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Abstract

We establish an equivalence between two seemingly diff¢heories: one is the traditional axiomatisation of incom-
plete preferences on horse lotteries based on the mixtdepéndence axiom; the other is the theory of desirable
gambles (bounded random variables) developed in the cootémprecise probability, which we extend here to
make it deal with vector-valued gambles. The equivaleniogvalus to revisit incomplete preferences from the view-
point, and with the tools, of desirability and through theivkd notion of coherent lower previsions (i.e., lower
expectation functionals). On this basis, we obtain newltesind insights: in particular, we show that the theory of
incomplete preferences can be developed assuming onlyistersce of a worst act—no best act is needed—, and
that a weakened Archimedean axiom suffices too; this axidmwalus also to address some controversy about the
regularity assumption (that probabilities should be pessit-they need not), which enables us also to deal with un-
countable possibility spaces; we show that it is alwaysiptesso extend in a minimal way a preference relation to
one with a worst act, and yet the resulting relation is newahfnedean, except in a trivial case; we show that the
traditional notion of state independence coincides wighrtbtion calledstrong independende imprecise probability
(stochastic independence in the case of complete prefesindhis leads us to give much a weaker definition of state
independence than the traditional one; we rework and umitbe notions of complete preferences, beliefs, values; we
argue that Archimedeanity does not capture all the probthatscan be modelled with sets of expected utilities and
we provide a new notion that does precisely that. Perhapsimpsrtantly, we argue throughout that desirability is a
powerful and natural setting to model, and work with, incdeig preferences, even in the case of non-Archimedean
problems. This leads us to suggest that desirability, rattan preference, should be the primitive notion at theshasi
of decision-theoretic axiomatisations.

Keywords: Incomplete preferences, decision theory, expectedyyilésirability, convex cones, imprecise
probability.

1. Introduction

Strand one

It seems natural to found a theory of rational decision mgkin the notion of preference; after all, what is
deciding other than choosing between alternatives?

This must have been the idea behind the early works on theat,bjarting from von Neumann and Morgenstern’s
[32], to the analytical framework of Anscombe and Aumanngigl to that of Savage [26]. They show that a rational
decision maker, let us call him Thomagan be regarded as an agent with beliefs about the world,erfaim
of probabilities, and values of consequences, in the forutibfies. And moreover that Thomas can be regarded as
taking decisions by maximising his expected utility. Thisw has had a tremendous impact in many fields of research,
not last on Bayesian statistics, which some see to drawst#igation from Savage’s work.
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Yet, many authors, including von Neumann, Morgenstern anscAmbe themselves, have soon recognised that
it is not realistic to assume that Thomas can always compi@matives; in some cases he may just not know which
one to prefer—even only because he lacks information abeat tIn this case we talk @aicompleteor partial, pref-
erencesAxiomatisations of rational decision making with incoraia preferences came much later, though, through
the works of Bewley [3], Seidenfeld et al. [28], Nau [21], amdore recently, Ok et al. [22], and Galaabaatar and
Karni [12]. These works build upon the analytical framewofkdnscombe and Aumann so as to represent rational
(or coheren} preferences through sets of expected utilities; the déssigg decisions these may lead to account for
the incomplete nature of preferences.

The picture that comes out of these works is not entirelyrclBlae axioms employed are not always the same.
This is the case of the continuity axiom, callacchimedeanwhich is necessary to obtain a representation in terms
of expected utilities; but it is also the case for giate-independen@xioms that enable one to decompose the set of
expected utilities into separate sets of probabilities @tililies. The cardinality of the spaces involved also aes
in different works, and the treatment of infinite spacesdwmut to be quite technical while not void of problems.

Moreover, the overall impression is that directly stretchihe axioms of Anscombe and Aumann, so as to deal
with incomplete preferences, shows some limits, and tlaaitglrisks getting lost in the process.

Strand two

In parallel, other researchers were getting, through amqihth, to a theory dimprecise probability It started
from de Finetti's interpretation of expectation as a sutgdair price for agamble that is, a bounded random variable.
Let us call this subject Matilda, or Thilda, to stress thae 8hThomas’ counterpart. De Finetti's next bright move
was to deduce probability by imposing a single axiom of selfisistency on Thilda’s fair prices for different gambles
[10]. Smith suggested that de Finetti's approach could bergbed to account for the case that probabilities are
indeterminate or not precisely specified [31]. Williams m&mith’s ideas precise, by giving an axiomatisation that
is again based on a notion of self-consistency, which iedabherenceince then [34].

It is important to stop for a moment on this notion, which Wik also central to the present work. Williams
developed his theory starting from a setup more primitiantte Finetti’'s. Rather than asking Thilda to assess her
prices for gambles, he only requires Thilda to state whetlgamble iglesirable(or acceptablgfor her? in the sense
that she would commit herself to accept whatever rewardssritavill eventually lead to. The core notion in Williams’
theory is then a set of so-calletksirable gamblesOne such set is saicbherentwhen it satisfies a few axioms of
rationality. Lower and upper expectations, which are cafieevisionsin Williams’ theory, and their properties, are
derived from the set of gambles, and are shown to be equivadesets of probabilities. Eventually, we can also
recover de Finetti's theory as a special case from sets obfggmallednaximal or completeBut the important point
is that coherent sets of desirable gambles can be conditionarginalised, extended to bigger spaces, and so on,
without ever needing to talk about (sets of) probabilitiHsis is even more remarkable as coherent sets of desirable
gambles are more expressive than probabilities; for instawe can condition a set on an event of zero probability
without making any conceptual or technical issue ariseatt, sets of probabilities are equivalent to a special type o
desirability, the one made of so-callsttictly desirablegambles. We take care to introduce desirability and colteren
lower previsions in a self-contained way, and as pedagthgiaa possible in a research paper, in Section 2. We do
S0 since we are aware that it is not a formalism that is as vmelhk as that of preference relations (these are briefly
introduced in Section 3).

Williams’ fundamental work went largely unnoticed until Wy used it as the basis for his theory of imprecise
probability [33]. At the very essence, Walley's theory canrbgarded as Williams’ theory with an additional axiom
to account for conglomerabilityConglomerability[9] is a property that a finitely additive model may or may not
satisfy, and that makes a difference when the space of jlitssstis infinite. In fact, if the possibility space is fieit
William’s and Walley’s theory essentially coincide.

Walley’s theory has been influential, originating a numbiduather developments as well as specialisations and
applications (see [2] for a recent collection of related kgyr Most importantly, along the years, the core notion of
desirability underlying both Williams’ and Walley’s thaes, has resisted thorough analysis and has proven to be a
very solid and general foundation for a behavioural thedryrertainty. On the other hand, let us note that both
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Williams’ and Walley’s theories are developed for the caka bnear utility scale, and the utility itself is assumed
precisely specified.

Equivalence

What stroke us at first is that the same mathematical streicdiat the basis of both the axiomatisations of incom-
plete preferences and the theory of desirability in immegirobability: that of convex cones.

In the former case, cones are made of scaled differencessé tatteries. If we call? the possibility space and
X the set of possible outcomes, or prizes, thdmese lotteryoract, p : 2 x X — [0, 1] is a nested, or compound,
lottery that returns a simple lottepfw, -) on X for each possible realisation ofc (2. In this paper we tak&’ to be
finite—wheread? is unconstrained—, sp(w, -) is simply a mass function oft'. The convex cone associated with a
(strict, as we take it) coherent preference relatiopetween horse lotteries is given8y= {A\(p—¢q) : A > 0,p > ¢}.
Note thatC is made of objects that are neither acts nor preferencegthsspeaking.

On the other hand, a coherent set of desirable gambles tutrte e again a convex cone, this time made of
gambles. In the traditional formulation of desirabilitygamble is a bounded functighfrom the space of possibility
{2 to the real numberR,; f(w) represents the (possibly negative) reward one gets, ireardintility scale, in case
w € {2 occurs.

Obviously, the two representations are very close. Carvegtjust be the same? The answer is yes: in Section 4
we show that desirability cones and cones arising from imeta preferences are equivalent representations. Two
conditions must be met for this to be the case:

o One is very specific: the preference relation must have atveatsthat is, an aciv such thatp = w for all
p # w. This is almost universally assumed in the literature, tiogeewith the presence of a best act. In this
paper we need not have the best act, the worst act sufficesatmgall the theory. Moreover, we show that we
can assume without loss of generality that the worstisistdegenerate on an element X forall w € (2. In
other words, that set’ has a worst outcome Whence we denote byboth the worst outcome and the worst
act. Accordingly, we shall us&, to denote a set of prizes with worst outcome and set of prizes without it
(or something that is not specified).

o The second condition is that desirability must be extendemhaéke it deal with vector-valued gambles. As
we shall see in Remark 4, this is surprisingly simple to dds lenough to define a gamble as a function
f: 2 x X — R. The interpretation is that once € (2 occurs, gamble returns a vector of rewards, one
for each different type of prize i’. And yet, we eventually, and mathematically, treat the darab if the
possibility space were the produ@t x X'. Therefore the desirability axioms are unchanged, the\sianely
applied to gambles defined g x X. All the theory is applied unchanged to gambles on the prosiace.
The consequence are, however, stunning.

They follow in particular because then we can go from a probté incomplete preferences to an equivalent one
of desirability by simply dropping from X, and hence from all acts. Immediately, candecomes in that way a
coherent seR of desirable gambles of? x X. And we can go the other way around: we start from a coherént se
of desirable gambles of? x X and by appending a worst outcomeXg and to all the acts, we create an equivalent
coneC, with the associated coherent preference relatioWhat is striking is that the equivalence holds also for
the corresponding notions of Archimedeanity: an Archinagdereference relation originates a coherent set of strictl
desirable gambles, and vice versa. And in desirabilityetlage well-consolidated tools to derive, and work with, lowe
previsions (expectations); these tools now become avaitatihe decision-theoretic investigator.

On the other hand, our standpoint is that the fundamentiideaodel incomplete preferences is cdReit is more
expressive that the sets of probabilities we can derive ftoinallows us to model and work with non-Archimedean
problems besides Archimedean ones. And we can do this willkes&ablished tools that apply directly to the cone,
without any need to go through a probability-utility repgretation. This remarkably widens the set of problems we
can handle.

Offsprings
A variety of results and insights follow from the mentionefizvalence. We list them in the order they appear in
the paper.



o We show in Section 4 that the traditional Archimedean axionflicts with the possibility to represent a maxim-
ally uninformative, ovacuousrelation. Thanks to the worst outcome, we defimeeak Archimedeacondition,
which is like the original one but restricted to a subsetoii-trivial preferences. This solves the problem and
still suffices to obtain a representation in terms of setsxpgeted utilities.

Weak Archimedeanity enables us also to address the longdentroversy about theegularity assumption
that is, whether or not a probabilistic model should be alldwo assign probability zero to events: probabilities
can be zero in our model and yet we can have a meaningful esgtegion of a strict partial order in terms of a
set of expected utilities.

Finally, weak Archimedeanity allows the probabilistic netglderived in our representation to be meaningfully
defined on uncountable sets, unlike in the case of the toaditiArchimedean axiom. This is remarked in
Section 5.

o Still in Section 5 we discuss how desirable gambles mightabert as the primitive notion at the basis of
preference, with an opportune interpretation.

We illustrate also how our representation in terms of exatéats is naturally based on objects that we can
interpret as joint probability-utility functions (e.gogint mass functions in the finite case). This enables us to
use tools from probability theory to deal with, and reintetpoperations with utility, in a uniform way.

o Given that the presence of the worst act is important for pliger, we investigate in Section 6 whether one
can extend, in a least-committal way, a coherent prefereglagion that has no worst act, into one that has
it. It turns out that it is always possible to find such a minimetension, but there is a catch: the extension
is never (weakly) Archimedean irrespectively of the prefere relation we start from—apart from the trivial
empty relation; moreover, that the notion of minimal extenss ill-defined for Archimedean extensions: given
any Archimedean extension, it is always possible to find dlsmane.

Then we dive deeper into this problem, and defirstrang Archimedean condition, which is indeed stronger
than the traditional one. We show that the weak, strong aditional Archimedean conditions are all essen-
tially® equivalentin case a relation has a worst outcome. When itdtaand restricting the attention to the case
of finite spaces (in particular finit®), we show that the strong Archimedean condition leads torahifedean
extension and that the traditional does not suffice. Moreawe show that strong Archimedeanity is equivalent
to the topological openness of cofie

o Starting from Section 7, we assume that the worst outconstseand we take advantage of the desirability
representation of incomplete preferences to revisit a rrrabtraditional notions.

Initially we discuss the cases of state dependence andéndepce directly for the case of desirable gambles.
We show that there are much weaker (and arguably, moreii@uitotions than the traditional ones we can
employ to model state independence.

Something similar happens with the case of complete prefese The definition in the case of desirability is
straightforward and of great generality.

o In Section 8, we see what happens of these notions when wedoowreto the level of coherent lower previsions,
that is, sets of expected utilities. Also in this case, wevigl® weaker notions than the traditional ones that are
very direct.

For the case of complete preferences, we give a number ofadgaot conditions to impose them, thus also
simplifying the traditional conditions, and showing that wan use the very same condition both for the case of
complete beliefs and incomplete values and for the opposiégthe so-callelnightian uncertainty.

o In Section 9 we consider two axioms used in the literaturertpdse state independence in the case of a
multiprior expected multiutility representation. Afteuite an involved analysis, we show that imposing those
axioms is equivalent to model state independence with $etxpectations using thgtrong productin other

SFor the weak one this is only partly true.



words, for complete preferences, state independence\situpis out to be stochastic independence in our
setting; and to a set of stochastically independent modéeise case of incomplete preferences. In fact, when
we say, as above, that there are weaker ways to model stajgendence, this is because it is well known with
sets of probabilities that there are much weaker ways to hioééevance and independence than the strong
product.

o In Section 10 we argue that the Archimedean condition iseéngadte to capture all the problems that can be
tackled using sets of expected utilities. In particulagyéhare problems that can be modelled using collections of
sets of expected utilities that are not Archimedean acogriti the common definition. We give a new definition
of full Archimedeanityhat captures all and only the problems that can be expreg@siedollections of sets of
expected utilities, and of which the Archimedean condit®a special case.

Comparing

In Section 11 we compare our work with some previous onedtéat dealt with incomplete preferences.

We consider the work by Nau [21] in the light of the connectioe make to desirability, showing how some of
his notions map into ours and vice versa. Nau’'s work is basedenk preference relations; this also gives us the
opportunity to discuss how the present approach can beediapthat case.

The work by Galaabaatar and Karni[12] is particularly iet#ing to compare as it has been a source of inspiration
for ours, and because it is actually quite close in spirignethough it misses the connection to desirability.

Finally, we consider the work by Seidenfeld, Schervish ardidhe [28]. This work is interesting to compare
especially for the different type of setting it is based ammpared to ours and to the former ones. In particular, they
use a special type of Archimedean condition with a topolaigstructure. The paper is also based on quite technical
mathematical tools. Moreover, they work with sets of expeédttilities that need not be open or closed, thus gaining
generality compared to the former approaches. Interdgtithgy also consider the problem of extending a preference
relation to a worst (and a best) act and come to conclusi@s#em to be clashing with ours.

We clarify the difference with Seidenfeld et al.'s work by ppéng their concepts in our language of desirability.
By doing so we show that there is no contradiction betweeir tesults and ours, and we argue that the type of
generality they get to can be achieved more naturally anglginsing convex cones of gambles rather than sets of
expected utilities.

Summarising

In summary, we present a very general approach to axiomatiskework with, incomplete preferences, which to
us appears simpler and with a great potential to clarify iprewnotions and to unify them under a single viewpoint.
It is based on a shift of paradigm: regarding desirabilitytesunderlying and fundamental concept at the basis of
preference.

There are limitations in our current work, like the finiteae$X’, and other challenges left to address. We comment
on these and other issues in the Conclusions. The Appentiiectothe proofs of our results.

2. Desirability and coherent lower previsions

2.1. Foundations of desirability

Let 2 denote the set of possible outcomes of an experiment. Ip#psr we let the cardinality a® be general,
so {2 can be infinite. We call? thespace of possibilitiesA gamblef : {2 — R is a bounded, real-valued, function of
£2. Itis interpreted as an uncertain reward in a linear utsitple: in particularf (w) is the amount of utiles a subject
receives ifv € (2 eventually happens to be the outcome of the experiment.d.erime this subject Thilda.

We can model Thilda’s uncertainty abautthrough the set of gambles she is willing to accept. We saytalst
those are heacceptableor desirable gamble@ve use the two terms interchangeably). Accepting a garfilbbleans
that Thilda commits herself to receiyéw) whateverw occurs. Sincef (w) can be negative, Thilda can lose utiles and
hence the desirability of a gamble depends on Thilda’s fsadibouts?.

Denote byL(£2) the set of all the gambles a and byL™(£2) == {f € L(£2) : f > 0} its subset of th@ositive
gamblesthe non-negative non-zero ones (the set of negative garmgdémilarly given by{ f € £(£2) : f < 0}). We
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denote these sets also Byand £+, respectively, when there can be no ambiguity about theesjpaolved. Thilda
examines a set of gamblesC £ and comes up with the subgétof the gambles irf) that she finds desirable. How
can we characterise the rationality of the assessmentssemted byC?

We can follow the procedure adopted in similar cases in logiere first of all we need to introduce a notion of
deductive closure: that is, we first characterise the seaoflies that Thilda must find desirable as a consequence of
having desiredC in the first place. This is easy to do since Thilda’s utilitylkecis linear, whence those gambles are
the positive linear combinations of gamblesin

posi(K) = Z)\jfj: ek, >0,r>1

j=1

On the other hand, we must consider that any gambléfirmust be desirable as well, given that it may increase
Thilda’s utiles without ever decreasing them. Stated ckffiely, the setC™ plays the role of the tautologies in logic.
This means that the actual deductive closure we are aftérés gy the following:

Definition1. (Natural extension for gambleg Given a sefC of desirable gambles, itsatural extensiorR is the set
of gambles given by
R = posi(K U LT). (1)

Note thatR is the smallest convex cone that includés) £+.
The rationality of the assessments is characterised thrthenatural extension by the following:

Definition2. (Avoiding partial loss for gambles) A setK of desirable gambles is said &void partial lossf 0 ¢ R.

This condition is the analog of the notion of consistencyogit¢. The irrationality of a natural extension that incurs
partial loss depends on the fact (as it is possible to shoat)ittmust contain a negative gambfethat is, one that
cannot increase utiles and can possibly decrease themntradistinction, a set that avoids partial loss does not
contain negative gambles.

There is a final notion that is required to make a full logiteddry of desirability. This is the logical notion of a
theory, that is, a set of assessments that is consistenbgiually closed, in the sense that the consistent assetsmen
coincide with their deductive closure in the examined dengai This means that Thilda is fully aware of the implica-
tions of her assessments on other assessmetsiihe logical notion of a theory goes in desirability undex ttame
of coherence:

Definition3 (Coherence for gambles) Say thatC is coherent relative ta@) if X avoids partial lossan@ "R C K
(and henc&) N R = K). In case) = L then we simply say thdf is coherent

This definition alone, despite its conceptual simplicitygk®as up all the theory of desirable gambles: in principle,
every property of the theory can be derived from it. Moregtrex definition gives the theory a solid logical basis and
in particular guarantees that the inferences one drawshaeys coherent with one another. At the same time, the
theory is very powerful: as we have seen, it can be defined pserce of possibility? and any domaid) C £ (in

this sense, it is not affected by measurability problemjl, @as we shall make precise later on in this section, it can
handle both precise and imprecise assessments, as welldas Inoth Archimedean and non-Archimedean problems.

Sets of desirable gambles are uncertainty models and aswsiclan define a notion of conditioning for them.

As usual, we consider an eveBt C (2. We adopt de Finetti's convention to denote Byboth the subset of? and

its indicator function/p (that equals one if3 and zero elsewhere). Using this convention, we can multiphnd a
gamblef obtaining the new gamblB f given by

flw) fweB
0 otherwise

oo~ |

for all w € (2. Recall the interpretation of a gamble as an uncertain rkv&ince gamblé3 f cannot change Thilda’s
wealth outsideB, we can as well interpreB f as a gamble that is called off unless the outcamnad the experiment
belongs taB: we say thatB3 f is a gamblecontingentor conditional on B. This leads to the following:

Definition4 (Conditioning for gambles). Let R be a coherent set of desirable gamblesloemd B be a hon-empty
subset of(2. The set of desirable gambles conditional®wlerived fromR is defined ak|B := {f € R : f = Bf}.
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R|B is a set of desirable gambles coherent relativg)to= {f € £ : f = Bf}. Note that there is a natural
correspondence betwedhf and the restriction of to B, whence we can also p®|B in relation withR | B =

{fp € L(B) : Bfp € R|B}, and show that this is a coherent set of desirable gambl€$/it). The point here

is thatR|B and R | B are equivalent representations of the conditional set; thete can be some mathematical
convenience in using one over the other depending on thatisituat hand. For these reasons, and in the attempt to
avoid a cumbersome notation, from now on—with few excestiemve shall use notatioR | B for the conditional set,
even though, on occasions, what we shall actually mean ani3 &s| B. This abuse should not be problematic as the
specific set we shall use will be clear from the context. Fa@gous reasons, in the following we shall sometimes
abuse terminology by just saying tHat B is coherent, without specifying ‘relative @'.

Finally, it is useful to consider the operation of margisation for a coherent set of desirable gambles.
Definition5 (Marginalisation for gambles). Let’R be a coherent set of desirable gambles in the product spaade’,
where{?2, {2’ are two logically independent sets. The marginal set ofrdbk gambles o (2 x ') induced byR
is defined ask, == {f € R : (Vw € 2)(Vwi,wh € ') f(w,w]) = f(w,wh)}. The marginal orC((2’) is defined
analogously.

R, is a coherent set of desirable gambles relativ@ip:= {f € L(2 x ') : (Vw € 2)(Vwi,w) € ') f(w,w]) =
flw,wh)}. Qq collects all gambles that depend only on elements2pfve also say they are th@-measurable
gambles. Sinc® , is made of(2-measurable gambles, we can establish a correspondenseed® , andR|, =
{g€e L(2): (Af e R)(Vw € 2)(Vw' € 2')g(w) = f(w,w')}. R, is a coherent set of gamblesAl{(2). Similarly

to the discussion made above in the case of conditioninge tiseno real difference in representing the marginal
information viaR , or Rf,, so from now on we shall stick to notatiddy, for the marginal set, even when we shall
actually meariRy,.

2.2. Coherent sets of desirable gambles and coherent loreeigions
When we restrict the attention to the case wh@re L, coherence can by characterised by four simple conditions:

Theorem 1. R is acoherent set of desirable gambtes. if and only if it satisfies the following conditions:
D1. £T C R [Accepting Partial Gains]
D2. 0 ¢ R [Avoiding Null Gain];
D3. feR,A > 0= \f € R [Positive Homogeneity]
D4. f,g € R = f+ g € R [Additivity] .

This result goes back to Williams [34] and Walley [33] (forexent proof, see [17, Proposition 2].) It shows, somewhat
more explicitly than Definition 3, that a coherent set of dasie gambles is a convex cone (D3, D4) that excludes the
origin (D2) and that contains the positive gambles (D1).

