to different learning powers of the
same learning methods (see, e.g., [3]). In our case, learning from positive and negative information
means that for every observable its complement can also be observed. In logic parlance, this is expressed
as closure under negation (i.e., if p can be observed, so can —p). We will therefore speak of epistemic
spaces that are closed under negation [6]]. Negation-closed spaces are a subclass of the class of strongly
separated spaces [3].

Definition 15. An epistemic space S = (S,0) is: strongly separated when for every s,t € S, Os € Oy,
negation-closed iff for every p € O, there is p € O such that p = S\ p.

Figure [2 shows an example of a strongly separated space that is not negation-closed (left) and an
example of a negation-closed space (center). From [17], we know that mini is not universal on positive
and negative data on the class of all negation-closed spaces, and thus the same holds for the larger class
of strongly separated spaces. Nevertheless, we can show that mini is in fact universal on the class of
finite strongly separated spaces and thus on the class of finite negation-closed spaces.

Lemma 2. Let S be a finite strongly separated epistemic space. Then S has a definite finite tell-tale map.

Proof. Consider a strongly separated epistemic space S. Take an arbitrarys € S. Consider the set D® :=
Uyes\ (s} (Os\ Oy ). Since the space is strongly separated, for all s' € S such that s’ # 5, O5 \ Oy # 0. Thus
for all s’ # s, s & (D*. Since the space is finite, D* is finite, and D° C Oy by construction. By Def.
D? is a definite finite tell-tale set for s. Since s was arbitrary, S has a definite finite tell-tale map. O

Theorem 2. Minimal revision is universal on the class of finite strongly separated epistemic spaces.
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Proof. By Lemma[2land Prop. [T} the class of finite strongly separated epistemic spaces is a subset of the
class of finitely identifiable spaces. By Th.[Il mini is universal on the class of finitely identifiable spaces,
and thus on the class of finite strongly separated spaces. U

Corollary 1. Minimal revision is universal on positive and negative data on the class of finite negation-
closed epistemic spaces.

Therefore, one can safely learn from positive and negative data using mini when only finitely many
states are possible. Let us note here that this result has been foreshadowed by Boutilier in his seminal
work [13]], where minimal revision is applied to finitely-grounded knowledge sets over propositional
logic (which is closed on negation).

3.3 What Priors for Minimal Revision?

We have considered above some classes of spaces where mini is universal. However, in those and all
other classes on which mini is universal, only some plausibility orders will allow learning via mini. We
call these orders appropriate:

Definition 16. Let S be an epistemic space. A plausibility order < is appropriate for learning S via the
belief revision method R if the canonical learning method induced by R and the plausibility assignment
assigning = to S identifies S in the limit.

Figure [3 shows a plausibility order that is not appropriate for learning a space via mini: The state s
(in red) is not identified with the (sound and complete) data-stream in which g occurs once first, followed
by an infinite stream of ps. With this stream, the state u will forever remain equi-plausible to s, and thus
s will never be the uniquely minimal element of the space.

Below, we give a characterisation of the class of appropriate plausibility orders for learning via mini
on finite epistemic spaces. Our focus on finite spaces is justified by the fact that they are often sufficient
for a variety of applications in belief revision theory, knowledge representation, and dynamic epistemic
logic (where possible worlds are identified with valuations over a finite set of propositions, see, e.g.,
[15]). Furthermore, the full characterisation of the class of spaces for which mini is universal is still
unknown, so we cannot resort to knowledge about the underlying structure of the epistemic space in our
analysis.

Let us remark that our focus here is different from that in [6], where the focus is on whether a belief
revision method is universal in the sense that for any learnable space one can construct some plausibility
order that guarantees successful learning via that method. The interest in [6]] therefore lies in the existence
of a suitable plausibility order on every learnable space. In contrast, we aim at characterising for mini
(and later in Section Ml also for conditioning and lexicographic upgrade) the class of all prior plausibility
orders that are suited for learning every space that is learnable via the method under consideration. Of
course, an appropriate order for a method can only exist on spaces that can be learned via that method,
and thus [6]] provides the limits of applicability of our analysis. Let us start with some preliminary
lemmas.

Lemma 3. If a plausibility order < is appropriate to learn an epistemic space S via mini, then for all
s € S, there exists a p € Oy such that s € min<p.

Proof. Assume that < is appropriate to learn S via mini. Assume towards a contradiction that there
exists an s such that for all p € Oy, s € min<p. Consider now a sound and complete data stream such that
it enumerates all the elements in O;. We show by induction on the length n of any finite segment of O|n]
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Figure 3: Example of a plausibility order that is not appropriate to learn a space via mini. The epistemic
space is given by S = {s,u,t} and O = {p,q,r}; the prior plausibility order (leftmost space) is ¢ < s,
t < u, u~s. The labelled arrows represent two revision steps, first when observing ¢, and then p.

that for all p € Oy there exists a ¢ such that ¢ %'(l)’[i:l‘]i s and ¢ € p. [Base case n = 0] Follows directly from
the assumption. [Inductive step: n = m+ 1] Assume that for O[m], for all p € Oy there is a ¢ such that

t€pandt 415‘[',‘:& s. Consider now p € O, that occurs in O after O[m]. By inductive hypothesis, it follows
. mini mini . .
that there is a ¢ € S such that ¢ =0m| S and r € p. Hence ¢ =01 5 Hence s ¢ mznjgml]. U

The above lemma expresses that an appropriate plausibility order guarantees that in every state it is
possible to make an observation that ‘favors’ that state.

