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Introduction

Subject who is practically certain
about every event in 7.

Model this believe with accept
and reject statement-based un-
certainty models.

Investigate which conditions to im-
pose on .7 in order to have a co-
herent belief model.
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Accept & reject statements

The subject’s assessment <7 con-
sist of two sets: his set of accep-
ted gambles /. and his set of
rejected gambles ..

+b 2 ={a,b}

W

There are four rationality criteria.



Accept & reject statements
There are four rationality criteria.
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Accept & reject statements

There are four rationality criteria.
» Indifference to status quo

» Deductive closure

- » No Confusion

» No Limbo
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» Deductive closure
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We can derive other sets of gambles.
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Accept & reject statements

We can derive other sets of gambles.
» A gamble f is favourable if

fedy =M N—A.
» A gamble f is indifferent if

fe e = M-N—AM-.
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First type: favourability assessment

If a subject is practically certain
that an event A will occur, we will
take this to mean that

4271;4 ={-lac+¢€: € €Rp}

is favourable.




First type: favourability assessment

If a subject is practically certain
that an event A will occur, we will
take this to mean that

ﬂ;‘ = {—]IAc +EIEC R>o}
is favourable.

If a subject is practically certain
that every event in .7 will occur,
we will take this to mean that

o ={-lac+e: Ac T, ecR g}

is favourable. His assessment is
o = (i~ ).
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Second type: indifference assessment

If a subject is practically certain
that an event A will occur, we will
now take this to mean that he is
indifferent between 14 and 1, or
equivalently, between I, and 0.
= oA = {4} is indifferent.

= /A = {+l4} is acceptable.




Second type: indifference assessment

If a subject is practically certain
that an event A will occur, we will
now take this to mean that he is
indifferent between 14 and 1, or
equivalently, between T4 and 0.
= oA = {4} is indifferent.

= o/ = {4} is acceptable.

If a subject is practically certain
that every event in .7 will occur,
we will now take this to mean that

oA = {+lp: Ac T}

is acceptable. His assessment is
o = <c/£(0>
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Second type: indifference assessment

Assessment .7’

7 ={{b}} 7 ={{a},{b}}
/\b ’\b

®




Second type: indifference assessment

Smallest assessment that includes the background model
B =" V(L0 L)

T ={{b}} 7 ={{a},{b}}
~b b

4
4

First rationality requirement Indifference to status quo: 0 € %.



Second type: indifference assessment

Deductive closure
7' = (posi BL; B~ ) with posi BL = {f € £: (3B € €7)lgf > 0}

@7 ={{b}} @7 ={0.{a},{b}}
/\b /\b

Second rationality requirement: 2’ should be Deductive Closed.



Second type: indifference assessment

Deductive closure
7' = (posi #BL; B~ ) with posi BL = {f € £: (3B € €7)lgf > 0}
Here, €7 = {Ni_1 Ax: NE N, A € T}
is the filter base generated by .7.

@7 ={{b}} @7 ={0.{a},{b}}
/\b /\b

Second rationality requirement: 2’ should be Deductive Closed.



Second type: indifference assessment

Deductive closure
7' = (posi BL; B~ ) with posi BL = {f € £: (3B € €7)lgf > 0}
Here, #57 ={Be #: (3C<%7)C C B}
is the filter generated by .7.

Fg = {{b}7{avb}} Fg = {0,{3},{b},{a,b}}
/\b /\b

Second rationality requirement: 2’ should be Deductive Closed.



Second type: indifference assessment

No Confusion: 2. N7, =0

Fg = {{b}v{av b}} Fg= {0,{a},{b},{a, b}}
b b

Third rationality requirement: No Confusion < 0 ¢ €.



Second type: indifference assessment

No Limbo: (2« — 2. ) \ 2« should be rejected

77 ={{b},{a,b}}
J\b

W

Fourth rationality requirement: No Limbo.
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Embedding classical propositional logic

We show that the language of our
models for practical certainty essen-
tially equals the language of filters.




Conclusion
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