A coherent set of desirable gambles implicitly defines a abilistic model forf2. The way to see this is to
consider gambles of the forfh— u, wherew is a real value used as a constant gamble heref asmdny gamble. Say
that Thilda is willing to accept the gambfe— 1. We can reinterpret this by saying that she is willing to bayngple
f at priceu. Focusing on the supremum price for which this happens lesds the following:

Definition 6 (Coherent lower and upper previsions) Let R be a coherent set of desirable gamblesZorror all
feL,let

P(f)=sap{peR: f—peR} 2)
itis called thelower previsionof f. The conjugate value given bY(f) == —P(—f) is called theupper previsiorof
f. The functionals?, P : £ — R are respectively called@herent lower previsioand acoherent upper prevision
Itis not difficult to see that an upper prevision can be wnitso as

P(f) =inf{p e R:pu— f € R},

which makes it clear that it is Thilda’s infimum selling prifte gamblef. That buying and selling prices for some
goods usually do not coincide is a matter of fact in real peotd; this shows that the ability to represent such a
situation is important if we aim at doing realistic applioats of probability. In case they do coincide, instead, what
we get are linear previsions:



Definition7 (Linear prevision). Let R be a coherent set of desirable gamblesCoand P, P the induced coherent
lower and upper previsions. R(f) = P(f) for somef € L, then we call the common value theevisionof f and
we denote it byP(f). If this happens for alf € £ then we call the functiondaP a linear prevision.

Now we would like to give a word of caution and of clarificatidrefore proceeding, it should be crystal clear that
linear previsions are nothing else but expectations. Itiqudar, they are expectations with respect to the proigbil
that is the restriction oP to events: the probability of an eveBtC 2 isjustP(Iz) = P(B). Traditionally, one takes
probability as the primitive concept, which is created gmabsome structure such agaalgebra, and then computes
the expectation of a measurable gamble (i.e., a measurablelbd random variablg). Here instead probability is
derived from expectation that is derived from a coherenb$elesirable gambles. Among other advantages of this
approach, one is that we do not need structures-algebras to do our analysis since the probability undegly?
can be finitely additive; whence one can in principle also pota the prevision (expectation) of a non-measurable
gamble. In this sensE is more general and fundamental than a traditional exgentat is actually an expectation in
de Finetti’s sense; it seems worth remarking this by usingidetti's name for it: that of prevision, and to use symbol
P to denote it. Besides this, using symbdls mathematically accurate once probability is defined aptlkvision of
indicator functions, and it avoids us to keep on switchingg heedless way, between symbsland P.

In turn, coherent lower and upper previsions are just lowergpper expectation functionals. Consider a coherent
lower previsionP. We can associate it with a set of probabilities by consitgail the linear previsions that dominate
P:

M(P) = {P linear prevision (Vf € L)P(f) > P(f)},

that turns out to be closé@nd convex. Since each linear prevision is in a one-to-onespondence with a finitely
additive probability, we can regarti (P) also as a set of probabilities, which is calledradal set Moreover,P is
the lower envelope of the previsionsM (P):

P(f) = if{P(f): P € M(P)}. (3)

In fact, coherent lower previsions are in a one-to-one spwadence with closed and convex sets of probabilities,
such asM (P). The coherent upper previsidn is, not surprisingly, the upper envelope of the same prenssias
a consequence, it follows th&(f) < P(f) for all f € L. In any case, and even if it is convenient sometimes to
work with coherent upper previsions, let us remark thatétieugh to work with coherent lower previsions in general,
thanks to the conjugacy relation between them.

It is well known that a functionaP : £({2) — R is a coherent lower prevision if and only if it satisfies the
following three conditions for alf € £(£2) and all real\ > 0:

Cl. P(f) > inf f;

C2. P(\f) = AP(f);
C3. P(f+g) > P(f)+ P(g).

(When condition C3 holds with equality for evefyg € £(2 x X), thenP is actually a linear prevision.) Therefore
one can understand these three conditions also as the agibooherent lower previsions, thus disregarding the
more primitive notion of desirability. Still, it is usefubtknow that coherent lower previsions are in a one-to-one
correspondence with a special class of desirable gambles:

Definition 8 (Strict desirability) . A coherent set of gambleR is saidstrictly desirableif it satisfies the following
condition:

DO. fe R\ LT = (30 > 0)f — § € R [Openness].

“4In the weak* topology, which is the smallest topology for eniall the evaluation functionals given By P) := P(f), wheref € L, are
continuous.



Strict desirability is a condition of openness: it means that the part of con@sepited byR \ LT does not contain
the topological border. By an abuse of terminoldByis said to be open too.

The correspondence mentioned above holds in particulauseove can start with a coherent lower previgibn
satisfying C1-C3 and induce the following set of desiralalmbles:

R={feLl:f>0o0rP(f) >0} 4)
This set is coherent and in particular strictly desirablé moreover it induce® through Eq. (2).

2.3. Conditional lower previsions and non-Archimedeanity

We have just seen that coherent lower previsions and cohseénof strictly desirable gambles are equivalent
models. This means also that coherent sets of desirablelgamie more general than coherent lower previsions,
given that the general case of desirability does not impoge&anstraint on the topological border (such as openness).
We can rephrase this by saying that coherent sets of desigalphbles can model also non-Archimedean problems,
that is, problems that cannot be modelled by probabilii@si (in particular through a coherent lower prevision).

There are two main avenues where non-Archimedeanity camsp@ desirability and both are related to gambles
with zero prevision. The first has to do with the much debatedlpm about the way to deal with conditioning in
case of zero-probability events. To see this, it is usefst for define a conditional coherent lower prevision.

Definition9 (Conditional coherent lower and upper previsions) Let R be a coherent set of desirable gambles on
L(§2) andB a non-empty subset 6. For all f € £(£2), let

P(f|B) :==sup{u € R: B(f — p) € R} (5)

be theconditional lower previsiorf f given B. The conjugate value given Y(f|B) == —P(—f|B) is called the
conditional upper previsionf f. The functional?(-|B), P(:|B) : L(§2) — R are respectively called @nditional
coherent lower previsioand aconditional coherent upper prevision

Note that Eq. (2) is the special case of Eq. (5) obtained when (2, whence for all matters we can stick to Eq. (5) as
the general procedure to obtain (conditional) coherenéfqgwevisions from coherent sets of desirable gambles.,Note
on the other hand, tha&(f|B) = sup{p € R: B(f — u) € R} =sup{p € R: B(f — u) € R|B} = sup{p €

R : fg — pn € R|B} = P(fp); here we have denoted bz € £(B) the restriction off to B and byP(fg) its
unconditional lower prevision obtained from $e{ B. The equality of the two lower previsions implies th2¢-| B)

is equivalent to a set of probabilities and that it satisfiesditions similar to C1-C3 for alf € £(2) and all real

A >0

CCL. P(f|B) > infp f;
CC2. P(\f|B) = AP(f|B);
CC3. P(f +g|B) > P(f|B) + P(g|B),

in addition to the condition, specific to the conditionaleahatP(B|B) = 1 (this could be removed by formulating
everything usingP( /) rather thanP( f| B)). As in the unconditional case, one could take these fourirements as
axioms of coherent conditional lower previsions, thusetisirding desirability. And also in this case, if we do start
from a coherent conditional lower previsidt{-| B), we can then induce its associated set of strictly desigdoiebles
through

RIB={feL":f=BfyU{B(f—(B(f|B) —¢)):e>0,f€eL} (6)

Note that, according to Definition & | B is made of gambles that are zero outsigld-or the rest, the above expression
simply states what is desirable undgF|B): either the positive gambles or the net gains originatediyyrig a gamble
f atpriceP(f|B) — e, which Thilda regards as convenient since the price is lems lher supremum acceptable one.

5A note of caution to prevent confusion in the reader: thedidje ‘strict’ denotes two unrelated things in desiragilind in preferences. In
preferences it characterises irreflexive (i.e., non-wealgtions, while in desirability it formalises an Archimezh condition as it will become
clear in Section 4. We are keeping the same adjective in tathscfor historical reasons and given that there should lpossibility to create
ambiguity by doing so.



Eq. (5) tells us how to create coherent conditional lowewigiens from a coherent set of desirable gambles. If
we apply it in particular to a coherent set of strictly delsieegamblesR, then, thanks to its equivalence to a coherent
lower previsionP, we obtain a conditioning rule defined directly for cohetemter previsions:

Definition10 (Conditional natural extension). Let P be a coherent lower prevision afitla non-empty subset @?.
Theconditional natural extensioaof P given B is the real-valued functional
infB f If B B) = 07
p(fiB) =™ | (%) ™
min{P(f|B): P > P} otherwise

defined for everyf € L£({2), whereP(f|B) = P(Bf)/P(B) is a conditional linear prevision defined by Bayes’
rule.

In other wordsP( f|B) is obtained by conditioning all the linear previsions\(P) by Bayes’ rule, whei®(B) > 0,

and then taking their lower envelope. WhBB) = 0, P(f|B) is insteadracuousand the intervalP( f|B), P(f|B)]

is equal to[inf 5 f,supg f] for all f € L, whence it is completely uninformative about Thilda's b&diwhen the
conditioning event has zero lower probability. This is jadimitation of an Archimedean model such as a coherent
lower prevision.

In contrast, it is known that the conditional lower previsiB( f| B) obtained from a coherent set of non-strictly
desirable gambles can be informative, and actually fonepair P, P(-| B) with P(B) = 0 that are coherentwith each
other in Walley’s sense, we can find a coherent set of desigabvhbles that induces them both (see [33, Appendix F4]).
This is to say that conditioning with events of zero probibifloes not pose any problem in the framework of
desirability. This happens thanks to the rich modellingadalities offered by the border of the cone, which is exchlide
from consideration in the case of strictly desirable set#eNhat there are many common situations that we would
like to model whereB is assigned zero lower probability and posterior beliedsrant vacuous: just think of a bivariate
normal density function oveR x R; it assigns zero probability to each real number but coowldi on a real number
it is again Gaussian, whence non-vacuous. These caseas ttadl area of general desirability.

The previous question, related to conditioning on an evémtrabability zero, has illustrated the first type of
non-Archimedeanity that a coherent set of desirable gasrdala address. Still, it is possible to model the same case
through probabilities: the key is to use a collection of aelné¢ lower previsions as the basic modelling tool, such as
the pairP, P(:| B), rather than a single unconditional one. However, theradther, somewhat purer, type of non-
Archimedeanity that cannot be modelled by collectionsegitind that can instead be modelled through desirability.
Here is an example (taken from [36, Example 13]):

Examplel. Two people express their beliefs about a fair coin using maftesets of desirable gambles. The possibility
space? := {h,t}, represents the two possible outcomes of tossing the ceinhieads and tails. For the first person,
the desirable gamblesare characterised bf(h) + f(t) > 0; for the second person, a gamiflés desirable if either
f(h)+ f(t) > 0or f(h) = —f(¢t) < 0. Call R; andR, the set of desirable gambles for the first and the second
person, respectively. It can be verified that both sets aneremt. Moreover, they originate the same unconditional
and conditional lower previsions through Egs. (2) and b}hke unconditional case we obtdit{f) = w; this
corresponds, correctly, to assigning probabiﬁt}o both heads and tails. In the conditional case, we aganeciy
obtain that each person would assign probability 1 to eitfeads or tails assuming that one of them indeed occurs:
P(fI{h}) = f(h), P(f|{t}) = f(t). This exhausts the conditional and unconditional lowevisiens that we can
obtain fromRR; andR., given that(? has only two elements. It follows th@&; andR, are indistinguishable as far
as probabilistic statements are concerned. But now contsidggamblef := (—1, 1), which yields a loss of 1 unit of
utility if the coin lands heads and a gain of 1 unit otherwighereasf is not desirable for the first person, it is actually
so for the second. This distinction of the two persons’ behavcannot be achieved through probabilities—and in
fact gamblef lies in the border of each of the two sets, given thaf) = 0. ¢

The same example can be rephrased in the language of predsi@ee [17, Example 10]). It shows that coherent sets
of desirable gambles can determine a preference also wkdowier expectation of the related gamble, in the case
above(—1,1), is zero, which is a clear case of a non-Archimedean preterefgain, the extra expressive power of
general desirability compared to strict desirability isda@ossible by the modelling capabilities offered by thedeor

of the involved cones.
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All the discussion above on non-Archimedeanity shows itigaar that with coherent sets of desirable gambles
we need not enter the controversy as to whether or not we dligaltheegularity assumptionrwhich prescribes that
probabilities of possible events should be positive. Ihiriuctive to track the origin of this assumption: it goeska
to an important article by Shimony [30]. In the language @ ffaper, Shimony argued—correctly, in our view— that
de Finetti's framework could lead to the questionable noceptance of a positive gamble in case zero probabilities
where present, given that the prevision (expectation) ofi sugamble could be zero. This led Shimony and a number
of later authors, among whom Carnap and Skyrms, to advoategshening de Finetti’s theory by requiring regularity.
But it has originated also much controversy given the venst@ining nature of regularity on probabilistic models.
Between requiring regularity or dropping the acceptapiit positive gambles, it eventually emerged a third option:
that of using non-Archimedean models, which can keep batlddeata together. Unfortunately, this idea has not been
the subject of much development in mainstream probabBity.there are signs that something is changing and that
there could be a renewed interest in non-Archimedean méskifor instance Pedersen’s very recent interesting work
[23]). In this light, it is remarkable that Williams has etegly solved these problems by desirability as long as 46syea
ago: in fact, by including the positive gambles in the ndtardension, no matter what Thilda's assessments are, as
in Eg. (1), we make sure that they, and their implications,aways desirable; and we do this without compromising
the presence of zero probabilities, therefore not requirggularity. What we get is a theory, very much in the spirit
of de Finetti’s, that is very powerful, so much that it can sxindy deal with non-Archimedeanity too.

An important difference between de Finetti's theory andirdédity is that the former is developed for precise
probabilistic assessments. We can restrict desirabiliprécise models by an additional simple axiom of maximality

Definition11 (Maximal coherent set of gambles) A coherent set of desirable gambiRds calledmaximalif

(VfeL\{0))f¢R=-feR.

Requiring maximality is a tantamount to assuming that Tehitchs complete preferences. The logic counterpart of
maximality is also called the completeness of a theory. Ihigresting to consider that logic has discovered long
ago the inevitability of incomplete theories, after Gésleklebrated theorem, and this has led logicians to eviptua
appreciate their modelling power. Mainstream (Bayesiaopability and statistics, on the other hand, for the most
part seem to be still stuck on precise probabilistic modmis yet these are complete logical theories too.

Geometrically, a coherent maximal, or complete, set ofrdbk gamblesR is a cone degenerated into a hyper-
plane. It induces, via Eg. (1), a linear previsién this, in turn, induces through Eg. (4) a coherent set otthyri
desirable gambles that corresponds to the interig 8fTherefore there is a one-to-one correspondence between the
interiors of maximal coherent sets and linear previsiorgs Tonnects again to the question of Archimedeanity. A
maximal coherent set of gambles is a richer model than theeidsd coherent lower prevision, given that the former
can profit from the border of the cone. Therefore, for exapiptan yield a non-vacuous conditional linear prevision
even when the conditioning event has precise zero probglilicontrast, the linear prevision that corresponds & th
interior of the set will lead to a vacuous conditional modethiat case.

2.4. Conglomerability and marginal extension

Finally, it is important for this paper to say something admut conglomerability. In fact, conditions D1-D4
essentially make up Williams’ theory of desirability [34]he competing theory by Walley [33] adds them a fifth
condition that depends on the choice of a partiifbof the possibility space:

D5. (VB € B)Bf € RU{0} = f € R U {0} [Conglomerability]’

This axiom follows from additivity whers is finite. The rationale behind D5 is that if Thilda is willirig accept

gamblef conditional onB, and this holds for alB € B, then she should also be willing to accegjnconditionally.
Despite the innocuous-looking nature of D5, conglomeitgtiilas originated almost a century-long controversy

after de Finetti discovered it [8]. De Finetti described glmmerability in the case of previsions and it can be shown

6Remember that by an abuse of terminology we say that a cateeeof strictly desirable gambles is open; for this samsaeave refer to the
union of £+ with the interior of R \ LT as ‘the interior’ ofR.
"Note that we should call i8-conglomerability, but we drofs given that in this paper we shall always consider only onétjmar of the space.
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that D5 reduces to such a formulation when we induce a linearigion from a coherent and conglomerable set
of desirable gambles. The controversy concerns whetheotocanglomerability should be imposed as a rationality
axiom. De Finetti rejects this idea; others, like Walleypgart it. In some recent work we have shown that there are
cases where conglomerability is necessary for a probtibilieeory to make coherent inferences in time [36]. In any
case, it is not our intention to enter the controversy in plaiser and actually we shall try to avoid having to deal with
guestions of conglomerability as much as possible.

The natural extension of a set of gambl€sthat avoids partial loss is the smallest superset that i€rewi
according to D1-D4. We can proceed similarly in the case nftmmerability:

Definition12 (Conglomerable natural extension) The conglomerable natural extensiari a set of gamble&, in
case it exists, is the smallest coherent and conglomerapérset according to D1-D5.

The conglomerable natural extension plays the role of tieictdve closure for a conglomerable theory of probability.
Although the natural extension is easy to compute [33],ithist necessarily the case for the conglomerable natural
extension [20, 19]. However, it will be simple in the contekthis paper.

In fact, we shall use conglomerability jointly with a spddigpe of hierarchical information: we shall consider
a marginal coherent set of gamblBs, and conditional coherent se®|{w} for all w € (2. Itis an interesting fact
then that the conglomerable natural extension of the givammal and conditional information always exists and can
easily be represented as follows (for a proof, see [20, Ritipn 29]):

Proposition 2 (Marginal extension). Let R, be a marginal coherent set of gamblesdf? x ') andR|{w}, for
all w € £2, be conditional coherent sets. Let

R|Q2:={he L£(2x2): (Ywe Qh(w,) € RI{w}U{0}}\ {0}

be a set that conglomerates all the conditional informatdong the partition{ {w} x 2 : w € 2} of 2 x 2’ that we
denote, by an abuse of notation, ¢00. Then the2-conglomerable natural extension &f, andR|{w} (w € 2)
is called theirmarginal extensioand is given by

Ri={g+h:geRoU{0},heRIQUI0}}\ {0}

The marginal extension is a generalisation of the law ofl tpectation to desirable gambles. It was initially
defined for lower previsions in [33, Section 7.7.2] and latetended to deal with more than two spaces in [16]; in
the previous form for desirable gambles it has appeareding&ction 7.1]. Representing marginal extension through
desirability allows one to take advantage of the increagpdessiveness of the model; we can for instance condition
our marginal extension on an event with zero (lower or uppeybability and obtain an informative model.

As we have said, the marginal extension can be defined aldovier previsions. To this end, we first need to
introduce a way to conglomerate the conditional lower wievis defined over a partition 6

Definition 13 (Separately coherent conditional lower prevision) Let B be a partition of? andP(-| B) a coherent
lower prevision conditional o3 for all B € 5. Then we call

P(:|B) =) BP(|B)
BeB
aseparately coherent conditional lower prevision

For every gamblg, P(f|B) is the gamble o2 that equal?( f|B) for w € B; so it is a3-measurable gamble.
Secondly, we introduce the notion of marginalisation fdr@®nt lower previsions similarly to the case of desirab-

ility:

Definition14 (Marginal coherent lower prevision). Let P be a coherent lower prevision @{{2 x ’). Then the

2-marginal coherent lower prevision it induces is given by

Po(f)=P(f)
forall f € £(£2 x (') that aref2-measurable. The definition &t,,, is analogous.
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In other words, the2-marginal is simply the restriction @P to the subset of gambles X {2 x (2') that only depend
on elements of?. For this reason, and analogously to the case of desisabil@ can represent th@-marginal in an
equivalent way also through the corresponding lower piewig, defined onZ(£2). In the following we shall not
distinguish betweer® , and P}, and rather use the former notation in both cases.

We are ready to define the marginal extension:

Definition 15 (Marginal extension for lower previsions) Consider the possibility spadg@ x 2’ and its partition
{{w} x ' : w € 2}. We shall denote this partition b§ and its elements byw}, with an abuse of notation. Let
P, be a marginal coherent lower prevision andt|(?) be a separately coherent conditional lower prevision on
L(£2 x 2'). Then the marginal extension 8f,, P(-|(2) is the lower previsio given by

P(f) = Po(B(f]42))

forall f € L(£2 x ().

The marginal extension is the least-committal coherenttqwevision with marginaP , that is coherent witt(-|{2),

in the sense that there is a coherent and conglomerable desiwéble gambleR that induces bottP and P(-|f2)

via Eq. (5).

Remarkl (On dynamic consistency) It is useful to observe that the marginal extension is tightllated to the
guestion ofdynamic consistendy decision problems (analogous considerations hold faginal extension in the
case of sets of desirable gambles). This is a concept oliigimghlighted by Machina [15] and also related to the
work of Hammond [13]. Loosely speaking, a decision problsmyinamically consistent if the optimal strategy does
not change from the normal to the extensive form. In the cdrdkthis paper, an uncertainty model is understood
as dynamically consistent if it coincides with the leastreaittal (that is, weakest) combination of the marginal and
conditional information it induces.

For example, assume that we have a joint model on the progace® x 2’ given by a credal set1. We derive
from M a set of marginal prevision$ ; on £2, and a family of sets of conditional previsiof1(-|{w}) : w € 2},
one for each element @¢?. Then dynamic consistency means that we can recbtday taking the closed convex hull
of set

{Po(P(-|2)) : Po € Ma, (Vo € 2)P(|{w}) € M(|{w})}. (8)

This seems to be what Epstein and Schneider called ‘recianitytin [11]. Note in particular that both the marginal
linear prevision and each conditional linear previsionfege to vary in their respective sets in (8) irrespectively o
the other linear previsions; in other words, there are ngidal’ ties between linear previsions in different credstks
This is the essential feature that characterises a dyniyndcasistent model. In terms of lower previsions, if we let
P, P, P(-|2) be the coherent lower previsions determined by the 4é¢is\ g, { M (-|[{w}) : w € 2} by means
of lower envelopes, as in (3), dynamic consistency meansaséahould have® = P, (P(-|£2)), that is, P should
correspond to a procedure of marginal extension.

Note that dynamic consistency, as described above, depenitie notion of ‘weakest combination’ of marginal
and conditional information. This notion may vary, thudgierg different dynamically consistent models, even tHoug
they induce the same marginal and conditional informatkam.instance, when independence enters the picture, the
form of the weakest combination may depend on the notionaépendence adopted. We shall discuss more about
this point in Section 8.1 (see Remark 5).

3. Preference relations

Let 2 denote, as before, the space of possibilities. In order &b with preferences, we introduce now another
set X of outcomes, or prizes. While the cardinality @fis unrestricted, in this paper we takéto be a finite set.
Moreover, we assume that all the pairs of elemen®ixx X’ are possible or, which is equivalent, thatand X are
logically independent.

The treatment of preferences relies on the basic notion ofseHottery:

Definition16 (Horse lottery). We define éhorse lotteryas a functionap : {2 x X such thap(w, -) is a probability
mass function o’ for all w € (2.
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Let us denote by ({2 x X) the set of all horse lotteries a2 x X'. Horse lotteries will also be calleattsfor
short. In the following we shall use the notatitifor the set of all the acts in case there is no possibility obyuity.
An actp for which it holds thap (w1, -) = p(wa, -) for all wy,ws € 2 is called avon Neumann-Morgenstern lottery
moreover, if such a(w, -) is degenerate on an element X, then it is called @onstant von Neumann-Morgenstern
lottery and is denoted by the symhel that is,z(w, z) = 1 forallw € 2.