Lemma 4. Suppose that a plausibility order = is appropriate to learn an epistemic space S via mini.
Forall s €S, forallt € S suchthats ~tandt #s, if |{p € Oy :
such that s € min<p and t & p.

Proof. Towards a contradiction, assume that there are s,¢ € S such that: s ~1, 1 #s; |{ pPe Os:t ¢ p} <
IN|; for all p € Oy if s € min<p thent € p. Let O be a stream and n € N be such that set(O[n]) = {p €0y:

t ¢ p}, which exists since [{p € Oy :t & p}| < |N|. Denote with j‘g‘[‘;‘]‘ the order in mini(PLAUS(S), O|n]).

Since by assumption for all p € Oy if t & p then s & min< p, and since by construction for all p € set(a[n]),
t € p, we have that s & min< p for all p € set(O[n]). It follows that s :‘(;L[i“]i t (otherwise one of them would
- n

be a minimal element of some p € O[n]). Consider now any extension of the sequence O[n] that enu-
merates all remaining elements of O, i.e. all elements in O;\ {p € Os:t & p}. By construction all
p € set(0) occurring after the initial sequence O[n] are such that t € p. Since ¢ ~™ g and O is sound, it

~ O]
follows that for all m > n, ¢ Nm['“i s by Def.[12] Thus, there is no m such that min_mni = {s}. Hence, <

—O[m|
is not appropriate for learning S via mini. O

The lemmalensures that an appropriate plausibility order cannot be deceived by sound and complete
data streams such as the one illustrated in Figure Bl The problem there is that a distinct state from s,
namely u, is equi-plausible to s and minimal in all observables in which s is minimal. Lemma ] excludes
such configurations of points in finite epistemic spaces.

Lemma 5. Let S = (S,0) be an epistemic space, and let < be a plausibility order over S. Consider a
state s and assume that there exists a p € Oy such that s € min<p. Then for any finite sequence Oln| of a

sound data stream O for s, it holds that s € min_mini p.
o
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Proof. We prove this by induction on n. [Base case: n = 0] Follows directly from the assumption.
[Inductive step] Assume that for all m < n, s € min_mni p. Consider now the p’ occurring in O after the

—O[m]
initial segment O[m]. Assume towards a contradiction that s & min_mni p. Hence there is ¢t € p such
_0[m+1]
that ¢ <g‘f‘“ S Since s € mzn<mm.p by inductive hypothesis, then ¢ 74'(;‘['“3 s, hence s jg‘[‘"“ﬁ t, since <

is total. Since s & min_mini p’ (0therw1se it would be a minimal element in p after updating on p’), there
—O[m|

is ¢’ <m['“} s, and t € p’. By transitivity, ¢’ 4‘1‘[“‘? t. Hence, t ¢ minj?;[imi p'. Thus by Def. s j‘g[';;zr 1 t,

which contradicts the assumption that ¢ <m"“ S. O

Ofm+1]

To characterise the plausibility orders appropriate for minimal revision, we make use of the concept
of a finite tell-tale map. We have already seen a concept of this kind in Definition [4l The concept
was first introduced by Dana Angluin in her seminal work [2]. Broadly speaking, a finite tell-tale map
assigns to each possible state a special finite set of observables (a finite tell-tale), which guides learning
and guarantees that the state can be identified. We consider a specific variant of tell-tale maps that
satisfies a number of conditions regarding not only the available observables but also the plausibility
order of the states.

Definition 17. Let S = (S,0) be a finite epistemic space and < be a plausibility order over S be given.
A finite space mini tell-tale map for < and S is a total map assigning to each state s € S a finite space
mini tell-tale set F; C O such that: (i) F; C Oy; (ii) there is a p € F; such that s € min<p and for all t # s,
t >~ s such that t € min<p, there exists q € Fy such that s € min<q and t & min<q .

Theorem 3. Let < be a plausibility order on a finite epistemic space S = (S,0). The plausibility order
= is appropriate to learn S via mini iff there exists a finite space mini tell-tale map for S and <.

Proof. [=]Let S = (S, 0) be finite, and let < be appropriate for learning S via mini. Since O, C O, it
trivially satisfies (i) from Def. Assume towards a contradiction that for all p € Oy, either p & min<p
or there exists a ¢ # s such that # € min<p and there is no g € O; such that s € min<q and t € min<q. By
Lemma[3]we know that there is a p € O; such that s € min< p. By assumption, it follows that there exists
at € min<p such that there is no ¢ # p € O, such that s € min<q and t € min<q. By Lemma[d] it follows
that the set |[{p € O, :t & p}| = |N|. Contradiction.