A horse lotteryp is usually regarded as a pair of nested lotteries: at ther ¢erel, the outcomey € 2 of an
experimentis employed to select the simple lottgty, -); this is used at the inner level to determine a reward X'
Horse lotteries can be related to a behavioural interpogtéttrough a notion of preference. The idea is that a subject
that this time we shall name Thomas, who aims at receivingze from X', will prefer some acts over some others;
this will depend on his knowledge about the experiment nating anw € 2, as well as on his attitude towards the
elements oft’. We consider the following well-known axioms of coherergfprences.

Definition17 (Coherent preference relation) A preference relation- over horse lotteries is a subsetkfx . It
is saidcoherentf it satisfies the next two axioms:

Al. (Vp,q,r € H)p & pandp = ¢ > r = p > r [Strict Partial Order];
A2. (p,ge H)p=q< (p,g e H)(Vr € H)(Va € (0,1))ap+ (1 — a)r > ag+ (1 — a)r [Mixture Independence].
If also the next axiom is satisfied, then we say that the cott@reference relation isirchimedean
A3. (p,q,r €H)p=q=r= Ba,p €(0,1))ap+ (1 —a)r = q = Bp+ (1 — B)r [Archimedeanity].
Next, we recall a few results that we shall use in the paperolv their proofs, which are elementary.

Proposition 3. Suppose that for given, ¢, r, s € H it holds thata(p — ¢) = (1 — a)(r — s) for somea € (0,1).
Then for any coherent preference relatienit holds that

pPqeT s
Note that using the previous proposition one can also eslsdyv that
p=qgandr =s=ap+ (1 —a)r > ag+ (1—a)s.
Let the set of scaled differences of horse lotteries be défige
AH) ={Ap—q) :p.qg € H, A > 0}. (9)

We shall also denote this set simply by in the following, if there is not a possibility of confusioRreference
relation>- is characterised by the following subsetf

C={Ap—q) :p.a€H,A>0,p>q}, (10)
as the next proposition remarks:
Proposition 4. Let - be a coherent preference relation. Then forjalf € H and\ > 0, it holds that
p=q& Ap—q) €C.
MoreoverC has a specific geometrical structure:

Proposition 5. Let- be a coherent preference relation. Theis a convex cone that excludes the origin; it is empty
if and only if so is-.

It turns out that cones and coherent preference relatiengistr two ways of looking at the same thing.

Proposition 6. There is a one-to-one correspondence between coheremr@net relations and convex cones in

AN\ {0}
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4. Equivalence of desirability and preference

In this section we shall show how coherent preferences ancact equivalently be represented through coherent
sets of desirable gambles and vice versa. The key to estdbégelation is the notion of worst outcome.

4.1. Worst act, worst outcome

It is customary in the literature to assume that a coheresfepence relation comes with a best and a worst act,
which are defined as follows:

Definition 18 (Best and worst acts) Let > be a coherent preference relation and 7. The relation has best act
bif b = pforall p # b and, similarly, it has avorst actw if p = w for all p # w.

In this paper, however, we shall not be concerned with thedigs
A special type of worst act is one that is degenerate on the sdement € X for all w € {2 (it is therefore a
constant von Neumann-Morgenstern lottery). We call it tleestvoutcome and we denote it byas well:

Definition19 (Worst outcome). Let = be a coherent preference relation. The relation haerat outcome: € X if
p > zforallp # z.

Now we wonder whether it is restrictive to assume that a cafterelation has a worst outcome compared to
assuming that it has a worst act. To this end, we start by cteising the form of the worst act:

Lemma 7. Let> be a coherent preference relation with worst actThen for eaclv € (2, there isz,, € X’ such that
w(w, z,) = 1.

In other words, a worst act has to be surprisingly similar veoast outcome: a worst act tells us that for each (2
there is always an element, € X that is the worst possible; the difference is that such a iaement is not
necessarily the same for all € (2 as it happens with the worst outcome. But at this point it &aclthat we can
reformulate the representation in such a way that we can witkrelation- as if it had a worst outcome (we omit
the trivial proof):

Proposition 8. Consider a coherent preference relatisrwith a worst actw. Let z be any element iX’. Define the
bijections : H — H that, for allw € 2, does nothing ift,, = z and otherwise swaps the probabilities of outcomes
z,, andz:

p(W,Z) ifx:l'w,
a(p)(w, ) = < p(w, w) if x = 2,
p(w, x) otherwise,

for all p € H. Applications induces a relation-, by:

pProqe ot (p) =0 (qg).

Then it holds that-, is a coherent preference relation for whiehs the worst outcome. Moreover, relation, is
Archimedean if so is relatiok-.

In other words, if our original relatios has a worst acty, we can always map it to a new relation, on the same
product space? x X, for which z is the worst outcome and such that we can recover the origineérences from
those of the new relation. This means that there is no lossmdiglity in assuming right from the start that= z.

In the rest of the paper (with the exception of Section 6) vadl shdeed assume that a coherent preference relation
has a worst outcome. This will turn out to be enough to devalbihme theory.

Remark2 (Notation for the worst outcome). Given the importance of the worst outcome for this papes, éonveni-
ent to define some notation that is tailored to it. In parficulvhen we want to specify that the set of acts contains
z, then we shall denote it bit,; otherwise we shall simply denote it bY. In the latter case, it can either be that
the set does not contain it or that the statements we do helspiectively of that. The distinction will be clear from
the context. Note in particular that when the two sets ard tsgether, the relation between them will always be that
X. = X U{z}. Moreover, we let{, := H({2, X,), besides the usudl := #H ({2, X), and we use them accordingly.
%
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Remark3 (Assumption about the worst outcome) Note, in addition, that ift, = {z}, then it is necessary that
‘H. = {z} and hence the only possible relation®n x #, is the empty one. We skip this trivial case in the paper by
assuming throughout that, contains at least two elements.

4.2. Equivalence

When relatiorn- has the worst outcome, we can assodiateith another, equivalent, set. As it turns out, the new
set will be one of desirable gambles. To this end, we first ddfie projection operator that drops theomponents
from an act:

Definition 20 (Projection operator). Consider a set of outcom&s, that includes:. The projection operatoiis the
functional

T L2 XX,)— L2 X X)
defined byr(h)(w, z) == h(w,x), forall (w,z) € 2 x X and allh € L(2 x X,).
In this paper, we are going to use this operator to projectéhtwtteries inf{,, or scaled differences of them, into
gambles onf? x X. Although is not injective in general, both these restrictions, whighshall denote byt , 7o,

are. As a consequence, we shall denoterbyhe restriction of the projection operator ., and then define its
inverse

N f): 2 x X =R

o flw,x) if o # 2
. >H{1—erxf(w,x) if 2 = z.

Similarly, we shall denote by, the restriction ofr to .A(#. ), and define its inverse as

N (f): 2 x &, - R

- flw,x) if o # 2
@, )H{Zwexf(w,x) if o =2z.

It is then an easy step to show the following:
Proposition 9. Let >~ be a coherent preference relation &f), x . andR be defined by
R={\(p—q):p>q,A>0}=7(C) (11)
Then:
(i) R is a coherent set of desirable gambles&(1? x X).
(i) p—geCenlp—q) €R.

Remark4 (On preference through desirability). Despite this is a technically simple result, it has impatrtzon-
sequences; it is worth stopping here one moment to congidar.tProposition 9 gives us tools to analyse, and draw
inferences about, preference by means of desirability.adtawys desirability is well understood as a tool for uncartai
modelling more primitive than probability. This offers ueetopportunity to take a fresh new look at preference from
the perspective of desirability. We shall exploit such apaunity in the rest of the paper.

On another side, let us stress that it is important to cdgrédierpret the set of desirable gambles in (11). Bet
is made of gambles fromd ({2 x X); but only (2 is actually a space of possibilities here, that is, the seteng of all
the possible outcome of an uncertain experiment. This neagignificant departure from the traditional definition of
a set of desirable gambles, which would require in this daag&? x X', and not just?, was the space of possibilities.
The way to interpret an elemetftof R is then as a vector-valued gamble: for eacke (2, f(w,-) is the vector
of associated rewards. We shall detail this interpretaitio8ection 5. In any case, we shall omit the specification
‘vector-valued’ from now on and refer more simply to the edgns of£(£2 x X)) as gambles)
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The projection operatar gives us also the opportunity to define a notion of the prefeze on which any rational
subject should agree and that for this reason we call olgecti

Definition21 (Objective preference) Given acty, ¢ € H. we say thap is objectively preferred tq if =(p) > 7(q)
andr(p) # 7(q). We denote objective preference by g.

The idea is thap is objectively preferred tg because the probabilifyassigns to outcomes, except for the outcome
z (which is not one any subject actually wants), is always madlker than that of; while being strictly greater
somewhere. An objective preference is indeed a preference:

Proposition 10. Let - be a coherent preference relation &, x H, andp,q € H.. Thenp>q = p > q.

This proposition remarks in a formal way that objective prehces are those every rational subject expresses. These
preferences are therefore always belonging to any cohpreference relation. If they athe onlypreferences in the
relation, then we call the relatioracuoushecause Thomas is expressing only a non-informative, \Gakrtype of
preferences.

As surprising as it may seem, the vacuity of the coherenepeete relation turns out to be incompatible with the
Archimedean axiom, except in trivial cases:

Proposition 11. Let - be the vacuous preference relation &) x #,, so thatp > z < p # z. Then- is
Archimedean if and only jf2| = 1 and|X. | = 2.

It is important to remark that this incompatibility is notrsething we have to live with: for it is possible to define a
weaker version of the Archimedean axiom that does not leaddb an incompatibility and that is based on restricting
the attention to non-trivial preferences—that is, to ndaeotive ones. We can also simplify the axiom by focusing
only on ternary relations such gas- ¢ >~ z, which enables us also to skip the usual symmetrised veosithre axiom.
The result is the following:

Definition22 (Weak Archimedean condition). Let - be a coherent preference relationfp x H.. We say that the
relation isweakly Archimedeaif it satisfies

WA3. (p,q € H.)p = q¢,ptq= (Fa € (0,1))ap+ (1 — a)z > q [weak Archimedeanity].
The relation between the traditional Archimedean conditind the weak one is best seen through the following:
Proposition 12. Let > be a coherent preference relation &, x H.. Consider the following condition:
A3. (p,q,r €H)p=q=rptqg= (Fa e (0,1)ap+ (1 —a)r = q.
Then:

(i) ConditionA3’ implies that
(p.gr€He)p = q=rqiFbr= (38 € (0,1))q - Bp+ (1 - B)r.

(i) Relation:- satisfieswvA3 < relation > satisfiesA3'.

In other words, wA3 retains the overall structure of theitiadal condition A3, while focusing only on the non-trivia
preferences. We shall discuss more about the weak Archiameztendition and its importance for the expressive power
of a decision-theoretic representation in Section 5.3.1.

Next we detail the relation between the weak Archimedeanlition for preferences and strict desirability for
gambles.

Theorem 13. Let - be a coherent preference relation @ty x . satisfyingwA3. Then the corresponding s&
obtained througl{11)is a coherent set of strictly desirable gambles.

The following result completes the picture: it turns outttb@herent sets of desirable gambles and coherent pref-
erences are just two equivalent representations, andsttrisd even when Archimedeanity is taken into consideration
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Theorem 14. (i) Let A(H.) be given by Eq(9). For any gamblef € £(f2 x X.) it holds that

feEAM.) & (Vwe ) > flw,z)=0.

TeEX,

(i) There is a one-to-one correspondence between elernéntél ) and gamblesinC(f2 x X).

(iii) Let R be a coherent set of desirable gambles®dx X'. ThenR defines a convex coidethat is equivalent to a
coherent preference relation on#H, x H, for whichz is the worst outcome. Moreover & is a set of strictly
desirable gambles, then the relation is weakly Archimedean

5. What happened?

It is useful to consider in retrospect what we have achieeddrs

5.1. Desirability foundations of rational decision making
The analysis in the previous sections can be summarisecelfpitbwing:

Theorem 15. There is a one-to-one correspondence between cohereetgnet relations o, x H_ for whichz

is the worst outcome and coherent sets of desirable gamhl&sxo X’. Moreover the relation is weakly Archimedean

if and only if the set of gambles is strictly desirable. Irstbase they give rise to the same representation in terms of
a set of linear previsions.

In other words, from the mathematical point of view, it is qdetely equivalent to use coherent sets of desirable
gambles on? x X in order to represent coherent preference relationglonx .. Or, to say it differently, we
have come to realise that there is no need to distinguish tilbests, Thomas and Thilda, to make our exposition;
accordingly, from now on we shall refer to the subject thakesahe assessments more simply as ‘you’. That the two
theories are just the same is even more the case if we coriktarne can define a notion of preference directly on
top of a coherent set of desirable gambles [33, Section]3.7.7

Definition23 (Coherent preference relation for gambles) Given a coherent set of desirable gamiitesn £L(2x X)
and gambleg, g, we say thaff is preferred tgy in R if f — g € R, and denote this by > g.

In other wordsf > ¢ if you are willing to give awayy in order to havef.

It is trivial to show that the notion of preference we have gsscribed is equivalent to the preference relation
on horse lotteries that correspondsRo this means thaf - ¢ if and only if p >~ ¢ for all p,q € H, such that
p—q=7(A(f — g)) forsome\ > 0. This is also the reason why we use the same symbol in botk.case

All this suggests that we can think of establishing the fatiuhs of rational decision making using the desirability
of gambles as our primitive conceptual tool, rather thamreimg it as derived from preferences over horse lotteries.
In this new conceptual setting, you would be asked to evaluditich gambles you desires £(2 x X) and then
we would judge the rationality of your assessments by cimgpkihether or not the related set of gambles is coherent
according to D1-D4. This appears to be utterly natural araigttforward, and yet to make this procedure possible,
it is essential that the numbers making up a gamble are giedgaainterpretation, so as to put you in the conditions
to make meaningful and accurate assessments of desirabilit

5.2. Interpretation

Remember that any gambje € L£(£2 x X) is such thatf = 7(A(p — q)), for somep,q € H, and\ > 0.
Therefore for alw € 2 andx € X, f(w, ) is @ number proportional to the increase (or decrease ifriegative)
of the probability to win prizer in statew as a consequence of exchangini®r p. We can use this idea to interpret
f(w, ) more directly, without having to rely on horse lotteriesthe following way.

Imagine that there is a simple lottery with possible prizes X, all of them with the same, large, number of
available ticket$. Tickets are sequentially numbered irrespectively of thgie. Eventually only one number will be

8|t is possible to assume that lottery tickets are infinitéljsible so as to cope with non-integer numbers; we shallastghese technicalities
in the description and just assume that their number is \e#gelto make things simpler.
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drawn according to a uniform random sampling; and this yawkiT herefore the (objective, or physical) probability
p. that you win prizer is proportional to the number aftickets you own. This implies that your utility scale iseir

in the number oft-tickets for allz € X. You can increase, but also decrease, the number of yoanjditkets by
taking gambles on an unrelated experiment, with possiltisootes inf2, about which you are uncertain: by accepting
gamblef € L£(£2 x X), you commit yourself to accept(w, -) in casew occurs; this is a vector proportional to the
number of lottery tickets you will receive for eache X’ (this means also to have to give awayickets whenf (w, x)

is negativef. In case you accept more than one gamble (and in any caseyfimthy of them), the reasoning is
analogous; it is enough to take into account that the tiaketsived or given away will be proportional to the sum of
the accepted gambles.

Stated differently, a gamble is interpreted as an unceréaiard in lottery tickets. Since lottery tickets eventyall
determine the probability to win prizes, such a probabiktyreated here as a currency. The idea of a ‘probability
currency’ appears to go back to Savage [26] and Smith [31hasdlready been used also to give an interpretation of
gamblesin Walley’s theory [33, Section 2.2.2]. The differe between the traditional idea of probability currenay an
the one we give here rests on the possible presence of moretiegrize, which is allowed in the present setting. That
the traditional concept of probability currency can be egid to our generalised setting is ensured by Theorem 15.

With this interpretation in mind, it is possible to state atehl with a decision-theoretic problem only in terms of
gambles o2 x X. This has a number of implications:

o One is that we can profit now from all the theory already dgwetbfor desirable gambles in order to study
decision-theoretic problems in quite a generality. Welsk@lally do so in the rest of the paper.

o Another is that we should be careful to interpret gambleperig, as we said already in Remark 4; in particular,
despite our gambles are di x X, only {2 is the space of possibilities—which is something that marks
departure from the original theory of desirable gambles Wost important consequence here is that it is
meaningless to think of the elementifas events that may occur; only elementsoéan. As a consequence,
we can still use conditioning as an updating rule, under thalinterpretations and restrictions; but we can do
so only conditional on subsets 6f. Note, on the other hand, that in the current framework weupatate both
beliefs and values.

o Finally, our results so far appear to have considerableigatibns for Williams’ and Walley’s behavioural
theories of probability and statistics: in fact, the cutresach of these, otherwise very powerful and well-
founded, theories is limited to precise and linear utilRy. extending gambles so as to make them deal with
multiple prizes, we are de facto laying the foundations ffiirt extension to imprecise non-linear utility. This
should allow, with time, a whole new range of problems to b#rassed in a principled way by those theories.

5.3. A new way to represent utility (values)

There is a feature of our proposed representation of deetbieoretic problems that is worth discussing even only
to make the question explicit, as it seems to be differemhfpast approaches.

Let us start by considering the simplest setup to make thiegsclear: consider finit€&? (as well ast, as usual)
and assume that the assessments eventually yield a coket@rftstrictly desirable gambl&& corresponding to the
interior of a maximal set. This means tlfats in a one-to-one correspondence with a joint mass funéiion 2 x X
that is the restriction of a linear prevision to the elemafithe product spacél is a joint mass function in the sense
thatIl(w,z) > 0 forall (w,z) € 2 x X and}_ ,, ,)coxx Il(w,z) = 1. Now, if we assume thal(w,z) > 0 for all
(w, ) € 2 x X, thenIl becomes an equivalent representatiofRof

Moreover, we can rewritél using total probability (marginal extension) as the prddafcthe marginal mass
function on{2 and of the conditional mass function dhgivenw € (2:

I(w, z) = T(w)II(z|w) (12)

9Thanks to the linearity of your utility scale, we can assunithout loss of generality that you initially own a positivamber ofz-tickets for
all z € X; for the same reason, the size of the positive proportitynabnstant is irrelevant. It follows that we can reduce thenber of tickets
you receive or give away so as to keep all your probabilitfesioning prizes between 0 and 1.
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for all (w,z) € 2 x X. Here the meaning dfl(w) is that of the probability ofu, whereadI(z|w) represents the
utility of outcomez conditional on the occurrence of

The important, and perhaps unconventional, point in adl tiécussion is that in our approach the utility function
is just another mass function, that is, one such ih@tjw) > 0,5 ., II(z|w) = 1 for all w € 2. This means
that the utility mass function is formally equivalent to apability mass function, it is only our interpretation that
changes: while the numbers in the probability function @spnt occurrence probabilities, in the utility functioryth
represent mixture coefficients that allow us to compareorsaif (amounts of) outcomes. The more traditional view
of the utilities is that of numbers between zero and one tbatal need to add up to one.

An advantage of our representation is that we can directploéixall the machinery and concepts already in
place for probabilities also for utilities. For exampleg thotion of state independence trivially becomes prolstuili
independence through (12), and this happens whenevet foralt it holds that

M(z|w) = (z|w")

for all W', w” € 12, so that we are allowed to work with marginal mass functiarspfobability and utility. Instead,
that state independence fails simply means that we haverowith the joint mass functiofil, which appears to be
a very natural way to address this case (all this will be tedan Sections 7 and 9).

This feature extends over all the representation, not ertlyé specific case considered, as we can see by moving
backwards toward greater generality. For instance, if Wexthe precision requirement of the previous example, what
we get is a representation of a decision-theoretic problgra blosed convex set of joint mass functions. State
independence in this case will coincide with a notion of jpeledence or irrelevance for credal sets among all the
possible ones. When state independence holds, preferefitbe formed by combining a marginal credal set for
probabilitiesM , with a marginal credal set for utilitied1 ». Completeness of utilities will mean thatl » contains
only one mass function; and vice versa for completenessotifgtilities.

These credal sets are in a one-to-one correspondence viidhrezd lower previsions. Whence, there will be a
coherent lower previsioR(-|{w}) representing the lower envelope of the previsions that weob&ain from the credal
setM x (-|{w}) of the utilities conditional ofw}; that is, by formally treating utilities as probabilitiescacomputing
the related expectations. Relaxing the example furtheGameconsider an infinite (not necessarily countable) space
£2 and in this case the credal skt; will be made up of finitely additive probabilities.

What we find remarkable is also that we can easily obtain tlaatiies we need explicitly from sets of desirable
gambles using established tools. In more traditional agitisations of preferences, separation theorems are ysuall
aimed at obtaining a ‘proof of existence’ of the linear fuonals that represent probabilities and utilities, whicért
leads to a representation theorem. Our representationafigteappears to be more of a constructive nature, in the
sense that we can actually compute the wanted numbers tin(udor instance, we can obtain the lower utility mass
of z € X conditional onw € 2 simply as

P(Iiy{w}) = sup{p € R: I1yy (Izy — 1) € R}

The overall situation is very much alike when we finally moeekwards toR. This will be in general a ‘joint’
model for beliefs and values. When we decompose it into s¢parnodels, there will be a marginal set for beliRfg
and other models for values, lik&|{w}, which will be formally treated as usual as if they were msdslconditional
beliefs instead of values. And this will allow us to expldittae tools and concepts already developed for desirgbilit
like the marginal extension, for instance. Yet, not all tbeaepts will be alike: for instance, as we said already, our
interpretation excludes that the elementstooccur’, so that updating should be done only conditionasohsets of
0.

Note that we are not claiming that all this is not possible ¢oird the traditional way to axiomatise preference.
What we want to say is that our framework is naturally suiteddpresent decision-theoretic problems in which
values (utilities) are formally treated as beliefs (prabtés); and that this helps dealing with these problemsain
familiar way while exploiting well-established tools foelkefs also for values.

5.3.1. Weak Archimedeanity, strict preference and theioally of spaces
The discussion in the previous section helps us also to wn@question related to Condition A3 in relation to
strict preference orderings. In fact, A3 is conceived tontwally lead to models that have to assign positive lower
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expected utility (prevision) to all the elements of ca@heor, equivalently, to all the gambles fd. Remember that in
the formulation based oR, beliefs and values naturally turn out to be jointly represd through a sei of linear
previsions, which are formally equivalent to a set of pralitéds (in the sense that not only probability but alsoitil

is mathematically represented through a probability fismt This enables us to see clearly that, under A3 and strict
preference, it is necessary thatx A be countable: folR contains the positive gambles, among which that are the
indicator functions of the subsets 6f x X’; and a probability can assign positive mass to countablyynesants at
most.