[«<]Let S = (S, 0) be a finite epistemic space, and let < be given. Assume there exists a finite space
mini tell-tale map for < and S. Let s € S be arbitrary and F; be its corresponding finite space mini tell-tale
set. Since S is finite, also Oy is a finite space mini tell-tale set. Consider an arbitrary sound and complete
stream O for s. Since O is finite and O is complete, there exists an n € N such that Oy C set(O[n]). Since
Og is a finite space mini tell-tale set for s, by Def. [17] there exists a p € Oy such that s € min<p. Let
5[ ] be the sequence where the last element is the first occurrence of a p € O, such that s € min<p in
O. By Lemmal] s € mm<m[ml p. By Def.[[2] s € min_mmi, and thus s € LPEAUS(S O[m]). If there is no

—O[m] minit

t # s such that t € LPLAUS(g O[ ), then for all m’ > m, LPYAUS(S O[m]) = {s} (since O is sound with

mini mini
respect to s will forever be the uniquely minimal element for all p € Oy). If there is a r # s such that

t € LPXAUS(§ O[m]), then ¢ :‘gi“i s. This implies that s ~ ¢, and t € min<p. Since by assumption S has a

‘mini [m]
finite space mini tell-tale, there is ¢ such that s € min<q and t & min<q, thus t ¢ q. Since p was the first
occurrence of a p € Oy such that s € min<p, since g € Oy and s € min<gq, there is m’ > m such that g is
the last observable occurring in the initial segment O[m’] of O, since O is complete. Take the smallest

such s'. Since s € min_mini, and O is sound with respect to s, s € min_mmi and also s € mm<.mm q, and
—0[m| —0[m'—1] —0[m'—1]

since t € q, s <‘£[':1}] t by Def. Since ¢ was arbitrary, for all 7 € S such that 7 # s and ¢ Nm['“i there
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is k > m such that s <™ ¢ Since the space is finite, there can only be finitely many 7 # s such that

OlK]

{ € min_mini, and thus there is k¥’ such that for all such 7 € S, s 413[';’,} t, and min_mni = {s}. By Def.
—O[m] —OK]

and the soundness of O, for all k" > k, LFLAUS(§ O [k"]) = {s}. O

3.4 No Guarantees for Minimal Revision when Learning with Errors

Theorem [3] characterises the appropriate priors when learning via mini under the assumption that no
erroneous observation can occur (i.e., the data streams are sound). Does the characterisation still hold
when considering learning scenarios in which errors can occur? Here, we consider fair streams [6]], i.e.,
data streams that can contain only finitely many errors, all of which will eventually be corrected.

Definition 18 ([6, Def. 27]). Let S = (S, O) be a negation-closed epistemic space. A data stream 0 from
O is fair with respect to the state s precisely in case: (i) O is complete with respect to s, (ii) there is an
n € N such that for all k > n, s € Oy; (iii) for every i € N such that s ¢ O;, there is a k > i such that
Oy = 0,

When considering fair data streams, not only Theorem [3]is no longer an adequate characterisation of
the appropriate plausibility orders to learn via mini, but also mini is not anymore a universal method on
the class of negation-closed finite epistemic spaces

Proposition 2. The following two hold: (i) There exist plausibility orders appropriate for learning some
negation-closed space via mini on sound and complete data streams that are not appropriate for learning
the same space via mini on fair data streams, (ii) Minimal revision is not universal on fair data-streams
on the class of all finite negation-closed epistemic spaces.

Proof. [Point (i)] Consider the epistemic space at the center of Fig. The space is negation-closed
and the plausibility order in which for all s, € S, t ~ s is appropriate to identify the space via mini on
sound and complete data-streams by the proof of Th.[1l Consider the state s and consider the data stream
starting with the sequence ¢, p, p followed by an infinite stream of §. This stream is fair and prevents mini
from ever identifying s, since w will always be a minimal element with s after the initial segment g, p, p.
[Point (ii)] Consider again the epistemic space at the center of Fig.[2l The only appropriate plausibility
order to learn that space via mini on sound and complete data streams is such that s,z € S, ~ 5. This
order is not appropriate for learning the space via mini on fair data streams as shown above for (i). [J

We leave to future work a characterisation of the plausibility assignments that are appropriate for
minimal revision on fair data streams (and of the class of spaces on which they exist).

4 What Priors are Appropriate for Stronger Methods?

We turn to considering how one ought to assign priors when employing more radical belief revision
methods than minimal revision. In particular, we consider conditioning and lexicographic upgrade.