Of course this is quite a limitation in the representatidredems also a limitation that relates to the idea of
regularity discussed in Section 2.3. All this may have usppreciate that, by taking aside the positive gambles, the
weak Archimedean condition wA3 is not subject to such a mnoblit yields a representation through a set of linear
previsions on gambles that can be defined on uncountablespdote, in fact, that in this paper we are not restricting
the cardinality off2 (we do restrict the cardinality of’ but for other reasons). This seems to be an original feafure o
our approach that has not been exploited so far.

6. Extending a preference relation to the worst outcome

We have seen in the previous sections that the presence wbtise€ outcome in a preference relation is the key
to establish the equivalence between preference and bliéigidt is interesting to note, moreover, that the worst
outcome originates the acceptability of the positive gaslih desirability; and this is what solves the controversy
about the regularity assumption described in Section 2% éonsequence, the presence of the worst outcome appears
to be somewhat of a fundamental concept for a preferencgareld hen, in case a preference relation does not come
with a worst act/outcome, it would be important to have tdolextend it to the worst outcome in a minimal kind of
way.

So consider a coherent preference relatioon H x . Let us investigate the problem of extending ittQ x #.
in such a way that acts as the worst outcome. We start by making precise themotiextension:

Definition24 (Extension to the worst outcome) Let - be a coherent preference relation®nx H. An extension of
> to the worst outcomis a coherent relation, denoted by the same symbhan?{, x #, such that:

(i) pzforallp e H,,p # z;
(i) 7 (p) = 77 *(¢) whenevep = ¢ for somep, ¢ € H.

Note that the definition is based on two truly minimal reqoissts. The first is just the definition efas the worst
outcome. The second makes the idea of the extension preaagse the one-to-one correspondence betweand
77 '(H) to require that the original preferences be preserved bgttension.

The next theorem gives an equivalent characterisation examsion to the worst outcome; based on this, it shows
that there always exists a minimal extension, which is oaéithincluded in any other, and yet that this extension is
never weakly Archimedean (except for a trivial case):

Theorem 16. Let > be a coherent relation o, x H and letC be the corresponding cone. Then:

(i) A coherent preference relation onH, x #H, extends relatior- onH x H to the worst outcome if and only if

(Vp,q € H.) p = gwhenevepr>qor n(p — q) = r — s forsomer,s € H,r = s. (13)

(i) The minimal extension of to the worst outcome corresponds to the coherent set ofatdsigambles given
by:
R={f>\Nr—s):r,s€H,r=s,A>0}UL". (14)

(iii) Let P be the coherent lower prevision inducedRByFor all f € C, it holds thatP(f) = 0. As a consequence,
the minimal extension is weakly Archimedean if and ondy=f .
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Note that Condition (13), which characterises the extersio Theorem 16, has a simple interpretation. The part
related to objective preferences has been discussed wladtgd Definition 21: it means that objective preferences
should be indeed preferences irrespective of the speclliiesiwe consider. Concerning the remaining part, observe
thatw(p — q) € C implies thatp(w, z) = ¢(w, 2) for all w € 2 (note thatp(w, z) need not be constant an € 2).
This means that your evaluation p¥ersus; is not going to be based on their behaviourzgsince it is identical in
the two cases; and for this reason one can determine thagmeterelation betweemandq by relying only on the
original relation (viaC).1°

The second part of Theorem 16 gives an important result:thieae is always a least-committal extension of a
coherent preference relation to the worst outcome. Sayiatit is least-committal means that such an extension is
not requiring you to accept any preference other that tholtmifing from axioms Al, A2 and the assumption tkat
can be bounded by a worst outcofi& his is a positive result in that under minimal conditionaliows us to assume
right from the start that we work with preference relationsyided with the worst outcome.

On the other hand, in the third part of the theorem we obtaiesalt that is not as positive, and in particular
that R is nevera coherent set of strictly desirable gambles (except inrikialt case that = (). Remember that
there is a one-to-one correspondence between sets ofystiésirable gambles and coherent lower previsions. In the
specific context we are dealing with, this means that themmahextension cannot be reproduced by a set of linear
previsions. Stated differently, we obtain ttzety coherent preference relation (possibly comprising anyhnedean
notion we might envisage), when extended in a least-coralmitty to the worst outcome, is not going to be weakly
Archimedean, as it follows from Theorem 13, and hence nohifmedean either, because of Proposition 12 (see also
Proposition 19 in Section 6.1).

So there is no minimal extension of relatierto the worst outcome that is Archimedean. Still, one mighheer
whether there are Archimedean extensions. These woulstinte assessments other than those in (13). But it could
also be that these other assessments are necessary foeasi@xto be Archimedean. And then one could think of
defining the notion of minimal extension, this time amongAinehimedean ones, and look for such a kind of minimal
extension, provided that it exists. The problem is that gésioot:

Corollary 17. Let= be a coherent relation under the assumptions of Theorem @6Rabe as in(14). If there is a
coherent set of strictly desirable gambliRs that includesR, then there is another coherent set of strictly desirable
gamblesk, such thatR C Rs C R;.

We can rephrase the corollary by saying that the notion ofmahextension among the weak Archimedean ones is
ill-posed: in fact, the minimal extension should corregptmthe intersection of all the Archimedean extensions; but
this is justR, the least-committal extension of Theorem 16.

As a consequence, the choice of an Archimedean extensiorotha made automatically, it is you that should
tell us which one to select among the infinitely many posgilles. For the same reason, even if we start from a weak
Archimedean preference relation, and drop the worst ouéconen there is no way in general to have an automatic
procedure to recover the preference relation from which tagesi. Stated differently, it appears that if you hold
Archimedean preferences, you should first of all have in na@ndorst outcome and only then start defining your
assessments.

6.1. Archimedean conditions and their relations

Let us consider a strengthening of the Archimedean propgetyvhich will be necessary for the developments in
the next section:

Definition25 (Strong Archimedean condition). Let > be a coherent preference relation®nx H. We say that the
relation isstrongly Archimedeaii it satisfies

10The further reformulation (A.1) in Appendix A introducesditibnal preferences; those can be read as a simple consejoé the inde-
pendence axiom A2: they state thapif> ¢ then alsoap + (1 — a)t = ag + (1 — a)z forall a € (0,1] andt € H. \ {z}, given that
t > z.

11we call it ‘least-committal’ and not, for instance, ‘withibless of generality’, also because the extension to thetwatsome does not seem
to be trivial anyway: for, after all, we are bounding the tiela in this way, and it is possible that you disagree thatryamiual preference can be
bounded.
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SA3. (p,q € H)p = q= (Vr,s € H)(3B € (0,1))Bp + (1 — B)r = Bqg+ (1 — B)s [strong Archimedeanity].
That sA3 is in fact stronger than the usual Archimedean pigpe is established in the following:
Proposition 18. Let - be a coherent relation and the corresponding cone. Then:
(i) Relation> satisfiesA3 < (Vf,g € C)(361,P82 € (0,1))51f — (1 — p1)g € C,B2g — (1 — Ba2) f € C.
(i) Relation~ satisfiesA3 < (Vf € C)(Vg € A)(38 € (0,1))8f + (1 — B)g € C.
(iii) Relation - satisfiessA3 =- relation > satisfiesA3.

To see that A3 and sA3 are not equivalent in general, consiiédbllowing example:

Example2. Consider a gamble # f € A, and let us define the binary relatisnon . x Hbyp = g < p—q = \f
for some\ > 0. This relation satisfies the following axioms:

Al. f 0= p ¥ pforeveryp € H. Moreover, ifp = q > r, there are\;, \s > 0 suchthap — ¢ =\ f,q—r =
Ao f, and therp — r = (A1 + A\2) f, whencep > r.

A2. p > qg= 3\ > 0suchthap — ¢ = \f. Givenr € H andg € (0,1], Bp+ (1 — B)r = Bg+ (1 — B)r, since
B(p — q) = BAf. The converse is analogous.

A3. We apply Proposition 18. Givefy, fo € C, there are\;, A2 > 0 such thatf; = A1 f, fo = Ao f. Then there
arefy, 32 € (0,1) such that3; \; — (1 — 81)A2 > 0 andBa A — (1 — B2)A1 > 0, from which we deduce that
Bifi — (1 = 1) f2 andfBafa — (1 — B2) f1 belong toC.

To see that SA3 may not hold, it suffices to consider, r, s € H such thatp > ¢ andr % s. Then applying
Proposition 18, there should lsec (0, 1) such thatB(p — ¢) + (1 — 8)(r — s) € C. This implies that there i& > 0
such that — s = Af, a contradiction¢

Next, assume that relation contains a worst outcome. This makes all the Archimedeadittons we have
introduced so far collapse into a single notion (but notéwW?3 needs to be equipped with an additional assumption
of positivity):

Proposition 19. Let > be a coherent relation with worst outcorag’ the corresponding cone arffd := = (C). Let P
be the coherent lower prevision inducedBythrough(2). Then the following are equivalent:

(i) Relation:- satisfiessA3.
(i) Relation:- satisfiesA3.

(i) Relation > satisfiesvA3 andP(f) > Oforall f € LT(2 x X).

6.2. Existence of Archimedean extensions in the finite case

Note that at this point we do not know yet whether there arecait Archimedean extensions to the worst outcome
of a given coherent preference relatienin particular we would like that there were Archimedeareesions that do
not introduce informative assessments, that is, assesswoigrer than those necessary for the extension to be weakly
Archimedean. We show next that these extensions may noysl@xst whenevef? is finite; the case of infinite? is
left as an open problem.

Showing that there exists an Archimedean extension witlstmrtcome is equivalent to proving that it is possible
to include setR, given in (14), in a coherent set of strictly desirable gasbWe are going to show that, when a
coherent preference relationsatisfies the strong Archimedean condition sA3, &hid indeed finite, then the sé&
of desirable gambles it induces has a proper superset astiesirable gambles.

It is interesting to note that, even when we can build an opgeiset ofR, it could be that any such superset
introduces new preferences in the original space, as theviolg example shows:
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Example3. Consider(? := {w}, X := {x1,z2, z3} and let- be the binary relation o x H given by
p=q< (3A>0)p—q=Ah,

where gamblé: is given byh(w, z1) = 1, h(w,z2) = —1, h(w,x3) := 0. Then is a preference relation, and the
setC it induces is given by
C ={(a,—a,0):a> 0},

where in order to simplify the notation we use the vecter, aq, a3) to refer to(f(w, z1), f (w, z2), f(w,x3)). It
follows from Example 2 that this preference relation sasfxioms Al, A2 and A3, but not sA3.

Now, if R, is a set of strictly desirable gambles that includes therab&xtensioriR of C and P, is the coherent
lower prevision it induces, then it must B& (f) > 0 for every f € C. This means that the credal set(P;) is a
closed subset of

M={P:(VfeC)P(f) > 0}.

Let P be a linear prevision of ({2 x X), and letp; == P({w,z1}),p2 = P({w,z2}),p3 = P({w,z3}). Thenit
follows thatP(f) > 0 forall f € C if and only if p; > po.

Let us show now that for any closed set(P,) C M, theset{f € A: P,(f) > 0} is a strict superset @f, from
which it will follow that the setR, of strictly desirable gambles associated withwill induce more preferences than
those encompassed by

To see that this is indeed the case, assume ex-absurdgfthat.4 : P,(f) > 0} coincides withC. Then
givend > 0, for the gambley := (1 + §,—1,—0) it must hold thatP,(g) < 0. This implies that there is some
P e M(P;) C M suchthal > P(g) = p1 — p2 + d(p1 — p3). Since we know thap;, > po, it must be the case
thatp; < ps3, whenced > ﬁ. Moreover, since we can make the positive numbas close to 0 as we want, this
means that for every natural numbethere is some>,, := (p}, p%, p%) in M(P,) with p§ — p? > 0 such that

Lyt § (15)

n. p3—D1
But the setM (P,) is compact in the metric space associated with the Euclittgaology, so it is also sequentially
compact. Thus, the sequen@®,),cn has a convergent subsequence to sdthe= (p!, ph, ps). From Eq. (15) it
follows thatp) — p), = 0, and this is a contradiction witR’ € M.

This shows that the set of strictly desirable gambles aatsgtiwith any closed subset 8ft will include some
gamble inA \ C and therefore will not induce the same preferenges.

One issue in the example above is that the preference melatisatisfies A3 but not sA3. Indeed, whenis
strongly Archimedean, we can always guarantee the existehan open superset &, as the following theorem
shows:

Theorem 20. Let > be a coherent preference relation h x #H satisfyingsA3. Assume? is finite, and letR be
given by(14). Then there is a set of strictly desirable gamifesthat includesi.

Moreover, under strong Archimedeanity there are casesenliercan find sets of strictly desirable gambles that
includeR and that introduce no new preferences in the original space:

Exampled. Consider(? := {w}, X := {x1, 22,23} and let- be the binary relation o x H given by
fr=g9% flw,r1) < gw,21), f(w,22) < g(w, T2).
Then}- is a coherent preference relation, and theCsétnduces is given by
C ={(a,b,—a —b) : max{a,b} < 0}.

Now, if R, is a set of strictly desirable gambles that includes therabextensioriR of C and P, is the coherent
lower prevision it induces, then it must & (f) > 0 for every f € C. This means that the credal sét(P,) is a
closed subset of

M={P:(VfeC)P(f) > 0}.
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Let P be a linear prevision of? x X, and letp; .= P({w,x1}),p2 = P({w,z2}). Then for every, b € R, if we
takef on 2 x X given by f(w,z1) = a, f(w,z2) == b, f(w,x3) := —a — b, it holds thatP(f) = a(2p1 + p2 — 1) +
b(2p2 + p1 — 1). From this it follows that? € M if and only if

min{2p; +p2 — 1,2p2 + p1 — 1} < 0, max{2p; +p2 — 1,2pa +p1 — 1} <0.

Let us show now that there is a closed convex/sttP,) C M such that the seftf € A: P,(f) > 0} agrees
with C, from which it will follow that the setR; of strictly desirable gambles associated with induces the same
preferences on the original space as relation

To see that this is indeed the case, consigier= (¢i,q3,1 — ¢ — ¢3), Q2 == (¢%,45,1 — ¢? — ¢3) in M such
that

2l +qs —1<0=2¢+qt —1 and2¢? + @2 —1<0=2¢7+¢3 — 1.

Then givenf = (a,b,—a — b) € A\ C, it holds thatmax{a, b} > 0. Then

a>0=Qi(f)=al2¢; + ¢ — 1) <0,
b>0= Qaf) =b(2¢5 +¢7 — 1) <0,

and as a consequence givEBn := min{Q1, @2}, it holds thatP,(f) < 0 foreveryf € A\ C. Thus, M(P,) is a
closed convex subset ¢t satisfying that{ f € A: P,(f) >0} =C. 0

It is an open problem at this stage to determine if this is #edor any coherent preference relation that is
strongly Archimedean. Our conjecture is that this will hdldcause of the following result:

Proposition 21. Assume? is finite, and let- be a coherent preference relation &h x . Then>- satisfiessA3 if
and only ifC is an open subset of.

7. Decomposition and completeness of preferences

Thanks to the previous results, we have the possibility pyagent coherent preference relations equivalently
through coherent sets of desirable gamble£(f2 x X). Now we exploit this equivalence in order to analyse and
discuss the most important special cases that allow us toli§jra decision-theoretic problem through some type of
decomposition of preferences in a part made of beliefs anthanof perceived values (of consequences).

In fact, without any further assumption, a decision-thGog@oblem, represented by a coherent®@ét L£(2x X)),
cannot actually be decomposed while maintaining the samoeniation represented biR. This is not to say that
we cannot profitably deal with the problem: we can for inseanompute lower and upper (possibly conditional)
previsions for any gamble ig(f2 x X'); we can compute in particular probabilities separatelynfrdilities and vice
versa. But the point is that we cannot represent your prefexeby coupling two separate models for belief and value
unless we do some assumption of the type that we illustratesinext section.

7.1. State independence
Let us start by the following definition of irrelevance forrmrent sets of gambles.

Definition 26 (2-X irrelevant product for gambles). A coherent set of gambleR on 2 x X is called anf2-
X irrelevant producibf its marginal sets of gamblé8,;, R » if it includes the set

R|Q = {h e L(2 x X): (Vw e Q)h(w,") € Ry U{0}}\ {0}. (16)

These products have been introduced, in another contexbataver previsions, in [18]. The rationale of the defini-
tion is the following. First, the requirement thiatw, -) € R U {0} is there to say that the inferences conditional on
{w} encompassed bR |2 should yield the marginal s@& ». This is just a way to formally state thatis irrelevant to
X. The same is repeated for everyso thatR|(2 can be regarded as being born out of aggregating all thewaat
conditional sets. Given tha? is possibly infinite, it should not be surprising that sucteéirdtion of R|(2 entails an
assumption of conglomerability. We do it because the mihse&R we would obtain without this assumption may
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be too weak to produce informative preferences (see [18id®es. 1] for more details). Finally, th&® containsR|{?
is imposed to make sure thRtis a model coherent with the irrelevance of beliefs on values

In the context of preferences, R satisfies Definition 26 we say it modedgate independent preferenc8he
least-committal among these models is trivially given by fibllowing:

Proposition 22. Given two marginal coherent sets of desirable gamiftes R », their smallest2-X irrelevant
product is given by the marginal extensiorf®f, andR|{w} = Rx (for all w € 2), that is:

R:={g+h:9geRaoU{0}, heR|QU{0}}\{0}. (17)

Definition 26 and Eq. (17) represent our main proposal to rsidée-independent preferences, for two reasons.
One the one hand, as discussed above, we think that it is tenidhatR | (2 is included in the set that models your
preferences. On the other, it follows from our interpretatdf such a set, in Section 5, that updating is meaningful
only if applied to elements af, and therefore state independence should be an asymnatida (that is, we should
not consider updating of’).

On the other hand, symmetric notions are usually considertt literature and hence we introduce some sym-
metric notions as well so as to lay the ground for a connedtiith former proposals (which we shall deepen in
Section 8.1 when we consider the special case of lower poeg)s

Definition27 (Independent product for gambles) A coherent set of gamblé8 on {2 x X is called arindependent
productof its marginal sets of gamblé8,, Ry if it includesR|f2 andR|X, where

RIX = {h € L(2 x X) : (V& € X)h(-,z) € Ro U{0}}\ {0}. (18)

These products were studied for finite spaces and severabies in [5]. Our formulation given above is an extension
of the proposal in that paper. Note that the above conditioicsin particular wherR includesR |2 and

(Vw € DR|{w} = R, (29)
(Ve € X)R|{z} = Rp; (20)

this is closer to the formulation in [5], and it is not requiti@ general in the definition above.

An independent product models state-independent prafesagiven that it includes the weakéstX irrelevant
product. The smallest, or least-committal, independeotipet of two sets is given by the following proposition,
whose proof is analogous to that of Proposition 22:

Proposition 23 (Independent natural extension).Let R, Rx be two marginal coherent sets of desirable gambles
and letR |2, R|X be given by Eqq16)-(18). Then théndependent natural extensiofiR;, R x is given by:

Ro@Rx = {g+h:geRIXU{0},heRIQUI0I} {0}

Itis the least committal model, in other words, for which ybeliefs onf? are independent of your values&f and
that moreover satisfies conglomerability with respea®to

We need the independent natural extension in particulae table to define another type of independent product,
which is more informative than the former:

Definition 28 (Strong product for gambles). The strong(independentproductof marginal coherent se®(;, Ry
is defined as
RoX Ry =nN{Dp®Dx : Rno C D maximal andR » C Dy maximal.

The strong product can be regarded as the extension of astetbhstically independent models to desirable gambles.
We shall see more about the strong product in Section 8, wieesea the analogous notions in terms of coherent lower
previsions.

7.2. State dependence

We say that a set of desirable gambfésnodels state-dependent preferences when it does noyshis€ondi-
tions in Definition 26, i.e., when it does not include the Béf? derived from its marginak » and the assumption of
£2-X irrelevance. This may arise for instance when the conditisats of gambleR |{w}, R|{x} thatR induces do
not satisfy Eq. (19).
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7.3. Completeness

So far we have discussed the general case of coherent setmbfagR without discussing in particular the so-
called complete or maximal coherent sets for which itholdg f ¢ R = —f € Rforall f € L, f # 0. These
correspond to precise models for which there is never uaicgytas to whether you accept or reject a gamble, and
that are closely related to linear previsions. Given theivadgnce between coherent sets of gambleg(f2 x X)
and coherent preferences#y x H., discussing the case of maximal sets is a tantamount tostisuthe case of
complete preferences.

Definition29 (Completeness of beliefs and values for gamblesh coherent set of desirable gambfesC L£(2x X)
is saidto represent complete beligfsk ; is maximal. Itis saido represent complete valu#ésR » is maximal. Finally,
if R is maximal, then it is saitb represent complete preferences

The rationale of this definition is straightforward: when say, for instance, thak represents complete beliefs,
we mean that you are never undecided between two optionarthabncerned only witf?. The situation is analogous
in the case of complete values. Finally, the case of completierences, the definition is just the direct applicatibn o
the definition of maximality. Not surprisingly, if a coheteset of desirable gambles represents complete preferences
then it represents both complete beliefs and complete salités follows immediately from [5, Proposition 22]. On
the other hand, the converse does not hold in general: we @astract a non-maximal coherent set of desirable
gamblesR C L(f2 x X) that represents both complete beliefs and values, andigoisgrethe case of finit&2. See [5,
Appendix Al] for an example.

Note that a set of complete preferences need not represgeristiependent preferences: to see this, it suffices to
consider the set

{g+h:9g€RqoU{0},h(w, ) € R{w}U{0}, Vw € 2} \ {0}

whereR , andR |{w} are maximal for allv € 2 butR|{w} # R for somew: we end up with a coherent set of state-
dependent preferences, and any maximal superset willsepreomplete preferences that will be state-dependent
(since it will not include the seR|{2 given by Eq. (16) due to maximality).

8. In terms of lower previsions

In this section, we shall consider the particular case wheue preferences are modelled by means of a coherent
lower previsionP on L({2 x X).

8.1. State independent preferences
Let us define the products we shall be concerned with.

Definition 30 (2-X irrelevant product for lower previsions). Given marginal coherent lower previsiofs,, P,
let

P(f{w}) = Px(f(w,")),
forall f € £(£2 x X), and
P(|Q) = Y Iy P(H{w)).

wes?

Then a coherent lower previsidhon £({2 x X)) is called anf2-X irrelevant producof P,, P, if
P > Po(L(|92)).

In this case we also say thBtmodels state-independent preferences.

Here P(-|12) plays the role that was dR|f2 in desirability; it is a mathematical tool that conglomesagll the
conditional information. The concatenatify, (P(-|f2)) is a marginal extension: in particular, it is the least-cattah
coherent(2-conglomerable model built out of the given marginals anel éssessment of irrelevance that defines
P(-|£2) throughP .. Every coherent lower prevision that dominafes(P(-|(2)) is compatible with the irrelevance
assessment but is also more informative than the marginahsion. Let us remark it with the following trivial
proposition:
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Proposition 24. Given two marginal coherent lower previsiofy,, P, their smallestf2-X" irrelevant product is
given by the marginal extension
Po(P(-[£2)).

As in the case of desirability, we can define more preciséeiveat products. Among them there are the independ-
ent products?