Definition 19 (Conditioning [8]). Ler B = (S,0,=) be a plausibility space, and let p € O. The one-
step revision function cond(B,p) generates the plausibility space B' = (S',0',<'), where S' = SN p,
O ={qe P(S):3¢ € Osuch that q= ¢ \ p}, and <" = =,

2 All definitions in Section Pland Definition[I6]can be straightforwardly adapted for the case of fair data-streams.
3mini’s sensitivity to errors was highlighted in [28] (Proposition 3.3), where it was applied to cases of cognitive bias, in
which some observations are (systematically) misinterpreted by the revising agent.
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Definition 20 (Lexicographic Upgrade [8l]). Let B = (S,0,=) be a plausibility space, and p € O. The
one-step revision function lex(B, p) generates the plausibility space B' = (S,0,="), where s <’ t if and
only if: s 2,t,ors 25t,ors € pandt & p.

When revising with cond upon receiving some observation p, an agent simply eliminates all the
worlds that do not satisfy p, and restricts the plausibility order to the worlds that do satisfy p. On the
other hand, lexicographic upgrade does not eliminate worlds, but rather moves all the p-worlds in front
of the = p-worlds ([30} 9])).

For the case of conditioning and lexicographic revision, we give a fully general characterisation of
appropriate plausibility orders. In particular, we consider spaces that are not necessarily finite, as well as
preorders that are not necessarily totalH As done for mini, we start by defining a tell-tale map variant.

Definition 21. Ler S = (S, O) be an epistemic space and < be a preorder over S be given. A generalised
conditioning tell-tale map for < and S is total map assigning to each state s € S a set F; C O such that:
(i) Fy is finite; (ii) Fy C Oy, (iii) for allt € S, if t ~ 5, F; C O; and s # t, then s < t; (iv) for all finite
F! D F,C O, forallt €8, ift # s and F] C O,, then there exists av € S such that v <t and F, C O,.

One can then prove that the existence of a generalised conditioning tell-tale characterises appropriate
preorders for conditioning as well as lexicographic upgrade:

Theorem 4. Let = be a preorder over an epistemic space S. The following are equivalent: (i) There
exists a conditioning tell-tale map for S and =<; (ii) = is appropriate to learn S via cond; (iii) = is
appropriate to learn S via lex.

It is easy to see that the equivalence between (i) and (i) in Theorem Ml fails when considering fair
streams (Definition [I8): Since cond irreparably eliminates the actual state as soon as an error occurs, no
preorder is appropriate to learn via cond on fair streams. Finally, since any lexicographic upgrade on a
finite initial segment of a fair data stream can be shown to be equivalent to the lexicographic upgrade
obtained by removing the corrected errors from the sequence [6], the equivalence between (i) and (iii) in
Theorem H]still holds, and thus the existence of a generalised conditioning tell-tale map also characterises
the appropriate preorders for learning via lex on fair streams in negation-closed spaces.

5 Conclusion

We showed that minimal revision is universal when used to learn finitely identifiable spaces (Theo-
rem[I)), and that it is consequently universal on finite strongly separated spaces (Theorem[2). Thus, it can
always be used to learn from positive and negative data on finite spaces (Corollary [1)) unless erroneous
observations possibly occur (Proposition 2)). In addition, we characterised the prior plausibility orders
that are appropriate for learning finite spaces via minimal revision (Theorem [3)) as well as the preorders
appropriate for conditioning and lexicographic upgrade (Theorem 4.

Beyond the scope of this paper, several questions are left for future research. First, concerning min-
imal revision: What is the class of epistemic spaces on which the method is universal? What priors are
appropriate for learning via minimal revision on arbitrary spaces, and possibly with wrong information?
Second, beyond minimal revision, what priors are appropriate for other revision methods? Finally, we
plan to consider appropriate priors from the viewpoint of doxastic attitudes, in the spirit of [14]: What
type of doxastic attitudes correspond to holding an appropriate prior?

4Definition[T6 can be straightforwardly adapted to the case of arbitrary preorders.
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Appendix

Proof of Proposition ]

Proposition Il An epistemic space S is finitely identifiable if and only if there exists a definite finite
tell-tale map for S.

Proof. [=] Consider an epistemic space S = (S,0) and assume that it is finitely identifiable. Therefore
there exists a learner L that finitely identifies every state s € S on any sound and complete data stream for
s. Consider an arbitrary state s € S and consider an arbitrary sound and complete data stream O for s. By
Def. [[3] it follows that there exists an n € N such that L(S, O[n]) = {s}. Define D, := set(O|n]). Assume
towards a contradiction that D is not a definite finite tell-tale set for s. It follows that there exists ar € S
such that 7 # s and Dy C O,. Consider now a data stream for O, for ¢ such that O,[n] = O[n]. It follows
that L(S, O,[n]) = {s}. Thus, L does not finitely identify ¢ contrary to our initial assumption.