Definition 31 (Independent product for lower previsions). Consider marginal coherent lower previsiafg, P .
We say that a coherent lower previsighon £(2 x X) is anindependent produaif P, P if it is both an -
X irrelevant product and afr- (2 irrelevant product (this is defined analogously to the presione).

The weakest independent product is again called the indkgp¢matural extension (see [5, 18] for more in-
formation). The, more informative, strong (independentduoict is simply defined as a lower envelope of stochastic
products:

Definition32 (Strong product for lower previsions). Let P, P, be two marginal coherent lower previsions. Their
strong(independen)tproductis defined for everyf € L({2 x X) as

PoXRPy(f) :=min{Po(Px(f|2)): Po > Py, Px > Py},
where

Px(192) = Y Iy P(-{w}) and (21)

wes?

(Vf € L(£2 x X)) P(f{w}) = Px(f(w,"))-

Remark5 (State independence and dynamic consistencylt is important at this point to consider the relation of
state independence to dynamic consistency (as introdndeeiark 1). In particular, if state-independent prefeesnc
are modelled by th&2-X irrelevant product of the marginals, then the weakest coathin of the marginaP, and

the conditional informatioP(-|{2) (obtained through irrelevance) is just the marginal exten® := P,(P(:|12)),

as stated by Proposition 24. This means that the marginahsiin? implements a complete separation of utilities
from probabilities*® not only states of nature are irrelevant to utilities in ttase, as it follows fronP(-|{w}) being
constant onw € {2, but in addition the joint modeP of preferences can be recovered through the marginal and
the conditional models alon® = P, (P(:|{2)), thanks to dynamic consistency. Taking into account Eq.t{&)
irrelevant product corresponds to the lower envelope oféie

My = {Po(P(2)) : Py € Mg, (Vw € 2)P(-{w}) € Mx}, (22)

where we are denoting b1 x the credal set associated with,., which, due to the irrelevance assumption, agrees
with the one determined b¥(-|{w}) for everyw € 2. Note that in the set; the linear previsiorP(-|{w}) may
vary with differentw, because the irrelevance assumption is made on the lowelopesP (-|{w}) only.

In case we use af2-X irrelevant productP that is not minimal, what we get is the weaker relatiBn>
P, (P(-|£2)). This stillimplements the idea that states be irrelevanitilities; however, in order to recovét from
P, andP(-|£2), we need in addition to describe the specific way in whitbominatesP , (P(-|£2)). This informa-
tion ‘logically’ connects the linear previsions that domie the marginal and the conditionals, thus preventingethes
models from being completely separate.

A particularly important dominating model is the strong guot, so it is useful to address also this case in some
detail. Observe first that iP is a linear prevision with marginalR,,, Py, then it corresponds to an irrelevant product
if and only if it agrees with the marginal extensi®f (P(-|£2)), whereP(f|{w}) := Px(f(w,-)) for everyw € 2.
This is also the outcome of a trivial assumption of dynamiosistency. But it helps to give a clearer view of the

12The following definition is equivalent to the one establisire[18, Definition 4] in the context of this paper, where ofiéhe referential spaces
is finite; we refer to [18] for a more general study of indepamtdproducts.
13Not so the other way around: remember that we are focusing @symmetric notion.
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meaning of strong independence: it corresponds to the chseewve consider only linear irrelevant products in set
M above, so that Eq. (22) becomes

My = {Po(P(|2)) : P € Mg, (Vw,w’ € 2)P(-|{w}) = P(|{w'}) € Mx}.

Historically, the rationale behind such a choice is thaterisitivity analysis: under this interpretation, a set such
asM, is regarded as a way to represent knowledge about a ‘truepdstly unknown, linear model; and once the
true model is supposed to have a certain property, such a# than irrelevant product, then all the linear models
candidate to be the true one, which are the elements of should satisfy that property too.

Note moreover that under this interpretation, the stromgipct does satisfy a minimality property: it is the least-
committal independent product of the marginals for whidhls dominating linear previsions are irrelevant exten-
sions. It is arguable that this is the proper notion of mifitpdo use under sensitivity analysis. As a consequence,
under this interpretation, the strong product is a dynaltyicansistent model and hence it leads to complete separa-
tion too. This would not be the case under the more generaivi@lral interpretation of coherent lower previsions
that we have adopted in this paper.

We end up this remark by pointing out that all these constaers.can be made in a very similar way also for sets
of desirable gambles; we have opted to describe them in $eafdower previsions only to keep the discussion more
accessible®

8.2. State dependent preferences

Similarly to the case of desirable gambles, when we modelpeliefs by means of coherent lower previsions, we
define state dependence as the lack of state independescaetns that if we consider a coherent lower previgion
with marginalsP,,, P, it is said to mode$tate-dependent preferenagken it does not dominate the concatenation
Po(P(192)), whereP(-|£2) is derived fromP ,, by an assumption of epistemic irrelevance.

One particular case where we may obtain state dependenteisRy, ({w}) > 0 for everyw but the conditional
natural extensioE(-|f2) of P does not coincide with the one th&t, induces by means of epistemic irrelevance.
Then we may have thd > P, (E(-|f2)) but thatP # P, (P(-|£2)). We refer to [18, Example 8] for an example.

8.3. Completeness
The definition of completeness for lower previsions is a rapimg of that for desirable gambles:

Definition33 (Completeness of beliefs and values for lower previsionsp coherent lower previsiof® on £(2x X)
is saidto represent complete beligfsts marginal P, is linear. It is saido represent complete valu#sts marginal
P islinear. Finally, if P is linear, then it is saitb represent complete preferences

There are a number of equivalent ways in which we can charsetéhe linearity of previsions in terms of the
corresponding set of desirable gambles:

Proposition 25. Let P be a coherent lower prevision ahand R its corresponding coherent set of strictly desirable
gambles. The following are equivalent:

(i) Pis alinear prevision.
(i) If f ¢ Rthene — f € Rforalle > 0.
(iii) R is negatively additive, meaning thitg ¢ R = (Ve > 0)f +g—c ¢ R.

(iv) For any event4, anya € (0,1) and real numberg,; > puo, eitherap; + (1 — a)us = p1la + polac or
prla + polae = o' uy + (1 — o )ug for everya’ < o, where- is the coherent preference relation on gambles
associated witlR by Definition 23.

The equivalence of (i) and (ii) has been proven in [17, Pritjows6]. It clearly shows that the linearity of previ-
sions, once written in terms of gambles, is mathematicaly similar to the maximality of a set of gambles. The
characterisation of (i) through negative additivity in)(is essentially obtained through a rewriting of (ii); yet this
form it shows its resemblance to the notion of negative ttizitg that has been used to deduce the completeness of
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values [12, Axiom A.6]. Finally, the characterisation dfifi (iv) is the analog of [12, Axiom A.7] used to derive the
completeness of beliefs. So it is interesting to see thatwimns that have been used with separate aims in the literat
ure are actually the same notion once we represent utitifieoherent lower previsions besides probabilities. Idgdee
we can focus on any of those formulations to immediately dedinaracterisations for all the cases of completeness
in preferences. By choosing negative additivity, we obth&following:

Proposition 26. Consider a coherent preference relatisnon gambles represented by a coherent lower prevision
P onL(f2 x X), whose corresponding coherent set of gambles is denot@&l het R, R x denote its marginals.
Then:

(i) P represents complete beliefs R, is negatively additive.
(i) P represents complete values R y is negatively additive.

(iii) P represents complete prefereneesR is negatively additive.

9. State independence means strong product in former propass

In the previous sections we have discussed the questiotatefisdependence to some length and proposed ways
to address it through notions of irrelevance or indepenelémicsets of probabilities. Now it is time to detail how our
proposal relates to previous ones that have been made umedenplete preferences as well. We focus in particular on
Galaabaatar and Karni's work [12], which provides quite aagal treatment and is easier to put in correspondence
with ours. They obtain state independence in particular bsums of [12, Axioms A.4 and A.5]. The first of these two
axioms s also called thdominance axioror thesure thing principleOn the other hand, [12, Axiom A.5] corresponds
to Eq. (23) in the following:

Theorem 27. Let P be a coherent lower prevision a2 x X) and letP,, P, denote the marginals d®. For any
Py > P, we definePx (-|£2) by means of Eq21). Then

P < P(Px(|12)) for everyPy > P (23)
ifandonlyifP < P, X P,.

Thus, it turns out that [12, Axiom A.5] is just imposing thaeferences are represented by a coherent lower prevision
P thatis at most as precise as the strong product of the margiodels for probabilities and utilities. In other words,
the greatest coherent lower previsiBrwith marginalsP,,, P .. satisfying (23) is given by their strong product.

Next we give an alternative characterisation of the stromglpct as the least informative model satisfying (our
reformulation of) [12, Axiom A.4]. For every € 2 andf € L(2 x X), let us define th&’-measurable gamble

fi0xX - R
Whz) = f(wa)

The reformulation of [12, Axiom A.4] in the language of coet lower previsions is the following:
(Vg, f € L2 x X)) ((Vw € 2)P(g — f*) 2 0= P(g— f) = 0). (24)
Let us show first of all that this condition can be used to ctigrése independent products in the linear case:

Lemma 28. A linear previsionP satisfieq24) if and only if it is an independent product of its marginalsofgover,
Eq.(24)is preserved by taking lower envelopes.

In order to extend Lemma 28 to the imprecise case, we provdijithe result holds when botR, X are finite,
and that (ii) the case a? infinite can be approximated as a limit of finite sets. The peaposition addresses the first
case.
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Proposition 29. Let (2, X be finite spaces, and |€t be a coherent lower prevision di{ {2 x X'). ThenP satisfie{24)
if and only if it is a lower envelope of linear previsions séfing

(Vw € 2)(Ve € X)P({(w,2)}) = PH{w}) P({z}). (25)

It is an open problem at this stage whether a result akin tpdgiton 29 holds when one of the spaces is infinite.
The second case to be dealt with is done through the next:

Theorem 30. Consider a coherent lower previsidh on £(£2 x X) with marginalsP,,, P .. If P satisfies Eq(24),
then it dominates the strong produgf, X P,..

We see then that the strong product is the smallest (i.e.t cooservative) coherent lower prevision with given
marginals that satisfies (24). We have thus two charactenisaof the strong product. As we shall see, if we put
them together we can express the strong product asrihecoherent lower prevision that satisfies (23) and (24)
simultaneously.

Before establishing it, we are going to see that each of tmgliions can be used to characterise stochastic
independence in the case of complete preferences. Remdmalber coherent lower previsiad on 2 x X models
complete preferences when it is a linear prevision, i.,eemR(f) = —P(—f) for every f € L({2 x X). The
marginalsP,, P, of a linear previsiorP on L({2 x X’) are also linear previsions af({2), L(X). Conversely, if you
have complete preferences and they are compatible with stateeindependent model, then there is only one possible
state independent model: the concatenaftaiiPx (-|£2)). This coincides with the only independent product of these
marginals, as we see in the following result, whose proohistited since it is a direct consequence of Theorem 27
and Lemma 28. Note that it holds also for the case wiigiginfinite.

Corollary 31. Let P be alinear prevision oL ({2 x X). The following are equivalent:
(i) P is the product of its marginals.
(i) P satisfieq23).
(iif) P satisfieq24).

Finally, our main result can be summarised by the followihgarem, which follows immediately from The-
orem 27 and Lemma 28 for the direct implication, and from Tkets 27 and 30 for the converse one.

Theorem 32. Let P be a coherent lower prevision af({2 x X’). ThenP is the strong product of its marginals if and
only if it satisfieq23) and (24).

Let us briefly comment on this result. What we have obtainglkisthe notion of state independence is implicitly
implemented in [12] by the strong product. We find this instireg for several reasons:

o It provides a clear bridge to a well-known notion of indepemnce used in imprecise probability.

o It also shows that the two conditions ([12, Axioms A.4 and]Aused to formalise state independence in [12],
can be employed to that end also wheiis infinite.

o Itimplies that there are weaker and potentially betterontithan the strong product that can be employed to
model state independence, such as the weakest independéutts of Sections 7.1 and 8.1.

o Turning the viewpoint around, the correspondence with tlag product can be regarded as a way to provide
a behavioural interpretation of the strong product (sotfer,strong product appears to have been justified only
through sensitivity analysis), in particular by regardihgs the weakest model that satisfies the sure thing
principle, that is, Eq. (24).
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10. The full Archimedean case

We know from Section 4 that the case of Archimedean prefe®iscequivalent to that of a coherent set of strictly
desirable gamble® C L(f2 x X). Taking into account the correspondence between stridgtadbéity and lower
previsions, we deduce that Archimedean preferences camuieaéently represented by means of a set of linear
previsions.

Despite the usefulness of this outcome, there are impditaitations it is subject to. Too see this, assume that
there isw € (2 such thatP({w}) = 0 (it will often be the case even th&({w}) = 0 if (2 is infinite). Then the
conditional natural extension @ givenw, given by Eq. (7), will be vacuous. In other words, it turng that your
assumption to get to knowrenders your utilities vacuous. The problem here is thsttoo much of an uninformative
model to be able to represent non-vacuous conditionaleiptisence of conditioning events with zero probability.

And yet, it is entirely possible that your (unconditional¢ferences are represented by a coherent lower prevision
PonL(2xX),and at the same time that your utility model conditional atege of nature is given by a conditional
lower previsionP(-|{w}) that is different from the conditional natural extensiodddivenw (see [33, Appendix F4]).
This is to say that despite a pair suchiasP(-|f2) is only made up of probabilities and utilities, there is noghe
coherent lower prevision that is equivalent to it; thatligre is no set of strictly desirable gambles@f2 x X) that
is equivalent to it, and hence there is no Archimedean melaither. What we argue, in other words, is that there
are useful preferences relations, which are expressedvamlia collection of) sets of linear previsions, that are not
characterised by Axiom wA3 and therefore that the Archinagdexiom is too restrictive.

If we focus the attention on the case tliatis finite, we immediately have a characterisation of the grezice
relations that can be assessed by relying only on sets @frlprevisions:

Definition 34 (Fully Archimedean preferences—finitef?). Given a coherent preference relatisnon H, x .,
with (2 finite, we say thatelation > is fully Archimedearif the corresponding coherent set of desirable gambles
R C L(2 x X) satisfies the following condition:

fGR:>(E|€>O)Is(f)(f*E>€R, (26)

whereS(f) = {(w,z) € 2 x X : f(w,x) # 0} is thesupportof f.

In fact, it has been shown in [17, Theorem 15] that a coherdrifsdesirable gamble® satisfies (26) if and only
if it is equivalent to a collection of separately coherentditional lower previsions. The remaining coherent sets of
desirable gambles, those that do not satisfy (26), are imsesthe ‘purest’ non-Archimedean sets, since there is no
way to represent them equivalently by collections of closaavex sets of linear previsions. Example 1 describes an
instance of this situation.

Note that Eq. (26) can be interpreted quite simply: whatdgined there is a property analogous to strict desirab-
ility but extended to the conditional case, for all eventt tire supports of gambles?. In other words, Eq. (26) is
still a continuity property as the Archimedean one, buté@itended so as to be satisfied by all the relevant conditional
inferences, not only the unconditional ones, as in the cha®\8.

With regard to the case thét is infinite, it is possible to generalise (26) to such a sitrat

Definition35 (Full strict desirability) . Let R be a coherent set of gambles. We say thatfillly strictly desirablef
it is the natural extension of a set of gambR'ssatisfying Eg. (26).

The term above means th&t keeps the same information as a set of conditional lowerigioms. This will be a
consequence of the following result:

Proposition 33. Consider a coherent set of desirable gamifesn L(§2 x X). Let
RiB:=={feR:f= Bf, inf f > 0} u{0},
Ro|B:={feR:f=DBf,(3e>0)B(f —¢) € R},
RIB:={f+g:f€Ri|B,g € R|B}, (27)

for every setB C (2 x X, and _ B
R = UBQ_QX)(R|B.

ThenR is the natural extension & if and only if R is fully strictly desirable.
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As a consequence, we have the following:

Theorem 34. Let (P(-|B;)):c1 be a family of coherent conditional lower previsions sgtisf

(VJ C I [J| < +00)(Vj € J)(Vf; € L(£2x X)) sup {Z B;(f; B(fj“%‘))] (w)>0, (28)

wGUjEJBj jeJ

and letR be the natural extension 01‘1-6175|BZ—, where
R1|B; ={B;f: inf f>0}U{0
By = {Bf + jnf >0} U{0)

Ro|B;i = {Bi(f — P;(f|Bi) +¢): f € L,e >0}
RIB; == {f1+ f2: /1 € R1|Bi, f2 € Ra|Bi}.

ThenR is a fully strictly desirable set of gambles.

In other words, if a family of coherent conditional lower pistons satisfies the regularity condition (28), then there
is always a fully strictly desirable coherent set that isadlyiexpressive to them, in the sense that each inferente tha
we can do from the family of conditionals can be done from #ie @&nd vice versa. As a consequence, Theorem 34
generalises [17, Theorem 15].

Let us show next that for finite possibility spaces, Defimit85 can be simplified:

Proposition 35. If {2 is finite, then the natural extension of a set of gamblesfyatis Eq.(26) also satisfie$26). As
a consequence, a coherent g&ts fully strictly desirable if and only if it satisfig26).

Let us show that this result does not hold in general on irfigfitaces:

Exampleb. Let our possibility space be the set of natural numhBrs;= {2n — 1,2n} forn > 1, andP(-|B,,) the
uniform probability distribution. Consider the set of gde#iR’ := U,,cnR|B,., whereR|B,, is defined by Eq. (6).
It is easy to prove thaR’ satisfies condition (26). Its natural extension is given by

R:={f#0:(3J C Nfinite)((Vj € J)(B(f|B;) > 0) and((vn & J)(Bnf > 0)))}.

To see thalR does not satisfy Eq. (26), consider the gample R given by f(1) := —1, f(2) == 2, f(n) = +
for everyn > 3. Then there is n@ > 0 such thatf — ¢ belongs toR, because for every > 0 there is some natural
numbern, such thaff —e)(m) < 0Vm > n.. ¢

To summarise the aim of this section, what we claim is thatild be worth considering full strict desirability as
a replacement of the traditional Archimedean condition ¢A®/A3), given that it fully characterises all the problems
that can be expressed only through probabilities andiaslit

11. Related work

The link between desirability and preference has beenanddn the literature in a number of cases, but has
apparently gone unnoticed. That it has surfaced is not simgr because the theoretical study of preferences based
on the mixture-independence axiom results in, and is wodkgdising, cones; cones are also the fundamental tool
in desirability. That it has not been remarked and explo@eglicitly, as we do in this paper, is. Perhaps the most
evident case where the two theories have nearly touchedahehis in Galaabaatar and Karni’s work [12]. In the
next sections, we discuss this and two other main approacttes literature that have dealt with the axiomatisation
of incomplete preferences, and compare our approach véth.th

11.1. The work of Galaabaatar and Karni

One of the most influential works for this paper has been theecanried out by Galaabaatar and Karni (GK) in
[12].
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11.1.1. In short

They provide an axiomatisation of incomplete preferenocedifiite spaces of possibilities and outcomes. They
consider a strict preference ordering on acts and use aximahare essentially ours as well, with the difference that
they impose Archimedeanity all the way through, so as toioligpresentation results always based on probabilities
and utilities. They consider the special cases of partidl@mplete separation of probabilities and utilities arsbal
provide an axiomatisation for two particular cases of ieserthose of precise utilities with imprecise probalsti
(that they calKnightian uncertaintyand of precise probabilities with imprecise utilities.

Remarkably, for their results they exploit a cone that is/\&@milar to our set of desirable gambl&sobtained
out of C by dropping an outcome € X, from consideration. The difference is that they do not assthmt there is
the worst outcome (s@ denotes just an element &f in this section) but rather they assume that there is a wotst a
(besides a best act); and probably for this reason they émsbve an arbitrary element d&f, to obtain the derived
cone. This seems to be the key passage that prevents theridintiiying the worst outcome with the set of positive
gambles and hence to obtain an actual set of desirable ganYelethe similarity of their approach to ours has allowed
us to take advantage of some of their results, in particalanme key passages of Theorem 13 and Proposition 29.

The main differences with our work is that we have taken fdllantage of desirability to work out the extension
to infinite (not necessarily countabl&)and to model non-Archimedean problems. Working directlthwliesirability
has also allowed us to give a more primitive axiomatisatiot & formulate some results in a way that is arguably
more intuitive; for instance, in our approach what they stdte independence is equivalently reformulated exjyicit
as the factorisation of joint models into marginal probiépdnd utility models.

11.1.2. A deeper view

With respect to the basic axioms, what we have called a cohereference relation corresponds to [12, Ax-
ioms A.1 and A.3], and the Archimedean condition exactlyegponds to the one they consider in their paper (that
is, [12, Axioms A.2]).

The first result they provide in [12, Lemma 1] is that if a prefece relation is bounded, coherentand Archimedean,
then it can be represented by means of a fadhilyf real-valued functions of® x X, so that for allp, g € H.:

p-q& (Vo€ (I)) Z p(w,x)¢(w,x) > Z Q(Wa x)(b(wa ).

(w,z)ENXX, (w,z)ENX X,

This has been somewhat improved in our Theorem 13: we shdwa tiveaker version of the Archimedean condition
suffices to establish the correspondence with a cohereof seictly desirable gambleR C L(2 x X). This set is

in turn equivalent to a familyM of finitely additive probabilities o2 x X', and as a consequence we obtain that for
all p, g € H., denotingf := 7 (p), g :== w(q):

p=qptqe (VPe M)P(f)>P(9),f-geR\LT & f>g,f %9

Note on the other hand that> g implies thatf — g € £1 and thatf = g. However, it may be that in that case the
lower prevision associated witR satisfiesP(f — g) = 0, meaning thatP(f) = P(g) for someP € M. This is

an example of non-Archimedeanity that cannot be repredargimg closed convex sets of probabilities alone (i.e.,
lower previsions) and which shows once again the additiex@alessiveness of desirable gambles; this was mentioned
already in Section 2.3.

Another important difference between our work and that of i€khat they assume that a preference relation is
bounded by a worsinda best act. We have shown in Section 6 that the assumption ofst act is not without con-
sequences: although if we start with a coherent preferelaton in a space without a worst act we can always extend
it to a bigger space with a worst outcome, the minimal extemsiill never* satisfy the Archimedean property A3,
irrespectively of the notion of Archimedeanity one startari. Moreover, in order for an Archimedean extension to
exist, under the same conditions of GK, we must assume thairiginal relation satisfies a stronger version of A3,
as Theorem 20 shows; in addition we have shown that there such a thing like the minimal (weak) Archimedean
extension in such a situation. Note also that our axiomt&isaperhaps surprisingly, only needs the existence of the

14Except in the trivial case where we start with a vacuous peefee relation; see Theorem 16.
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worst act. Also, the related notion of objective prefereindeefinition 21 allows us to represent what seems to be the
appropriate definition of a vacuous preference relatioa Fy@position 11 and the discussion that follows it).

In [12, Theorem. 1], they show that a coherent and Archimedgeaference relation that is moreover bounded
and satisfies their so-calletbminanceaxiom is in correspondence with a famiy of probability-utility models.
They represent these 4¢I1Y,U) : U € U}, wherellV denotes the family of probability measures @nthat is
combined with a particular utility functioty on X’. Note that in a completely similar manner we could repredent
as{(P,uf) : P € P}, whereld*’ denotes the set of utility functions that is combined withaatigular probability
measure or2. This second representation is closer to the one we havedaain this paper in the case of state
independence: it stresses the fact that our (possibly icrg@eutility function may rather depend on the belief model
we have on the states of nature.