[«<] Consider an epistemic space S = (S,0) and assume there exists a definite finite tell-tale map
for S. Let an enumeration sg, sy, ...,S;,... of the elements of S be given. Define L in the following way:
L(S,0[k]) = {s;}, where i < k is the smallest i such that Dy, C set(O[k]), if such s; exists and no guess
has been made in the past; else, L makes no guess. Consider an arbitrary state s; and a sound and
complete data stream O for s ;. Since 0 is complete and Dy, is finite, there exists an n € N such that
Dy; C set(a[n]). Consider the smallest #’ < n for which Dy; C set(é[n]) and j < n'. Such an n’ exists.
Consider indeed the least n for which Dy, C set(O[n)): If n > j, then n :=n; If n < j, set n' 1= j
since Dy; C set(O[n]) C set(O[j]). We now need to show that L has not made guesses for any k < r'.
Assume towards a contradiction that there is k < #’, such that L(S, O[k]) = {s 7} Since n’ is the smallest
n € N for which Dy, C Oln] and j < n, it follows that D;, & set(O[k]). Thus sj # s;. By definition
of L, it follows that Dy, C set(a)[k] C Os;. But then Dy, is not a definite finite tell-tale for s, which
contradicts our assumption. Since no previous guess has been made by L before observing the sequence
O[], L(S,0[n')) = {s;} (f L(S,0[n]) # {s;}, then there would be s; # s; with i < j and such that
Dy, C set(O[n']) C Oy, and thus Dy, would not be a definite finite tell-tale set for s; contrary to our
assumptions). By definition of L, no later guess will be output by L. Thus, L finitely identifies s;. Since
s; was arbitrary, L finitely identifies S. O

Proof of Theorem 4

Theorem d. Let S be an epistemic space and let < be a preorder over S. The following are equivalent:
(i) There exists a conditioning tell-tale map for S and =; (ii) = is appropriate to learn S via cond; (iii)
=< is appropriate to learn S via lex.

We prove Theorem @by proving the following two propositions:

Proposition 3. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). The preorder < is appropriate to
learn S via cond if and only if there exists a generalised conditioning tell-tale map for S and <.

Proposition 4. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S, 0). The preorder =< is appropriate to
learn S via lex if and only if there exists a generalised conditioning tell-tale map for S and <.

Proposition 3] proves that (i) and (i) in Theorem 4] are equivalent. Proposition 4] proves that (i) and
(iit) in Theorem Ml are equivalent.
To prove both propositions, we rely on the following definition and lemma.
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Definition 22 (Locking sequence [6, Def. 22], originally in [10]]). Let an epistemic space S = (S,0),
a possible world s € S, a learning method L, and a data sequence G be given. Sequence o is called a

locking sequence for s if & is sound with respect to s and for each data sequence T with s € (set(T),
L(S,0x1)=L(S,0) ={s}.

Lemma 6 ([6, Lemma 1]). If learning method L identifies possible world s in the limit, then there exists
a locking sequence for s and L.

Proof of Proposition

Proposition[3l Ler < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). The preorder < is appropriate to
learn S via cond if and only if there exists a generalised conditioning tell-tale map for S and <.

Proof. [=] Let a preorder < and an epistemic space S be given. Assume that the preorder =< is appro-
priate to learn S via < and cond. Let PLAUS be the plausibility assignment assigning the preorder < to
S. By Def.[I6] the learner LFLAUS jdentifies the space S in the limit. By Lemmal6] for each state s € S,

there exists a locking sequence o; for LgkﬁUS and s.

Consider an arbitrary s and define F; := set(0oy). F; is finite, since oy is finite, and thus satisfies point
(i) in Def. Furthermore, Fy; C Oy since set(0;) C Oy, and thus satisfies point (ii) in Def.

We now prove that F; satisfies (iii) of Def. 21l Assume for contradiction that there is az € S such that
t~s,F;CO;andt#s,and s At. Then, t ~ s, ort < s. [Case: t < s] Consider now a sound and complete
data stream O such that there exists 7 such that 5[n] = 0y. By Def.[19 and the fact that Fy C O;, t is in the

updated space after 5[71], just like s. Consider the preorder 5%0[2](1’ i.e., the preorder in the updated space

cond(PLAUS(S), O[n]). Since 7 < s, we have that ¢ <‘(i)°“d s. Thus s & LPLAUS(S O[n]), since s & min_cona.

[n] cond =0

But by assumption, o; is a locking sequence for s and LPLAUS and thus LPLAYS(S O[n]) = {s}. [Case:

t ~ s] Consider now a sound and complete data stream O such that there exists 7 such that 5[n] = 0,. By
Def.[19] and the fact that Fy C Oy, ¢ is in the updated space after O[n], just like s. Since 7 ~ s, we have that

t :g’[z]d s. By assumption, oy is a locking sequence for s and LPLAUS | and thus LPLAUS(S, O[n)) = {s},
and thus s € minj%o[:]d. But since ¢ :g’[‘;f s, thent € minj%o[:]d. Hence LELAUS(S, Oln)) # {s}.

We now prove that F; satisfies (iv) of Def. Assume by contradiction that there exists a set
F! D F; C Oy such that there exists a t € S such that ¢ ¢ s, F] C Oy, and there is no v such that v < r
and F, C O,. Consider now a sound and complete data-stream O such that for some n € N, 5[11] = 0Oy,
and for some k > n, set(O[k]) = F!. Since Oln] is a locking sequence for s, LPLAUS(S, O[n]) = {s} and

for all sequences T for s, LELAUS(S O[n] ) = {s}. Hence also LFLAYS(S, O[k]) = {s}. By assumption,
we know that there is a ¢ € S such that ¢ ¢ s and set(a[k]) C O;. Therefore, such a ¢ is in the updated
model cond(PLAUS(S), O[k]), and moreover ¢ 743’[']:]‘1 s. By assumption, for such a ¢, there is no v such
that v < r and F; C O,. Hence, for all v € S, either v At or F, Z O,. Consider such av. If F] Z O,, then
v has been eliminated. Therefore, for all v ~ t, either v has been eliminated or ¢ is at least as good as v in

the updated model, i.e., ¢ jg"[z]d v. Therefore, if v Ng’[']:]d t, then ¢ jg"[z]d v. Thus, in the model updated on

the sequence O[k], we have ¢ € minj%o[.;]d, and thus ¢ € LPLAUS (S Olk]). Contradiction.

[«] Let a preorder < and an epistemic space S be given such that for each s there exists a set Fy as
in Def. 21l Let the plausibility assignment PLAUS be given that assigns the preorder < to the space S.
Consider now an arbitrary world s, and a sound and complete data stream O for s. Since F; is finite, there

exists an n € N such that F; C set(O[n]). We now show that LPLAUS identifies s in the limit, by showing
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that s is the unique minimal element in cond(PLAUS(S), O[n]), and that it is the unique minimal element
for any k > n. Consider ¢ € S distinct from s in the model obtained after updating on Oln|. By definition
of cond, it must be the case that set(O[n]) C O; and thus Fy; C O,. Consider the preorder <" in the

updated space cond (PLAUS(S), O[n|). We consider two cases.
p P ( )

[Case 1: ¢ Nc}’[“d s] It follows that t ~ s. Since Fy C set(O[n]), and since set(O[n]) C O, (since

otherwise r would have been eliminated), Fy C O,. By Def. 21l it follows that s < ¢, and thus s <c°[“]d t.

cond cond
s, s <N ¢ and thus s € min_cond.
Oln] Oln] =om

[Case 2: t 743’[‘;]‘1 s] Consider a t 743’[‘;]‘1 s. Since ¢ 76%"[211 s, and since set(O[n]) C O, we have that

F; C set(O[n]). By Def. 21l there exists a v € S such that v < ¢ and set(O[n]) C O,. It follows that

<c°["]d t, and thus 7 & min_ema. Since ¢ was arbitrary, there is no € S such that ¢ 74“’“]‘1 s and t € min_cona.
—0[n —Ooln]

It follows that, min_cmacond (PLAUS(S), O[n]) = {s}. Thus LPLAUS(S O[n]) = {s}.
—Oln]

Since ¢ is arbitrary, it follows that for all £ ~

cond
We now show that no new minimal element is created. Consider an arbitrary k > n, and assume
by contradiction that some ¢ # s is a minimal element after updating on the sequence O[k]. Note that

§ € Min_yeond, since O is sound with respect to s, and cond does not change the relative order of the worlds.
—0[K]

Also, F, C set(O[n]) C set(O[k]). Since set(O[k]) C O, we have F, C O;. Either ¢ ~°°[‘]:]d sort 74c0°[‘]:]d

In the first case, ¢t ~ s. Thus, by assumption, s < ¢, and by definition of conditioning s <°°[2]d t, which

cond ¢ This implies

O[k]
that £ o 5. But since F; C set(O[k]), there exists a v € S s.t. v <1 and set(O[k]) C O,. It follows that,

<g’£fi t and therefore 7 is not a minimal element of cond (PLAUS(S), O[k]). Contradiction. O

contradicts the assumption that 7 is minimal. Therefore, it must be the case that 7 /¢

Proof of Proposition 4

Propositiondl Ler < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). The preorder < is appropriate to
learn S via lex if and only if there exists a general conditioning tell-tale map for S and <.
To prove the proposition above we need a number of facts about lex.

Fact 1. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). If s ~ t, then s N?fx t, for any p € O.

Proof. Assume that s ~¢. Then s <t or t <s. Without loss of generality, assume that s < ¢. There are
four cases. [Case 1: s € p and ¢ € p] Since s € p, t € p and s <t by assumption, we have that s j},f" t
by Def. Hence s N},f" t. [Case 2: s¢ pandt ¢ p] Since s & p, t € p and s < by assumption, we
have that s jifx t by Def. Hence s N};X t.[Case3: s€pandt & p]If s€ pandt & p, then s jifx t by
Def. Hence, s N};X t. [Case4: s¢pandt € plIf s¢Z pandr € p, then s j};x t by Def. Hence,

~lex
st |

Fact 2. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). Consider s,t € S such that s + t, and
consider a sound data stream O for s. Then, for any n € N, if set(O[n]) C O;, then s 7613’[‘”] .