What the dominance axiom mentioned above requires is tragVvery pair of horse lotteries g,

(Vw € 2)q = p* = q - p,

wherep” is the von Neumann-Morgenstern horse lottery definegty’, ) := p(w, -) for all &’ € 2. This axiom
is analogous to our condition (24), which we have used tdéstaa correspondence with lower envelopes of linear
products in Proposition 29.

On the other hand, in [12, Theorem 2] they provide conditimmghe complete separation of probabilities and
utilities, so thafl1V does not depend dfi in the above representation. This combination of each fitityameasure
on the set that models your beliefs @rwith every utility function on the set that models your vawd X is implicitly
made by the strong product in GK. We make this explicit by Thao27, which provides a sufficient condition for
the dominance by the strong product, by means of a propedipgous to [12, Axiom A.5]; by putting it together
with condition (24), we can eventually obtain a charactgii of the strong product along the lines of GK. Note, in
passing, that this implies that GK'’s representation okstatlependent preferences is dynamically consistenfgedv
that we opt for a sensitivity-analysis interpretation daksaf probabilities and utilities (see Remark 5).

Yet, the behavioural interpretation can often be more @étapractice. In that case, we can use weaker and more
realistic ways to obtain state-independent models thatianemically consistent. For example, we can model state
independence similarly to GK but using independent pragjiseich as the independent natural extension, as discussed
in Section 8. Or we can drop the assumption that irrelevamoeld be symmetric between beliefs and values and move
on to the weaker, and arguably more reasonable, margirerigiwin models of Propositions 22 and 24.

Finally, GK also discuss the cases of precise probabilitiagtilities. Their work has actually been connected to
other characterisations of linear previsions in Proposifi5.

First, in [12, Theorem 3] they characterise Knightian utaiaty, which corresponds to the case of imprecise
probabilities and precise utilities. They show that fossthiiis necessary to add an axiomragative transitivityon
constant acts of2. We have established an analogous result in our contexbipdBition 26(ii) usingt’-measurable
gambles and the negative additivity of a coherent set ofalele gambles. Note that in our result we are allowing for
an infinite2 and we are not requiring the existence of a best act.

Concerning precise probabilities and imprecise utilitibe characterisation in [12, Theorem 4] requires their
Axiom A.7 that is analogous to condition (iii) of Propositi@6, and again our result is established also for an infinite
0.

11.2. The work by Nau

Another important work in the axiomatisation of the expdctgility model with imprecise probabilities and
utilities was carried out by Nau in [21]. Like GK, he consigiéhe case of finite spaces of possibilities and outcomes;
unlike them, he makes an axiomatisation of weak prefereticasis, he uses a weak relatipn instead of the strict
preferences (relatior) we have considered in this paper. He discusses this pogatrire detail in [21, Section 4].

From the point of view of this paper, the distinction betweerak and strict preferences is not too important:
the reason is that there is an alternative formulation ofrdietity that assumes the zero gamble to be desirable,
and hence implicitly defines a weak preference order (seeApBendix F]). In such a formulation, the convexity
conditions D3, D4 are the same as before, so that we still @ihlconvex cones; the remaining two conditions
D1, D2 are instead replaced by the following two:

D1. f>0= feR;
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D2. f<0=f¢R.

The first makes clear that the zero gamble is desirable n@igé®the positive ones. The second explicitly states that
the negative gambles are not desirable; this was a consegoéb1, D2 and D4 in the original formulation.

Now, consider a set of gambl@sthat satisfies D'l D2’ and D3, D4. If we define preference as in Definition 23,
by saying thatf is preferred tog wheneverf — g € R, then what we get is a weak preference order, given that
reflexivity is allowed byf — f =0 € R.

In other words, the original formulation lets us model stpeference but not indifference; the new one models
weak, but not strict, preferené@ Other than this, the two formulations of desirability areestially equivalent; this
means that we could rewrite this paper with minor changessimguhe alternative formulation together with weak
preference. In particular, one of the minor changes wouldeteted to Archimedeanity. Recall that in this paper
Archimedeanity corresponds to sets of strictly desiralsimigles, which are open convex cones, in the sense that
they exclude the border (except for the part of the cone madeyithe positive gambles). In the new formulation,
Archimedeanity would correspond to closed convex con@s,ishcones that include the border.

Going back to Nau's work, he imposes the existence of a besaamorst outcome (similarly to GK, with the
difference that they impose best and worst acts); we reféngqrevious section for a discussion of this point. In
addition, he also requires that relatiensatisfies a continuity axiom. This axiom appears in fact tehieeanalog of
focusing on sets of desirable gambles that include the Ibaids is, on the Archimedean condition for desirability in
case of weak preference. He proves in [21, Theorem 2] thagruheése conditions, and together with the analogue
of axioms Al, A2 in case of weak preference, relatiocan be represented by means of a family of state-dependent
expected utility functions. The continuity axiom enabl@s lin addition to obtain in some cases a representation in
terms of a basis.

This result is similar to our basic representation theonerreims of a coherent set of desirable gambles, or its
associated coherent lower previsiBnin the finite case any linear previsidghe M (P) will be equal toP(P(-|£2)),
by total expectation (i.e., marginal extension), so thatamregard it as a state-dependent representation.

With respect to state independence, he studies under whiddiitons relatiort- is characterised by means of a
family of state-independent models, which in the langudgéis paper correspond to factorising linear previsions.
He first obtains a representation of this type for constantNeumann-Morgenstern lotteries only [21, Theorem 3],
and then another representation for arbitrary horse lettén [21, Theorem 4], by means of the following axiom:

Ifp>=gqg, A>ab+ (1 —a)z, andfb+ (1 — )z = B, then:
[0 Ap+(1—a')p = d’Ag+(1—a)¢d = B'Bp+ (1 -8 = 'Bqg+ (1 - )],

whereb denotes the best act, B are subsets a, o > 0, f/, ¢’ are constant acts amd, 3’ are related by the formula

ﬁ/ - ao’

-7~ 0-ol-a)

He calls this axionstrong state-independenda our language, the representation he obtains meandhabtres-
ponding lower prevision is a lower envelope of factorisimgér previsions. It has been characterised in Proposion
by means of the somewhat simpler axiom (24).

o =1=p =1landd < 1=

11.3. The work by Seidenfeld, Schervish and Kadane

Seidenfeld, Schervish and Kadane (SSK) are the authorseobbihe first axiomatisations of incomplete prefer-
ences based on a multiprior expected multiutility repréestéon [28].

11.3.1. Overview

They study the problem for strict preference orders and sapm them Axioms Al and A2, such as GK and we
do. However, their work presents some significant depaftane ours and the others we have been discussing, mainly
for the following reasons:

15In order to represent both indifference and strict prefezerone needs a richer language than desirability, sucheasrta proposed by
Quaeghebeur et al. in [24].
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o They allow for a countable space of rewarisand for simple lotteries defined asadditive probabilities on
such a countable support. (The space of possibilities imasd to be infinite but only finite partitions 6f are
eventually used, so that we can actually regards finite in their approach.)

o They allow for sets of expected utilities that are not nearlysclosed; therefore their representation is richer
than others thanks to the additional expressiveness dueetadcurate treatment of the border of such sets.
These sets are convex, on the other hand.

These two features make SSK’s treatment substantially swrglex than those of Nau or GK.

11.3.2. Atadeeper level
For a start, they define a special type of Archimedean axisadan a topological structure on preferences:

tA3. (Vn € N)(pn = ¢n)((Pn)nen = P)(@n)neny — @) = (Vr € H)(r =p =1 = q)(g =7 =p = 1),

where the convergence of the horse lotteries is understwpodiat-wise. Their motivation to do so is given through
the following:

Examples (Example 2.1 in [28]) Consider a trivial space of possibiliti€swith only one element and a set of three
rewards:X’ = {z,a,b}. Herez is the worst outcome anfgthe best one. Acts can then be represented as simple von
Neumann-Morgenstern lotteries, which depend on outcoinas aPreferences are determined by the utility functions
{tug : X = [0,1)Jua(z) == 0,uq(b) = 1,uq(a) = a,a € (0,1)} by means of:

(Vo€ (0,1) Y pla)ua(z) > Y a(z)ualz) = p > g,

reEX reX

for all p, ¢ € H. SSK show that relation satisfies Axioms Al and A2 but it fails the Archimedean axiof &

The point here is that the common Archimedean condition ABissuited to deal with sets of expected utilities that
are informative on the border, as in the example. And sind€ B8&nt to have a representation in terms of expected
utilities, then they drop A3 as inadequate to capture thmsdn and move on to tA3.

However, there is a another possible way out: it consistgapping the idea that we should have an expected
utility representation in the case of the example. In faocesrelation- of the example satisfies A1 and A2, we can
use Proposition 9 to equivalently represent it by a cohesetntf desirable gamblé&g, which is in particular given by

R={f€ L{a,b}): Vae (0,1))af(a)+ f(b) > 0}.

It is not difficult to check thaR is not a strictly desirable set; this is a direct consequeficelation > failing A3,

and more precisely A3which is equivalent to wA3 in the considered problem (sempBsition 12). This means that

in our formalisation there is not the possibility to have presentation of the problem by a closed and convex set of
linear previsions; yet, we can deal with it in an unprobldmaty via desirability.

We can look at this question also in more general terms amAisllin the Conclusions of their paper, SSK mention
that the border of the set of expected utilities is not somgtthat should be sidestepped, as by taking it into proper
account, one enhances the expressiveness of the models\Wisexte in fact very close in spirit, as well as very
sympathetic, towards the underlying idea; only, we arei@aetrly concerned with the border of the sets of desirable
gambles rather than that of the sets of expected utilitieg i@ason for this standpoint is that the related theorydook
simpler in our view; we can for instance avoid introducing thransfinite induction used by SSK. Moreover, we can
formally identify our axiomatisation based on desirapilitith a logic, as it follows from the discussion in Sectiot.2.
That this is possible for SSK'’s theory is unclear to us. Alse, need not be concerned with so-called null events,
which are events related to zero probabilities. They arallisneglected in traditional theories and at the same time
they complicate the formal development, whereas we cantkedta into account while treating them uniformly with
others, in an implicit way. More generally speaking, ounsfaoint is that desirability greatly empowers a theory
of incomplete preferences to gain expressiveness whilpikkgehe overall approach and the mathematics relatively
simple and straightforward.

This is not to make any definite claim about the relative esgixe@ness of a desirability-based axiomatisation and
SSK'’s theory, because this would need a separate invastigslte believe, for instance, that the information on the
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border of the sets of expected utilities, which SSK can aapttan as well be captured by using desirable gambles.
But turning this into a formal claim needs some careful w@h.the other hand, SSK can deal with countable spaces
of outcomes. This seems to be somewhat limited when theyn@xeartial preference relation to a total one by
transfinite induction, as they can get a weak preferencarla only. Related to this, they eventually obtain a notion
of almoststate independence through a limit argument, as actua stdependence seems prevented from being
obtained in their setting. On our side, we conjecture thigtfiossible to extend the work in this paper without major
problems to a countable space of outcomes while preseriigngiain structure and results of the paper, but, also in
this case, this has to be verified. Finally, the use-@fdditive probabilities would make it difficult to extend IS
approach fully to an uncountable st which is something we instead can do quite simply by deBitabAt the
same time, it is clear that SSK'’s idea of taking advantagbk@bbrder of the set of expected utilities has been a bright
idea as it considerably expands the power of a theory of preées compared to more traditional approaches.

11.3.3. Extension to the worst act

Another question of particular relevance for this papeini SSK do not assume that best and worst act exist: they
give a theorem ([28, Theorem 2]) to prove that any relatiomlwa extended to best and worst acts, while preserving
in particular their Archimedean condition tA3. This someawblashes with our results in Section 6, so it is useful to
take some time to deepen this question. We focus on the wairsivhich has been the subject of our discussion in
Section 6.

A minor consideration is that there seems to be some troultfeSEK's Theorem 2. In particular the theorem
appears to fail in case the original relatienis empty. In this case all acts are incomparable to each ather
unfortunately, SSK’s definition of indifference (Definitid) coincides with incomparability for an empty relation.
This eventually leads SSK'’s Definition 16 to yield the notienaal extension in which every act is preferred to every
other. Yet, this problem should not be too difficult to fix; aichat Theorem 16 (point 3) shows that the empty
relation is a well-solved case under wA3. On the other hared;annot use this result directly, given that it exploits an
Archimedean condition different from tA3. It is useful torteast the two possible solutions with the help of a simple
example.

Example?7. Consider a problem with a finite possibility spafeand a trivial set¥ made by only one element
(this means that we can neglettand work only withf2). Assume that we start with an empty relatisn Then
Theorem 16 shows that the minimal Archimedean extensioeuwwé3 corresponds to the vacuous set of desirable
gambleskR = LT. In turn, this is in a one-to-one relation, through (2), viltle vacuous credal set: that is, the set of
all the mass functions of?. This is the traditional model for the complete lack of inf@tion about?. The vacuous
credal set is not a possible solution for SSK'’s extensiomefampty relation, though. The problem is originated by
zero probabilities: assume that a mass functions assigagprabability to somev € §2; then gamblef, equal tol in

w and0 everywhere else, has lower prevision equal to zero. Sfrzan be written ag = 7(p — z) for somep € H.,
then we should deduce that there is an act that is not prefesre We can correct for this problem by considering
the open set of all the mass functions that assign positivkatility to each element a2, which we argue should
be SSK’s solution for the present case. Notice however #gtattly—or logically—speaking, this cannot be truly
regarded as a vacuous credal set given that some mass hgat®missing from ity

Most importantly, we can try to map the Archimedean conditi3 into one for sets of desirable gambles. In fact,
SSK'’s relation- satisfies axioms Al, A2, whence (providadis finite) it is in a one-to-one correspondence with
a coherent seR of desirable gambles, as it follows from Theorem 15. Moregdvem the point-wise convergences
(Pn)nen — p and(gn)nen — ¢, in tA3, we deduce that the sequer{gg — ¢, )nen CONVerges point-wise tp — g.
Then, ifp,, > ¢, for everyn € N, it follows thatr(p — ¢) is in the closure of a sequence of gamble®iror, in other
words, thatr(p — ¢) is a so-calleclmost-desirable gambl@3, Section 3.71° Conversely, it is well known that any
almost-desirable gamble is the limit of a sequence of delgirgambles, and therefore the almost-desirable gambles
can be identified with the topological closure of &{see [17, Proposition 4]), which we denote By Overall, this
means that Axiom tA3 can be reformulated as follows in theextrof desirability:

16A subtlety is that almost-desirable gambles amiorm limits of gambles iR, while tA3 is based on point-wise convergence. This difiese
is immaterial in the present context as the two convergecgiegide in a countable space x X for gambles obtained through differences of acts.
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tA3. fER,gER=f+g€R.

In the language of [7], condition tA3equires that any almost-desirable gamble shoulddskly desirableWe have
shown in [17, Example 11] that this is not always the caseckvig another way of showing that axiom tA3 is not
trivial.

Interestingly, we can use the above formulation to easibystihat there are cases where there is indeed a minimal
extension of a relation satisfying axioms A1, A2, tA3 to imbé a worst outcome:

Example8. Let P be a coherent lower prevision di{{2 x X’) such thatP({(w, z)}) > 0 for every(w, z) € 2 x X,
and consider the relation’ onH x H given by

r>'"se P(r—s)>0.

This relation satisfies axioms Al, A2 and tA3. Let relatielon # ., x H.., given by Eg. (A.1) in the Appendix, be the
minimal extension of relation-’ to the worst outcome that satisfies axioms A1, A2.

Then it holds thap = g implies P(w(p — q)) > 0. To prove this, note that jf > ¢, thenw(p — q) € LT, and then
given(w, x) € 2 x X such thatr(p — ¢)(w, ) > 0, it holds that

P(n(p —q)) > P(I{(w,en7(p — q)(w,x)) > 0.

On the other hand, it (p — g) = r — s for somer, s € H,r >’ s, it follows thatP(w(p — q)) = P(r —s) > 0.

From this it follows that if we consider a gambfewhich is the limit of a sequence of gambles of the type- ¢,,,
n € N, with p, > g, it holds thatP(x(f)) > 0. Using this, together with the super-additivity 8f we deduce
that tA3 holds and as a consequence relatiogatisfies tA3¢

One may wonder at this point what is the underlying reasonrttekes the minimal extension in the previous
example Archimedean according to tA3 and non-Archimededhée sense of wA3 (recall that the latter means that
there is no open coherent set of desirable gambles that pegsent it, or, equivalently, that there is no closed set of
linear previsions that can). The reason appears to be jugestiqn of border: in fact, the example shows that it is
possible to characterise the extended relation by an opedf lsgear previsions, all of which assign positive preuisi
to each gamble (p — ¢) such thap > ¢. On the other hand, the example shows that for a limit ganiltgeflit only
holds thatP(7(f)) > 0. This is easy to see in a specific case, if we take the limit dafk: lim,,_,o. 7((p — 2)/n),
whose lower prevision is clearly zero whereas each gambiderthe limit has positive lower prevision (provided that
p # z). This means that relation cannot be represented by a closed set of linear previsi@ksbgpass this problem
by working with sets of linear previsions that need not beseth we deal with the same problem by using coherent
sets of desirable gambles that need not be strictly desirdit is, open.

12. Conclusions

Traditional decision-theoretic axiomatisations, a laséombe-Aumann, typically turn a problem of incomplete
preferences into an equivalent convex cénmade of scaled differences of horse lotteries (on the pitigsifpace
2 and set of outcome&). This cone is used as a tool to derive a representation ¢énemeces in terms of a set of
expected utilities through the Archimedean axiom.

In this paper we have argued that convex cones should bedivign the primary role in the axiomatisation of
incomplete preferences. We have shown as the objects majiogneC can, with a simple transformation, be directly
regarded as gambles (i.e., bounded random varigble$? x X — R) a subject finds acceptable, or desires. This
formally turns con€ into an equivalent convex corie of desirable gambles, as defined in the literature of impeeci
probability.

The implications on the decision-theoretic side appeardaching: we have discussed how a decision-theoretic
problem can be formulated exclusively in terms of desiraialmbles, preference being a derived notion; and that we
can deal with non-Archimedean problems by directly worlangconeR using the operations it comes equipped with.
Using these operations, we have given new, simple fornorlatf state independence and completeness directly at the
level of the cone, which then hold also for non-Archimedeabfems. In the Archimedean case, these formulations
are naturally specialised to the set of expected utilitiesiced by the cone. In this case, we have shown in particular
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that the traditional notion of state independence is exalytbased on the idea of stochastic independence; and that
we can actually take advantage of this insight to proposehraugeaker notion of state independence exploiting the
literature of imprecise probability. We have also takenasellook at the Archimedean axiom itself using desirability
we have shown that it can profitably be weakened, which hawall us to work with uncountable possibility spaces;
on the other hand, we have given a new condition, full Arcldesmity, that is needed to truly capture all the problems
that can be represented through sets of expected utiliiedoing so, we have uncovered the importance of the
worst act in a preference relation, in order to make the leridgdesirability; and shown that the best act is actually
unnecessary for the theoretical development. We have htsersthat it is always possible to extend a preference
relation in a minimal way to one with a worst act, but not in ac#imedean way.

We can read the results also in the other way around, so agitodirthe implications of this work for imprecise
probability. We mention just two of them. Most importantllye extension of desirability we have proposed here to
vector-valued gambles (that is, gambfes(? x X — R rather thanf : {2 — R) can be regarded as the foundation of
the theory of desirability generalised to deal with impseand non-linear utility, which is done here for the firsteim
Another new outcome is the characterisation of the strongymt as the weakest model that satisfies the sure thing
principle. The strong product defines a notion of independebtained through a set of stochastically independent
models. It is a well-known and much used notion that is howevidely regarded, and to some extent criticised,
as lacking a behavioural interpretation (in the sense thedn only be given a sensitivity analysis interpretation).
Our characterisation shows that this is actually not the easit gives the strong product, for the first time, a clear
behavioural interpretation.

There are a few main opportunities for research that theeptegork opens up. One is determined by the current
limitation of the set of outcome#&’ to be finite. Our viewpoint is that the extension to a courgatgttX’ should be
relatively easy to attain by defining a horse lottergo as thap(w, -) is a countably additive probability for each
w € §2; the main reasoning line in the paper could probably be pvesdy this choice, but it might be the case that
some of the proofs have to be also quite substantially reggbrkhe passage to an uncountablel$eeems to involve
a different degree of complexity. The main reason is that am@not represent the simple lottesity, -) through a
countably additive probability wheA” is uncountable; and, on the other hand, using a finitely agdgrobability
seems to be impractical. Therefore to properly deal with tsise, one seems to have to develop ideas that may be
also fundamentally different from those in the present pape

Another challenge is related to the question of congloniktyalin this paper we have tried to minimise the
involvement of conglomerability in the development, assitiready quite a controversial topic per se. At the mo-
ment, conglomerabiliy is used only in our definitions of statdependence based on irrelevant products—removing
conglomerability in this case could give rise to definitiaistate independence with questionable properties. This
nevertheless, the issue of conglomerability relates toynparts of the paper and there should be, in the future, work
dedicated to clarify its role in this context. For instariceghe Archimedean case, our formulation leads to modelling
beliefs by a set of finitely additive probabilities ¢h In case conglomerability is considered as an essentiglepty
of a probabilistic model, then a conglomerability axiom shiocbe added to the desirability formulation of decision-
theoretic problems, so as to make sure that only sets of pilates with the property of being conglomerable are
obtained.

It could be also useful to take advantage of the definition atfiral extension for a set of gambles so as to
give a weaker axiomatisation of incomplete preferences itlea is that a subject would be allowed to express
desirability statements only on a subset of all the posgialmbles (e.g., only the gambles corresponding to von
Neumann-Morgenstern lotteries); requiring that thesgestants avoid partial loss would be a rationality condition
necessary and sufficient to extend them into a coherent getnolbles through natural extension, that is, to a coherent
preference relation. In this way, we would obtain a more ga@rand flexible assessment procedure through the use of
a weaker rationality condition than coherence.

Finally, it would be useful to evaluate the expressive powofahe theory based on cones that we propose here
relative to the theory by Seidenfeld et al. [28]. The intefies in particular in the different ways the two theories
cope with non-Archimedean problems: through the bordehefset of expected utilities in the case of Seidenfeld et
al., and through the border of the cone of gambles in ours.
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Appendix A. Proofs

In this appendix we collect the proofs of all the results ia faper as well as a few results that are more technical
and are needed for some proofs.

Proof of Lemma 7. Suppose ex-absurdo thatthergis (2 suchthatforna € X, w(w,z) = 1. Then there must be
x1, 2 € X such thatw(@, z1), w(w, z2) € (0,1). Lete == L min{w(®, z1), w(@, z2),1 — w(@, x1),1 — w(@,z2)}.
Define act®, ¢ so that they coincide withy for all w € 2, w # @, while in & they are defined by

w(w,z) + & if =21, w(w,x) —¢ if v = 21,
p(w,z) = w(@,z) — ¢ if 2= o, q(w,z) = w(w,r) +¢ if £ = o,
w(@, x) otherwise, w(@, ) otherwise.