Proof. By induction on n. [Base Case: n = 0] Given that 5[0] is empty, the updated space is the same
as the initial space, thus 7 - s. [Inductive Step] Assume that for all n < m, t 1€* s in the corresponding

Oln]
update lex(PLAUS(S),O[n]). Therefore, tf;élof’[‘mi oS Hence, ¢ ﬁlex -

lex
s and s ﬁ()[mfl] t. Assume
set(O[m]) C Oy, thent,s € p, where p € Oy is the proposition occurring in O after the sequence O[m — 1].
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: lex : . lex lex :
By Def. since s, € p, we have that s jé[m] t if and only if s ja[m—l] t, and ¢t jé[m] s if and only

; lex ; : ; : lex lex

ift = Om—1] & Using the inductive hypothesis, we then conclude that s A Gim t and ¢ Oim] S Hence,
lex

§ 765["1] f. O

Fact 3. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). Consider s,t € S such that s < t, and
consider a sound data stream O for s. We have that foranyn € N, s <I(§Tn] 1.
Proof. Proof by induction on n. [Base Case: n = 0] Given that 5[0] is empty, the updated space is

the same as the initial space, thus s < ¢. [Inductive Step] Assume that for all n < m, s <l(§’[‘n] t in the

corresponding update lex(PLAUS(S),O[n]). Therefore, s 413’[‘"1_ t Since the stream is sound with

respect to s, we have s € p, where p € O occurs in the stream O after the sequence 5[m —1]. Eitherz € p,
ort¢ p. Ift € p,then s <! tand1t ﬁ'g’[‘m] s by Def. 20t hence, s %'5’ t. If t & p, then again s 5103 !

X X
) O[m . (m] [m
ex ex
and ¢ ﬁé[m] s by Def. 20l and thus s = " O
Fact 4. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). If there is an s € S such that s € minx,
then for any sound data stream O for s, for any n € N, s € min_ux lex(PLAUS(S), O[n)).
—O0[n]

Proof. By induction on n. [Base case] Follows from the fact that s € min<. [Inductive step] Assume

that for all n < m, s € min_i , where jl(%?n] is the preorder in the space lex(PLAUS(S),O[n]). This is
—Oln]

also true for n = m — 1. Therefore, s € min_ix ; hence, for all ¢ ~lex s, 5 <lex t. Now consider
—0[m—1] O[WL71] O[mfl]
~lex hilitioac: af ngx : lgx . ngx
t Oin s. There are two possibilities: either ¢ Blm—1] s or not, i.e., t Blm—1] s. [Case 1: ¢t Blm—1] s]

Since O is sound with respect to s, we have s € p, where p € O is the observable occurring in O after the
initial segment O[m — 1]. Eithert € port € p. If t & p, then s 5103 t by Def. if t € p, then since

[m]

lex : : : lex .y ylex : A
s = Opm—1] t by inductive hypothesis, we have s < Ol t by Def. [Case 2: ¢ Blm1] s] Since O is sound

with respect to s, we have s € p, where p € O is the observable occurring in O after the initial segment

O[m—1]. Eithert ¢ pors € p. If 1 & p, then s jl(%?m] t by Def. ift € p, then s 7413’[‘"1] t by Def.

Hence, for all 7 € S, if 7 ~1€* 5. then s <'* 7. Hence s € min lex . |
O[m] O[m] =5(m)
We can now show that the existence of a general conditioning tell-tale map (Definition 21)) is neces-
sary (Lemmal7] right to left direction of Proposition 4)) and sufficient (Lemmal8] left to right direction of
Proposition () for a preorder to be appropriate to learn via lex.

Lemma 7. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S,0). If < is appropriate to learn S via lex,
then there exists a conditioning tell-tale map for S and <.

Proof. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S, O) that is identifiable via lexicographic upgrade.
Let the plausibility assignment PLAUS be given that assigns < to S. Assume that L}:I;AUS identifies S in
the limit. By Lemmal6l for every state s € S, there exists a locking sequence o;. Consider an arbitrary
state 5. Let F; := ser(0;). We now show that Fy is a conditioning tell-tale for s. Fj is finite, since o
is finite, and thus satisfies point (i) of Def. F; C Oy, since oy is sound with respect to s. Thus, F
satisfies point (ii) of Def. 21l We now show that F; satisfies (iii) in Def. 21l Assume by contradiction
that there is some ¢ ~ s such that F; C O;, s # ¢t and s A t. Since s £ ¢, either t < s or t ~ 5. [Case 1:
t < 5] Consider a sound and complete data stream O for which there is an n € N such that 5[n] = O;.
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Since t < s, F;, C O, and 5[n] is sound with respect to s, we have that ¢ <le’[‘] s by Fact Bl Hence,

s & min_ix lex(PLAUS(S),0n]), and thus s ¢ LPLAUS(S O[n]), which contradicts the fact that o is a
—O0ln]

lex
locking sequence for s. [Case 2: t ~ s] Similar as the case above: s is a minimal element if and only if ¢
is a minimal element. And hence we contradict the assumption that oy is a locking sequence.

We now show that F; satisfies (iv) of Def.[2Il Assume in order to derive a contradiction that there
exists a finite set F, D F; C Oy such that some 7 € S with 7 »¢ s, and F, C O, has no v such that v < ¢ and
F! C O,. Consider a data stream O such that there is an n € N such that 5[ | = o, and for which there is
a k > n such that set(O[k]) = F/. Since O|n] is a locking sequence for s, LFLAUS(S O[k]) = {s}. Consider

lex
now ¢ € S as above: for all v € S, either v £ ¢ or F]  O,. We now show that 7 is a minimal element

of jl(%?k] in the updated plausibility space lex(PLAUS(S),O[k]). Consider v le’[‘] t: either v 4(;?}(] t or

t jlg’[‘k] v. If v jlg’[‘k] t, it must be the case that F] C O,, otherwise v would have become strictly less
plausible than 7 at some point and would have stayed so, since F, C O,. But by assumption, it follows
that v 4 ¢, and hence, either v £ f or, t < v. If v £ ¢, then v 7413’[‘,{] t, since both F C O, and F] C O,. But

v~ ¢ and thus contradiction. Therefore, it must be the case that # < v. Since both #,v satisfy all the

Ol

propositions occurring in 5[k] we have that ¢ 49?] v. In all cases, for all v ng’[‘] t, we have ¢ %'(;’[‘k] v,
PLAUS
lex

which implies that ¢ € min_ix , and thus t € L
sy

s € Nset(O[k]), we may conclude LPLAVUS(S O[k]) = {s}. Contradiction. O

lex

(S,O[k]). But since oy is a locking sequence and

Lemma 8. Let < be a preorder on an epistemic space S = (S, 0). If there exists a conditioning tell-tale
map for S and =, then =< is appropriate to learn S via lex.

Proof. Let a space S be given and let PLAUS be a plausibility assignment assigning a preorder < to S
such that there exists a conditioning tell-tale map for S and <.

Consider a state s € S and a sound and complete data stream O for s. Consider a set F; for s as in
Def. 211 Since the data stream is complete and F, is finite, there exists an n € N such that F; C set(O[n]).

We now show that Lfg;AUS outputs s after updating on 5[71], and forever after that. Consider a r # s

in lex(PLAUS(S), O[n)). Elthertmlf’[‘]sort%'ex

[Case 1: ¢ ~'ex s] Either 7 o£ s or  ~ 5. If £ o s, then by FactZ we have set(O[n]) € O,, and thus

there exists an m < n such that s <le’[‘ | t, and ¢ ﬁ';"[‘ | s by Def. 200 Since O is sound with respect to s,

we have that s 4109’["1] t by Fact[3| If 7 ~ s, then there are two possibilities: F; C O, or F; € O,. If F; C O,

then s < ¢ by assumption, and by Fact[3] s %'5’[;] 1. If Fy € Oy, then there exists a p € set(O[n]) such that

t & set(O|n]). Therefore, s 419’[‘ ! for some m < n. By Fact[3] s %'5’[;] .

[Case 2: ¢ 7419" ] Since ¢ 7419" s, we have that ¢ /¢ s by Fact[Il It must be the case that set(

.1

[n]) C O,
[n]) C O,.

.1

otherwise, s <1€*

ol

Since both set(O[n]) C O, and set(O[n]) C O,, we have that v %'e’[‘] t. Therefore, t & min_je .
—Oln]
We therefore know that for all ¢ ~ s, s <109’[‘] t, and there is no ¢ 74103’["1] s such that for all v ng[;] t,

t <19" v. Therefore min_ix = {s}, and thus Lj.AUS(S, Oln)) = {s}.
oln]

t. By assumptlon we therefore know that there exists a v < ¢ such that ser(

Oln) lex
We now need to show that for all k > n, LPLAUS(S O[k]) = {s}. Assume that there is some k for

lex

which LPLAUS(S G[k]) # {s}. By Fact@ we know that s € LPLAUS(S, G[k]). Therefore, there must exist

lex
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at such that r # s and ¢ € LPLAUS(S O[k]).

lex

[Case 1: ¢ NIOS’[‘n] s] Since s is the uniquely minimal element after the sequence 5[71], it must be the

lex : A ; lex
case that s 45['1] t. Since O is sound, by Fact[3] s <5[k]

and F; C set(Oln]) C set(O[k]) C O,, otherwise, ¢ would have become less plausible than s. But then, by
assumption, there exists a v such that ser(O[k]) C O, and v < ¢. Since set(O[k]) C O,, and v < 1, we have

1 41(5)”[‘](] t (since they always satisfy the same propositions, their relative plausibility never changes). Thus

t & min_ue , hence t ¢ LELAUS(S) Olk]). Contradiction. O
gy

(3

t. Contradiction. [Case 2: ¢ 74109»’[;] s] Then t £ s,
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