Since by assumption it must hold that> w andq = w, we deduce, thanks also to the convexity of céhe
that0 = (p — w) + (¢ — w) € C. This is a contradiction with the irreflexivity of the preéerce relation, through
Proposition 4. O

Proof of Proposition 9. The proof of the second point is trivial, So we concentratsloowing thatR satisfies D1—
D4:

D1. Considerf € L*(2 x X) and let\ = sup ¢, >, f(w, ). Note that\ > 0 otherwisef would not be
positive and moreover that< +oo because is bounded. Then let € H ., be defined by

Hwz) if 2 # 2,
13, {lw.2) otherwise

p(w, ) =
It follows thatw(A(p — z)) = f and since # z becausg is positive, them - z and hencef € R.
D2. C does not contain the origin by Proposition 5 and hehgeR.
D3. This follows trivially from the convexity of, again by Proposition 5.
D4. This follows trivially from the convexity of taking into consideration thatis a linear functional. O

Proof of Proposition 10. p> g = m(p — q) € L1(£2 x X). By Proposition 9, there arg, ¢ € H, and\ > 0 such
thatp’ - ¢’ andAr(p’ — ¢') = w(p — q). Applying 7, * to both sides of the equation, we get that

AP —d)=p—q,
whenceAL+1 -q)= %H(p — q). Applying now Proposition 3, we conclude that- g. O

Proof of Proposition 11. We begin with the direct implication. Assume first of all that | > 3. Letwu be theuniform
act defined byu(w, z) := 1/|X,| for allw € §2. Then fix anyz’ # z ande > 0 small enough so as to define act
given, for allw € 2, by

u(w,z) +¢ if v =a,
p(w, ) =S u(w,x) — ¢ if x =z,
u(w, x) otherwise.

It follows thatp > u sincep > u. Given that alsa: > z, we can apply the Archimedean axiom A3 to obtain that there
isap € (0,1) such that:

Bp+ (1 —=B)z > u.
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But 8p + (1 — B)z 14 u: it is enough to notice that for any € {2 and anyr # a’, z, it holds that|sp + (1 — 8)z —
u(w,z) = (8- 1)/|X.| <0.

Next, if | X,| = 2and|f2| > 2, then we can take; € (2 and define horse lotterigsq by p(w1, ) = 1, (w1, x) =
0,p(w’,z) = g(w'z) = 1 for anyw’ # wy. Thenp > ¢ > z, whencep > ¢ >~ z. However, for any3 € (0, 1) it holds
that

(Vw/ 7& wl)ﬂp(w’,x) =+ (1 - ﬂ)z(w’, :E) < Q(w/a IL'),
whencelp + (1 — )z ¥ ¢ and as a consequeneds not Archimedean.

Conversely, giver? .= {w}, X, = {«, z}, then it holds thap > ¢ & p(w, z) > ¢(w,z), and then ifp > ¢ > r
there aren, 5 € (0,1) such thatwp(w, z) + (1 — a)r(w,z) > g(w,z) > Bp(w, z) + (1 — B)g(w, z), meaning that
ap+ (1 —a)r = q > pp+ (1 — B)r, and as a consequeneds Archimedean. O

Proof of Proposition 12. (i) Givenp = ¢ > r,qt r, we have by A2 thatvg + (1 — a)p = ar + (1 — a)p >
ar + (1 — a)q foranya € (0,1). We apply A3 to the latter chain of preferences; note that this requirat t
aq + (1 — a)pttar + (1 — a)p, which is true since 1# r. As a consequence, thereqise (0, 1) such that
Y(ag+ (1 — a)p) + (1 — y)(ar + (1 — a)q) = ar + (1 — «a)p, or, equivalently, thatvy(qg — ) — (1 —
a)(1 —v)(p — q) € C, whereC is the cone associated with. Normalizing we find3 € (0,1) such that
Bg+(1—PB)g=q> Bp+(1—p)r.

(i) (=) Considerp,q,r € H, such thatp > ¢ > r,pi¥ q. By wA3 it holds thatap + (1 — )z > ¢ for some
a € (0,1). And since by Proposition 3 we have thap + (1 — a)r > ap + (1 — )z, we deduce that
ap+ (1 —a)r = q.

(<) This implication trivially follows by a direct applicatioof A3’ to p, ¢ € H. such thap = ¢, pI# q, given
thatg > z. O

Next we give a lemma that considers a special translation obherent set of desirable gambles. Its proof,
needed for Theorem 13, is a reformulation of ideas in [12, in@ni], on top of which we establish the connection
between wA3 and DO.

Lemma 36. LetR be the coherent set of desirable gamblegbr X" arising from a coherent preference relatien
on#H,. x H, through(11). Denote byu the uniform act in#, defined byu(w, z) == 1/|X,| forall w € 2,2 € X,.
Consider the following translated sets:
T(R) = {9€L(2xX):g=mn(u)+ [ feR}
T(LT (2 x X)) = {ge L2 xX):g>n(u)},

and the following version db0 adapted tor(RR):
DO. g e T(R)\T(LT(2x X)) = (I > 0)g— € 7(R).
Then it follows that:

(i) DOandDC0 are equivalent conditions.

(i) 7(R) ={n(u) + Ar(p—u): A >0,p > u}.

Proof. Note first that ifg = 7(u) + f, g € 7(R), thenf € R:infactif g € 7(R), theng = w(u) + h for some
h € R, whencef = h.

(i) Letus show that DO and D@re equivalent conditions.

Considerg € 7(R) \ 7(LT (2 x X)); theng = 7(u) + f, f € R\ L1 (2 x X). Applying DO, there igy > 0
such thatf —é € R, whencer(u) + f —d =g — 3 € 7(R).

Conversely, iff € R\ LT (2 x X), thenw(u) + f € 7(R) \ 7(L1 (2 x X)); applying DO we get that there
isd > 0 such thatr(u) + f — 6 € 7(R), whencef — 0 € R.
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(i) Itis trivial that {m(u) + Ar(p —u) : A > 0,p = u} C 7(R), SO we concentrate on the converse inclusion.

Considerr(u) + f. Then there aré > 0 andp; > ps such thatf = Ar(p; — p2). Remember thaty,| > 2
by assumption (see Remark 3); whence, if we take (0, ﬁ), we obtain thatu + puA(p1 — p2)](w, z) €
[0,1] for all (w,z) € 2 x A;. Since it holds is addition that_ .. [p1 — p2J(w,z) = 0 forallw € £,
we have also thab ., [u + pA(p1 — p2)l(w,2) = > cr ulw,z) = 1forallw € £2. We deduce that
p=u+ pA(p1 —p2) € H..

Given thatp — u = pA(p1 — p2) and thatp; > p,, we obtain from Proposition 3 that > «. And since
m(u) + f =7(u) + %W(p —u), we deduce that(u) + f € {m(u) + \r(p —w) : A>0,p=u}. O

Proof of Theorem 13. Coherence follows from Proposition 9. In order to prove tRais a set of strictly desirable
gambles, it is enough to show that Diblds, thanks to Lemma 36.

Considerg € 7(R) \ 7(L* (2 x X)). Then, according to Lemma 36,= 7 (u) + f, with f := Ar(p — u) € R,
A > 0, and for some € H, such thap > u, p ¢ u.

Sinceu > z, it follows from wA3 that there is somg € (0, 1) such that3p + (1 — )z > u, whence

w3 —w) (1= A=) =L - () e ®
SinceR is a cone, this means that- Ww(u) € R for somes € (0,1), or, in other words, that — § € R, with
§ = Aﬂ(?;f\) > 0. We deduce thag — 6 = n(u) + f — § € 7(R), whence DOholds and as a consequerRds a
coherent set of strictly desirable gambles. O

Proof of Theorem 14. (i) The directimplication is trivial. For the converse, wepeed with a constructive proof.

The casef = 0 is trivial so we assume that # 0. We Use\ := sup,c > _,cx, |f(w, )| to normalisef
throughf = f /), so that each of the previous sums is not greater than ontighpoint for eachv € 2, we
need to represenf{w, -) as the difference of two mass functions@nsaym, — m_,. We proceed as follows:

0 if ©# zandf(w,z) <0,
m}(z) = ¢ f(w, ) if z # zandf(w,z) >0,

L= camd(z) if =2z

0 if ©# zandf(w,z) >0,
my, (z) = —f(w,x) if v # zandf(w,z) <0,

L= exmy () if =2z

It is trivial that the differencen/, — m_, reproduces (w, z) for all z # z. In the caser = z, by assumption
flw,z)==3%",,, flw,x), and since

fo(w,x): Z —f(w,z) — Z flw,x)

TH#z x#z: f(w,z)<0 x#z: f(w,x)>0
- Y fwa)-(- Y —fwa),
z#z: f(w,z)>0 r#z: f(w,z)<0

we have also thaf(w, z) = m}(z) — mj (z). Since this holds for alb € 2, f can be represented as the
difference of two horse lotteries.

Finally, it is enough to multiplyf by A to go back to the original, unnormalised, gamble, which &ntlan
element ofA(#.,).

(i) Toany\(p — q) € A(H.), we associate the gambfe= An(p — ¢). Let us show that such a map is injective.
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Assume that there are (p1 — ¢1) andAz2(p2 — ¢2) that are both mapped to the same gambl&his makes it
trivial that A1 (p1 — ¢1)(w, z) = f(w,x) = Aa(p2 — ¢2)(w, z) forall w € 2 andzx # z. In the case of = z, it
is enough to write

Mpr—q)(@,2) = =M Y (01— @)@, 2) = =X Y (p2 — @2) (w, ) = Ao (p2 — g2)(w, 2)
reEX reX

for everyw € (2. As a consequencg; (p1 — q1) = Aa2(p2 — ¢2).
Concerning surjectivity, if we take a gambfec £({2x X), we can always extend it to a gamble L£(2x X.)

via
f(z) it « # 2,
g(z) = .
() {Zlexf(x) if v = 2.
Applying the first statement, we deduce that there areagtand\ > 0 such thaty = A(p — ¢), whence
f=Xn(p—aq).

(i) Let C := 7, '(R). By the second statemerit,# C C A(H.) \ {0}. To show thatC is convex, consider
DP1,P2,q1,92 € H. andAi, A2 > 0 such thath; == A (p1 — q1), ha = Aa(p2 — ¢2) € C. By construction,
’}/171'(]11) + ’}/271'(]12) € R for all Y1,72 > 0, Whencezrgl('ym(hl) + ’ygﬂ(hg)) = y1h1 + Y2ho € C.

Using Proposition 6, we obtain th& induces the following coherent preference relation:
p=qgeAp—qg eCe(p—q) €R.

To show thap > z forall p € H,,p # z, itis then enough to consider thafp — z) is a positive gamble.

We are left to show that iR is strictly desirable, ther is weakly Archimedean. Let us consides- ¢, p ¢ q.
By DO, there isé > 0 such thatr(p — ¢q) — § € R. Chooses € (0,1) so thatr((1 — 8)p) < . Then
7(Bp — q) > m(p — q) — 6, whencer(Sp — q) € R, which impliesthapgp + (1 — 8)z = ¢. O

Proof of Theorem 15. As usual, given a coherent preference relatigrwe map it into the set of gambles defined
by R := #(C), whereC := {A(p — q) : p = g,\ > 0}. SetR is coherent as a consequence of Proposition 9. That
the map is injective is trivial considered that (the restriction ofr to scaled differences of acts) is invertible. That
it is surjective follows from Theorem 14. The equivalenceha weak Archimedean condition and strict desirability
follows from Theorems 13 and 14. Finally, the relation anel gkt of strictly desirable gambles give rise to the same
representation becau§eandR induce the same set of linear previsions. O

Proof of Theorem 16. (i) Let us consider the direct implication. }f>> ¢, thenp = ¢ holds as a consequence
of Proposition 10 and the fact thatis the worst outcome fox. On the other hand, if > s, then using
Definition 24 we obtain that; *(r) = 7, *(s), which is equivalent tor; * (r — s) € C, whereC is the cone
induced by-. As a consequencg,— ¢ = wgl(r —s) € C,whencep > q.

For the converse implication, it is enough to note ghatz for all p # z, so thatp - z; and that, on the other
hand,r = s andn (7 ' (r) — 7 '(s)) = r — s imply thata; * (r) = 77 (s).

(il Remember that any extension has a corresponding cocwesC (which is not empty because of the worst
outcome). We know by the first point in the theorem that (r — s) € C if » = s and moreover that— z €
C U {0} for anyt € .. Given thatC is convex, then als@, m;, ' (r — s) + Xa(t — z) € Cforall A\, Ay > 0. In
other words, if there arg, ¢ € H, and)\3 > 0 such that\; 7, '(r — s) + Xa(t — 2) = A3(p — q), thenp = q.
Equivalently,p > ¢ if 7(p —q) > A(r — s), r,s € H,r > s, A > 0, where the inequality is obtained by letting
A := A1 /A3 and observing that(\z(t — z)) = Aa7(t) spans the entire s¢ff > 0} whent € . This allows
us to reformulate (13) in an equivalent way as follows:

(Vp,q € H.) p = qgwhenevepr>qorm(p — q) > \(r — s) forsomer,s € H,r > s,A > 0. (A1)

At this point we conside€’ == {A(r — s) : r,s € H,r = s,A > 0}. Assume for the moment thét is
not empty. Ther’ is a convex cone that does not contain the origin. If we regaras a set of gambles in
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L(£2 x X), thenC’ avoids partial loss because it does not contain zero whitglmnvex. On the other hand,
it is not coherent because it does not contain We can therefore take its natural extension (see Eq. (13¥so
to obtain the smallest, or least-committal, coherent sgaafibles that contain®’:

Ri={f>Ar—s):rseHr=sA>0}UL".

Observe that i’ = ), then its natural extension 8 = £, which is the vacuous set of gambles; therefRre
represents the correct extension also in this special case.

GiventhatR is a coherent set of gambles @ X', we can use Theorem 14 to create a new coherent preference
relation- onH, x H,, with corresponding coné := 7~ !(R), for which z is the worst outcome. Recalling
thatp > ¢ < Ar(p — ¢) € R for some > 0, itis then trivial to prove that the new relationcontains all the
preferences expressed by (A.1) and only them. As a consegqiitda the minimal extension of on’H x H to

the worst outcome, because any extension has to expresstatiese preferences.

(i) Assume first of all that # (), and let us prove tha®(f) = 0 for every f € C. This will imply thatR is not a
coherent set of strictly desirable gambles, becguseR \ L7.

SinceC C R, it follows from Eq. (2) thatP(f) > 0 for every f € C. On the other hand, iP(f) > 0 for
somef € C, there should be some> 0 such thatf — ¢ € R; but then we would have that for any € X,
Y owex(f —&)(w,z) = —e|X| < 0, while by construction any gamble ¢ R satisfies) . g(w,z) > 0.
Thus,P(f) = 0 and as a consequend®,is not a set of strictly desirable gambles.

The converse implication, whete= {), follows from the fact that in this case = £*, which is a (trivial) set
of strictly desirable gambles. O

Proof of Corollary 17. Denote byP, the coherent lower prevision associated Wwithand byP the lower prevision
induced byR. Considerf € C. We know by point (i) in Theorem 16 that(f) = 0. Considered in addition th&,
includesR, it is strictly desirable and that ¢ £*, we obtain tha?, (f) > 0. Written in other words:

(Vf € CO)P(f) = 0 < Py(f).

It follows that M(P,) C M(P) and that any linear previsioR; > P, satisfiesP;(f) > 0 for every f € C.
Fix now f € C, considerP, € M(P,) andP € M(P) such thatP,(f) = P,(f) andP(f) = P(f). Take
Py := 1P + 1P € M(P), and letM; be the convex hull ofM(P;) U {P,}. Its lower envelope?, is a lower
prevision that lies betweeR and P, and satisfies in particuld®,(f) = P,(f)/2. As a consequence, its associated
set of strictly desirable gambl@, is a proper subset G2, and moreover it properly includéd (becausd,(g) > 0
for all g € C by construction whileP?(g) = 0). O

Proof of Proposition 18. (i) (=) Considerf, g € C. Then we can express themgs- A\1(p1 —q1),9 = Aa(p2 —
g2), for A1, A2 > 0,p1 > ¢1,p2 > g2. Assume for the time being thag = A\, = 1. By A2,

ap1 + (1 —a)p2 = aqr + (1 — a)ps = aqr + (1 — a)gq
foranya € (0,1). Applying now A3, we deduce the existence®f 5 € (0,1) such that

Bi(apr + (1 — a)p2) + (1 = B1) (g1 + (1 — a)gq2) = aq1 + (1 — a)p2 and
aqi + (1 — a)pe = Ba(apr + (1 — a)p2) + (1 — B2)(aqr + (1 — @)g2),

from which we deduce that
afi(pr —q1) = (1 —a)(1 = B1)(p2 — ¢2) € Cand(1 — a)(1 — B2)(p2 — q2) — aBa(pr — @1) € C;
normalizing we findy;, 2 € (0,1) such that
7f— (1 =m)geCandyg—(1-7)f €C.
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Next, if either\; or A2 # 1, we deduce from the reasoning above that there is som€0, 1) such that

f

g

B "

whence, giverk := 3 + (1 — §)4%, it holds that

f A

g M
ﬂ)\l k

— e,

(1-pL

andg, == 2 € (0,1). Analogously, we can fing, € (0, 1) such thaag — (1 — 32) f € (0,1).

(<) Givenp = g = r, it follows from Eq. (10) thatf .= p — q,g .= q — r € C. Applying A3, there are
B1,P2 € (0,1)suchthats; f — (1 — B1)g € C, B2g — (1 — B2) f € C. Buttaking into account that

Bif —(1=p1)g=pPip+ (1= pBi)r—qandBog — (1 = B2)f = q— Bar — (1 = B2)p,
we deduce from Proposition 4 thétp + (1 — 51)r > ¢ > Bar + (1 — B2)p.

(i) (=) Considerf € C,g € A. Then there aré;, 2 > 0, p > g andr,s € H such thatf = \i(p — q),9 =
A2(r — s). Assume first of all thak; = Ao = 1. Then there is somé € (0, 1) such thatBp+ (1 — 8)r >
Bq+ (1 — B)s,whenceSf + (1 — B)g € C.
Now, if either A1, A2 # 1, it follows from the above reasoning that there is sgfne (0, 1) such that

ﬂ% + (1 - ﬂ)% € C, whencesf + %g € C, and, by considering the normalising constant

k= + U522 it follows that, givens’ == £ € (0,1), 3'f + (1 — ')g € C.

(<) Considem > g and taker, s € H. Thenf :=p—q €C,g9 :=r — s € A, whence there is sontee (0, 1)
suchthat3f + (1 — 8)g = Bp+ (1 — B)r — Bqg — (1 — B)s € C. Applying Proposition 4, we deduce that
Bp+(1—pB)r = Bg+(1-B)s.

(iii) Considerf,g € C. Since—g, —f € A, we deduce from the second statement that thergar < (0,1) such

thatf: f — (1 —1)g € Candfag — (1 — B2)f € C. Applying the first statement, we deduce thasatisfies A3.
This completes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 19. (i = ii) This case has been proved in Proposition 18.
(i < ii) Considerp,q,r,s € H, such thap = ¢. Observe first of all that the following is true for somes (0, 1):
ap+ (1 —a)z = ag+ (1 — a)s. (A.2)

This is trivial if s = z and otherwise it follows from Proposition 18 througlp — ¢) — (1 — a)(s — 2) €
C. It shows in particular that the case= z holds. Therefore assume that£ z. Apply A2 to obtain that
ap+ (1 —a)r > ap+ (1 — «)z. Combining this with (A.2), we conclude thap + (1 — a)r > ag+ (1 — a)s.

(il = iii) By using the equivalence between wA3 and’A8ee Proposition 12), it is trivial that A3 implies wA3. Thus
it is enough to have thaP(f) > 0 for all f € L£1(2 x X); this is equivalent to showing that for every
(w,r) € 2 x X there is somé > 0 such thatl/;(,, )1 —d € R.

Letw be the uniform act of? x X, and letp be the horse lottery given byy:= u+ﬁ(1{(w,w)}*1{(¢u,z)})- Then

it follows thatp > u > z. Applying A3, we deduce that there is somec (0, 1) such thatwp + (1 — a)z > u,
whence

1 1
m(lap+ (1 —a)z —u) = 20 — 1)®I{(w7z)} -(1- oz)m]{(%z)}c cR.

From this it follows that it must b« — 1 > 0, and applying the non-negative homogeneityRotve deduce
that there is somé > 0 such thatl;(,, )} — 0l{(w,2)} € R. Consider now a natural numbat > 6. Then

5 1 5 N 5
L) e e <N+ 1wy~ § 7 H{(w)}c) + <—N+ 1 N+l 1) Hway €R-
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(ii < iii) Thanks to Proposition 12, we know that wA3 implies A3 ar¢) as the latter is applied to non-trivial preferences.
Let us show that the positivity condition implies the casthwabjective preferences involved. In particular, let
us considep > ¢ > r (the remaining cases are analogous). By the super-adyldivd positive homogeneity of
coherent lower previsions, and for amye (0, 1), we have thaP(ar(p—q)+(1—a)m(r—q)) > aP(r(p—q))+
(1—a)P(r(r—q)); and this is positive for small enoudh- o, considered thaP(w(p—¢q)) > 0 by assumption.
This implies thatvr (p — ¢) + (1 — a)w(r — q) € R, or, in other words, thatp+ (1 — a)r > ag+ (1 —a)g = gq.

O

Lemma 37. Assume? is finite, and let- be a coherent relation off{ x H. Let'R, from (14), be its associated
coherent set of desirable gambles, aRds corresponding coherent lower prevision.

() R has an open superset (Vf € C)P(f) > 0.
(i) If - satisfiesA3, then:(3f € C)P(f) =0 = (Vg € A)P(g) = P(g9) = 0.

Proof. (i) We begin with a direct implication. LeR’ be an open superset &, and letP’ be its associated
coherent lower prevision. The inclusiGh C R’ implies thatP(f) < P'(f) < f'(f) < P(f) for any gamble
f- Moreover, for anyf € R\ £+ C R’ \ £+, it holds thatP'(f) > 0 becaus&r’ is a coherent set of strictly
desirable gambles, and as a consequencel2lgd > 0 for every f € C.

Conversely, taking into account that linear previsionsfd? x X) are characterized by their restrictions to
events, the credal s@¥{(P) can be regarded as a closed and convex subset of the Eucidaea

Take P in the relative interior ofM(P). Then there is some > 0 such thatB(P; ) N aff(M(P)) € M(P),
whereaff(M(P)) denotes the affine expansiondt(P). We are going to prove that(f) > 0 forany f € C.
Fix f € C. Using point (i) in Theorem 16P(f) = 0 < P(f). Assume ex-absurdo th&(f) = 0.

Then for any otheP; # P in B(P; <) we can consideP, := 2P — P; € aff(M(P)) N B(P;¢): to prove that
indeedP, € B(P;e), note thal P,({w, 2}) — P({w,z})| = |[P{w,2}) — Pi({w,2})| < e. Now, P(f) =
P(f) = 0implies thatP; (f) = P»(f) = 0, and with this reasoning we would conclude tf#d{f) = 0 for
everyP’ € B(P;e).

However, sincef # 0 because- is irreflexive, there must be somee (2 such thatf(w, -) is not constant on
0, and then we deduce that there must be somg z; € A such that

flws i) # f(w, ;) and max{ P({(w, :)}), P({(w, ;) })} > 0; (A.3)

to prove this, note that there must be samiec X" such thatP({(w, z*)}) > 0, and then if Eq. (A.3) did not
hold we would obtain thaf (w, z*) = f(w,2’) for everyx’ # x*; since) ., f(w,x) = 0, this would mean
that f (w, -) is constant o, a contradiction.

Consider then;, z; in the conditions of Eq. (A.3), and assume without loss ofgality thatP ({(w, z,)}) > 0.
Then fore” small enough it holds that’ := P+¢&'(I{(w,4,)} — I{(w,2,)}) DelOngstaB(P;e) andP'(f) # P(f)
a contradiction.

Thus, we conclude that there is some linear previdtor M (P) satisfyingP(f) > 0 for everyf € C. It
follows that its associated set of strictly desirable gaslihcludesk.

(i) AssumeP(f) = P(f) = 0 for somef € C, and takeg # f in A. Since> satisfies sA3, we deduce from
Proposition 18 that there is somec (0,1) such that3f + (1 — 8)g € C, whenced < P(B8f — (1 — B)g) <
P(Bf)+P((1—-pB)g) =0—(1—pB)P(g) <0, whence als@?(g) = 0. Applying the same reasoning teg
we conclude thaP is constanto® in A. O

Proof of Theorem 20. Let P be the coherent lower prevision inducedBy and assume ex-absurdo thathas no
open superset. From Lemma 37, it follows t#4if) = P(f) = 0 for everyf € A. Let us show that this last condition
cannot happen.

Foreveryf € A, P(f) = 0implies that for every > 0 there is some. € C suchthatf+< > ¢., or, equivalently,
thatg. — f < e. If there were a paifw, =) such thay. (w, z) — f(w,z) < —&|f2 x X|, then it would be impossible
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to satisfy the constraint that , ,\c oy x f(w, @) =3, 1yeoxr 9e(w, ) = 0, taking into account thaf. — f < e.
Therefore, we obtain thatf — g.|| < |2 x X, where|| - || denotes the supremum norm. As a conseque#ce,C,
where the closure is taken in the topology of uniform conearg.

Let now 7’ denote the projection operator frofd x X to 2 x X/, whereX” results from dropping the last
componentin¥. It follows thatr’(A) = RI?*¥'l, In addition, since’ is convex we deduce tha{(C) is also convex,
and also(7(C)) = =(C) = RI?*¥'l_ But the only convex set that is dense in an Euclidean spaite iEuclidean
space itself [4, Corollary 1.2.13], wheng¢C) = 7 (A), and therefor€ = .A. But this would mean that for every
f € Abothf, —f € C, which contradicts the coherence of the Ret

Thus, it must beP(f) > 0 for everyf € C and as a consequen®ehas an open superset. O

Lemma 38. Assume thaf? is finite, and letk := |X’| — 1. Then the se# has a finite generating familfg1, . .., g¢}
such that, if|| f|| < e, then we can writef = Zle AigiandX; € [0, ke]fori=1,...,¢.

Proof of Lemma 38. Denote the elements &f by 1, .. ., 7141 and consider the family/y(, »,)} — I{(w,2;)} W €
2,z # x; € X}, and letf € A. Let us show that we can expregss a linear combination, with non-negative
coefficients, of the functions in the generating family. fisstend, we can work independently on each

Fix thenw € 2. In order to simplify the notation, in the following we renarfi, := f(w,-) and drop any other
reference tav. Moreover, we assume without loss of generality that allrtbe-negative values of,, occur prior to

the negative ones; that is, that(z;) > 0fori =1,...,mandf,(z;) < 0fori > m. Let us show then that
k i
fo=2 0 |Uwy = Ttant) D fulw) | - (A4)
i=1 j=1

Observe first that the coefficienks := Z;Zl fu(z;) are indeed non-negative, thanks to the assumption that the
non-negative values occur prior to the remaining ones, agdursef € A. It trivially holds also that\; < ke.
Now, to show that Eq. (A.4) holds, it is convenient to rewiitas follows:

k
fo=MIpy + Z(Ai — )\i_l)l{xi}] — Nel{zpir}- (A.5)

=2

Then it is trivial that (A.5) holds in the case of. In casei € {2,...,k}, itis enough to observe that — \;_1 =
Z 1 Jo(z) — ZZ Y fu(x:) = f.(x:). As a consequence, the caseerH becomes trivial as well, given that it

must be thad ¥ ! £, (z;) = 0. O
Lemma 39. Let~ be a coherent preference relation &hx H satisfyingsA3and with corresponding cor& Assume
2 is finite, and letR be given by Eq(14). Then:

(i) Forany gamblef € C, there exists somer > 0 such that the open balB( f; ¢ ¢) satisfies

B(f;ef)nACC.

(i) posi(R )ﬂA pom(RﬂA) whereR :=UrecB(f;ey).

Proof of Lemma 39. (i) Let P be the coherent lower prevision inducedRyLet f := p — ¢, and{g1, ..., g¢}
be the finite generating family ofl, existing by Lemma 38. By Proposition 18, for ahy= 1, ..., ¢, there is
somep; € (0,1) such thats; f + (1 — 5;)g; € C. Moreover, sincef € C it follows that for anys > 3; the
gamblegf + (1 — f)g; also belongs t@. As a consequence, givéti := max;—1,._¢3; € (0,1), it holds that
B*f+(1—p*)g;eCforalli =1,...,¢ Now, sinceC is a convex cone, givem; > 0 such thath:1 a; >0,
it holds that

L
Zalﬂ f+1-8 Zal fHI=8) aigiecC. (A.6)
i=1
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Considers < 152—52. By Lemma 38, for every € A such that|g — f| < ¢, there are\; € [0, k| such that

£
g— f=>,_1 Aigi» whence

L « ! T
g:f‘i‘z)\i!]i:f‘f’l;*ﬁ Z(l)\lﬁﬂ*)gi;

i=1 i=1

recall that|| - || refers to the supremum norm. Applying Eq. (A.6) with:= 22" andé == >/_, o; > 0, we

1-p~
deduce that ,

B f+(1—8))

=1

Ai”
-5

4
g9i=B"0f+>_ NiBgi€C,

=1
and since this set is a cone,
l
of + Z)\igi eC.

i=1

Observe that by constructiof,< § = Zle fj%i < ‘;kfg < 1, whence als@l — §) f € C; and since this set
is convex, we deduce that

4
f+Z)\igi:g€C.
=1
We conclude that there is sorae> 0 such thay € C for everyg satisfying|lg — f|| < e.
(i) We immediately have thatosi(R N .A) C posi(R) N posi(A) = posi(R) N A, so we only need to establish
the converse inclusion.

Let us begin by showing tha is a cone. Consider a gambjes R and\ > 0. Then there is somég € C such
thatg € B(f;cr), whence\g € B(Af; Aer). Since on the other hand

BAfides)NA=AB(f;e,) NA=XDB(f;e5)NA) CXC =C,

we deduce thaty; > Aey, and as a consequente € R.

Consider a gamblg € posi(ﬁ) N.A. Thenthere argy, ..., f, € ﬁ, At,..., A > 0suchthatf =70 | A fi.
Note that sincéR is a cone, we can assume without loss of generality Xhat 1 for everyi = 1,...,n. For
everyi =1,...,n, thereis some; € C and somé; € B(0;¢,,) such thatf; = g; + h;.

Let us prove that there ai€’ € B(0;¢,,) N A such thatf = >_"" ;(g; + h!/). Sinceg; + h} will belong to
R N A, we will conclude thalf € posi(R N .A), and the proof will be complete.

Note that we can work independently for eacle (2; in addition, our construction of the gambles shall not
depend on the gamblgsabove. Fix thew € 2, and letX’ = {z1,..., 2 }.

Consider the table

hi(w,z1)  ho(w, 1) b (w, 1)
hi(w,w2)  ha(w,z2) b (w, 72)
hi(w,zr)  holw,zk) ... hp(w,xg)

By construction, the i-th column is bounded(ine,, , ¢4, ), and the sum of all the elements of the table is equal
to 0, becausg € A. Note, though, that the sum in each row is not necessarilgleq.

Our goal then is to find a table
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M (w,z1) hy(w,z1) ... ”hl(w,21)
1

hi(w,@2)  hy(w,22) ho(w, z2)
M (w,zr) hY(w,zr) ... hi(w,zk)
such that:
o (Vi=1,...,n) Y5 h(w, ;) =0.

o (Vi=1,...,n)(Vj=1,...,k)h(w,x;) € (—€g;,4:)-
°© (Vj =1,....k) Z?:l hgl(w’xj) = Z?:l hi(w’xj)'

The first of these requirements is done in order to guarahtgé} belongs ta4; the second, to prove thaf
belongs toB(0; ¢4, ); and the third, to guarantee that= """, (¢; + k). Then by repeating the process for
everyw we end up with the gamblég/, . . ., k!’ required above.

Considerj € {1,...,n — 1}, and letf; be a gamble o’ whose supremum norm satisfies

n
£ <> e,
i=j

We shall show that there exists a gambjeon &’ satisfying the following five conditions:

£ =Bl < D e (A.7)
i=j+1

IRS]| < &g, (A.8)

> hi(x) =0. (A.9)

reX

Once we have established that it is possible to find the gahiblee proceed as follows:
o We consider the gamblg on X given by f{(z) := >_"" | h;(w,z). It satisfies|| f{|| < i, €4,, SO We
find b satisfying Egs. (A.7)—(A.9) foj = 1.

o The gamblef; := f{ — h} satisfies||f}]| < >_I_, e, because of Eq. (A.7), so we find, satisfying
Egs. (A.7)-(A.9) forj = 2.
o We repeat the procedure f¢f .= f;_, —h;_,forj=3,...,n—1.

o Finally, givenf) == f,_, —hl,_, = fi —h}y —---—hl,_;, we takeh), = f/.By (A.7),||h,]| <eg4, and
fi(z) = >0, hi(z). Moreover,
n—1 n—1
S he) = 3 fl) - 3 S b =0- S0 =0,
TeEX zeX i=1 zeX i=1

At that stage it suffices to make'(w, z;) = hl(x;) for everyj = 1,...,k to obtain the gambles/, ..., A/
we need.

Sotakej € {1,...,n — 1}, a gamblef; with [| ;|| < >°i_, ¢4, and let us establish the existence of a gamble
h’; satisfying conditions (A.7)—(A.9) above. Consider thetitian of X given by:

Ag = {x: fi(x) =0}

A= {a: fl(@) >0, fi(z) > g4}
Ay i=A{z: fj(z) > 0, f}(2) < &g}
Az = {x: fi(x) <0, fi(z) < —e4, }
Ay ={x: f]/(x) < 07fjl($) > —&g,}



We makeh’;(z) := fi(z) = 0 for everyz € A,. Then a gamblé’; satisfies Eqgs. (A.7), (A.8) when it satisfies

(Vo € A1) Wj(x) € | max{f](z) - zn: ggi,o},ggj) : (A.10)
it
(Vo € As) Wj(x) € | max{f](z) _i—z:lgg“()}’ f]’-(x)_ : (A11)
(Vo € Ag) Wj(x) € | —eq,, max{f}(x) + znj £, 0} |, (A.12)
it
(Vo € Ag) W)(2) € _fj'-(x),max{ f]’-(x)—l—iilsgi,O} . (A.13)

Let us detail this for the case ofe A;; the proof for the other cases is similar. First of all, sibgeonstruction
hi(x) < g4, < fj(z) and alsa) < h}(z), we see that Eq. (A.8) is satisfied. With respect to (A.7)ertbat

[fj (@) = hj(@)| = fi(@) = hj(x) < ilji0 g0 & My(2) > fi() = 3001400 Eore

Now, it follows from interval arithmetic tha} . , 4, /() can take any value in

( S max{f@)— 3 egn0h, Y, + Y f;@)) — (¢, D),

r€EALUAS i=j5+1 €A, €A

- , .
and similarly) . 4.4, () can take any value in

( eyt Y. @), Y. max{fjx Z egl,O}) F),

TxEA3 €A, rEA3UA, i=j+1

and therefore thgt_ _ , h;(z) can take any value in the open inter¢@l+ £, D + F'). Thus, in order to prove
that it is possible to satlsfy the constraints in Egs. (A<(8)13) and aIsoZzeX R (x) = 0 (i.e., Eq. (A.9)),
we are going to establish that+ £ < 0 < D + F.

Let us establish that' + E < 0, or, in other words, that' < —E; the proof ofD + F' > 0 is symmetrical.

Letk := > 4,04, [j(x) > 0. Then, there exists some natural numbesuch that: € [m ;" i €gis (M +
1) 371, €4,) (because the ratl%— is positive and so it must belong to an interjil, m + 1) for some

natural numbern). Definek’ == k — mz e, i=j €g:)- Let us establish that' is strictly bounded
above by

megy, + max {k’ -y egi,o}. (A.14)
i=j+1

Note that for every: € A;UA,, itholds thatmax{ f(x)—~>_/_;,, €4, 0} > 0onlywhenfi(z) > >3, | &4,
so if we defineB == {x : fi(x) > 371 .., &4} it holds that

0 otherwise

C— {ZmeB(fJ/'(x) - Z?:jﬂ eq)) I B#0, (A.15)

This means that in order to maximize the valu€bfve would like thaty ® _  fi(z) is as close t& as possible.
On the other hand, for a given value i, _; f'(z), the outer sum in the right-hand side in (A.15) maximises
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when B is as small as possible, which in turn implies tif&4fz) is as large as possible for the elements of
B. Putting these considerations together, we conclude teataximizeC' for a given value oft when B

n

hasm + 1 elements: inn of them we havefi(z) = > /" ;4 (and soh); = ¢,4,), while in the other one
f]’(:r) =k - mZ?:j €q. = k' (and Sohg(x) = max{k’ — Z?:j-i—l €g:,0}).
Thus,C'is strictly bounded by Eq. (A.14); the strict inequality iebecause by assumptigfi(z)| < Z?:j €g;
for everyzx, so we can only get arbitrarily close to the equalities nm@d in the previous phrase.
On the other hand, Since’ .y fj(z) = 0, itholds thatk = — > _ . 4, f;(z). Then—E = 5" _, &, —
> wea, f;(x). For a lower bound on- £ we want this sum to be as far fromas possible; this means that
we wantA; to be as large as possible, and that for ang A3 we want to maximise- f'(x) — ¢,,. We do
this when—f'(z) = Z?:j eg, as often as possible (again times, taking into account the assumption of
ke [mdlieq, (m+1)37L  €,,)); while for the remaining’ = k —m >~ ,, we must allocate at least
min{k’, e, } (we allocates,, if we can still be inA; andk’ when we must be ind,). These considerations
imply that— E is bounded below by

meg, +min{k’, ey, }, (A.16)

with the same considerations about the strict inequalighbave.

The result then follows by noting that the value in (A.14)nsadler than the value in (A.16). Indeed, there are
two possible cases:

o If k' >¢,., then

n n
min{k’, ey, } = g4, > max q k' — Z £4:,0 p , becausé’ < ngi;

i=j+1 =g
o if k' < ¢eg4,, then we obtain
n
max { k' — Z €9:,0 p <K' =min{k', e, }.
i=j+1

We see then thal’ + F < 0. In a similar way we can see th&t+ F' > 0. As a consequence, if we consider
k() inthe intervals determined by Egs. (A.10)—(A.13), the SUl. ,, 2’;() can take any value in the interval
(C+ E,D + F), and in particular the value. Thus, there is a gambleg; satisfying conditions (A.7)—(A.9).

If we now apply this result in the manner described above, ne @& with gambles:], ..., k! such that
filx) =320 hi(x), ||hf]] < g, and)”_ ., hi(xz) = Oforalli = 1,...,n. Finally, repeating the process for
everyw we obtain the gambles/, . . ., h!’ required.

o

Proof of Proposition 21. We begin with the direct implication. From Lemma 39ifsatisfies sA3 then for every
f € Cthereis some; > 0 suchthatB(f;c5) N.A C C. As a consequencé,is an open subset of.

Conversely, leC be an open convex cone i, and let>- be the coherent preference relation giverpby ¢ <
p — q € C. We show that- satisfies SA3 by means of the characterization in Proposit®& Considelf € C,g €
A. By Lemma 39, there is someg > 0 such thatB(f;es) N A C C. In particular, givens € (0,1) such that
(1= B)(f —g)|l < ey, itholds that

1f=Bf+A =Bl =1A=B)(f -9l <ey=Bf+(1-B)ge B(fief)NA
As a consequencgf + (1 — 8)g € C and applying Proposition 18 we conclude thais strongly Archimedean. O

Proof of Proposition 22. R is the conglomerable natural extension®f, R|{w} (for all w € 2), as it follows
from [20, Proposition 29]. Therefore it is a coherent set aridvially includes R|{2 by construction. We are left
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to show thatR induces bottR; andRx. We begin by proving that th&-marginal of R is R¢. Consider an2-
measurable gamblg € R. Then there arg € R, andh € R|{?2 such thatf > ¢ + h. For anyw € (2 such that
h(w, ) # 0, it holds that

0 < I;lea%(h(w,x) < Iglea%f(waz) 7g(w7$) = f(w) 79(“)5

where in last equality we are using that bgthy are {2-measurable. On the other hand, for anye {2 such that
h(w,-) = 0itholds thatf (w) > g(w). Thus,f > ¢, and sinceR , is a coherent set of gambles we conclude that also
f € Rg. The converse inclusion is trivial.
Fix nextw € 2.1f fI;,,, € R, then there arg € Ry, andh R|$2 such thatf I, > g + h. For anyw’ # w, it
holds that
(Vz € X)0 > g(w') + h(w', z),

whence it must bg(w’) < mingex —h(w’,z) < 0. Thus, if we consider insteagl = gl;,,; > g € R and
h' = hiy, € R|f2, we also have thafly,, > ¢’ + h'. Taking into account that’ € R, it should beg’(w) > 0,
whencef I, > hly,, andthusf € Rx. Again, the converse inclusion is trivial. O

Proof of Proposition 25. (i) < (i7) This has been proven in [17, Proposition 6].

(1) = (i7i) Consider gambleg,g ¢ R. Using (ii), we have that/2 — f,e/2 — g € R for all ¢ > 0; whence
e—(f+g) € Rforalle > 0. By D2 and D4, it follows thaff + g — ¢ ¢ R for all e > 0.

(#i7) = (4) Using (ii), assume ex-absurdo that there is a gamldade > 0 such thath,e — h ¢ R. Using (iii), we
obtainthat. + e —h+ 6 =+ ¢ ¢ R forall § > 0, which contradicts D1.

(i) = (iv) Note that
apr + (1 —a)pa = pila + polac & (1 — a)(p2 — p1)la + a(pr — p2)lac € R,
and similarly
pila + polac =o'y + (1 — oo & (1 — ') (1 — po)la + o' (u2 — p1)lac € R.
Now, if P is a linear prevision,
P((1 = a)(p2 — p1)la + a(pr — p)lac) = (p2 — p1)(P(A) — o).
Hence, there are two possibilities: eittefA) < «, and thenP((1—a) (pe —p1)Ia+a(pr —p2)lae) > 0

and as a consequen@e— «)(p2 — p1)1a + a(pr — p2)lac € R; or P(A) > «, whence for every’ < o
it holds that

P((1 =) (1 — p2)Ta + o (2 = p1)lac) = (1 — p2)(P(A) — ') > 0,
and as a consequenge— o) (1 — po)la + ' (p2 — p1)lac € R.

(iv) = (i) If Pisnotalinear prevision, then its restriction to eventsuae additive, so there is some evdrguch

thatP(A) < P(A). Thenif we takeu; = 1, us = 0 anda € (P(A), P(A)),
apr + (1 —a)pe — (uila + polsc) = a — I4 ¢ R becauseP(A) > a,
and similarly giver’ € (P(A), «),
prla + polac — (&'pr + (1 — ') uz) = Ix — o’ ¢ R because?(A) < .

This is a contradiction. O
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Proof of Theorem 27. Let us begin by establishing the direct implication. Assitereabsurdo thaP is not domin-
ated by the strong produgt,, X P ,.. Then there are som@, € M(P,,) andPy € M(P,) suchthatP, x Py ¢
M(P). Thus, there is some gambfen £(2 x X’) such thatP(f) > (P» x Px)(f). On the other hand,

(Po x Px)(f) = Pa(Px(f]2)) > Po(Px(f[£2)),

and this is a contradiction with Eq. (23).
Conversely, let us prove first of all that the strong prodgtX P, satisfies Eq. (23). Considéty > P, and a
gamblef € L(§2 x X). Given the gambl&y (f|(2) on (2, there is somé, > P, such that

Po(Px(f192)) = Po(Px(f|12)),

whenceP, X P..(f) < P,(Px(f|£2)), and as a consequence (23) holds. Now. i£ P, X P, givenPy > P,
and agamblg € L(2 x X), P(f) < Po R P, (f) < Po(Px(f]|£2)). Hence,P also satisfies (23). O

Our next result is used in the proof of Lemma 28. It extend®[6position 25].

Lemma 40. Let P be a coherent lower prevision of(2 x X') with marginalsP,, P. If P, = Py is a linear
prevision, then the only independent produci®y, Px is the strong producP,, X Py, which coincides moreover
with P, (P (02)).

Proof. It has been established in [18, Proposition 7] that wignis a linear prevision, the® is an independent
product if and only if it dominate®, (P (:|{2)). Let us show that we must actually have the equality.
Given a gamblg¢, it holds that

P(f = Px(f[2)) 2 Po(Px(f — Px(f[£2))|£2)) = 0 and
P(—f = Px(=f|2)) = Po(Px(—f — Px(=f[£2))|£2)) = 0,

0=P(0) = B((f = Px(f[£2)) + (=f = Px(=f[2))) = B(f = Px(f[2)) + E(—f — Px(=f]£2)) 2 0,

and as a consequeng¥f — Py (f|£2)) = 0 for every f. From this it follows thatP(f — Px(f|2)) = —P(—(f —
Px(f|92))) = —P(—f — Px(—f|£2)) = 0 forevery f € L(2 x X). Now, it is a consequence of [33, The-
orem 2.6.1(e)] that

P(f) = P((f = Px(f12)) + Px(f|2)) < P(f — Px(f122)) + E(Px(f|2)) = Po(Px(f112)),

and since we have the double inequality we obtain the egqudlé# deduce in particular that the strong product, which
is an independent product, must also coincide Viiith( Px (+|£2)). O

Proof of Lemma 28. Let us first show that Eq. (24) is equivalent to the following:
(Vg,f € £)B(g — f) = inf P(g— f*). (A.17)

To show the direct implication, lgt := g — inf,,co P(g — f). Considered thanf,co P(¢’ — f*) = 0, we obtain
by Eq. (24) thatP(¢’ — f) > 0, whenceP(g — f) > inf,en P(g — f“). For the converse implication, it is enough
to consider thaP (g — f) > inf,en P(g — f«) > 0.

Now, in the particular case thdt is a linear previsionP (with marginalsP,, Pv), then Eq. (A.17) is in turn
equivalenttoP(—f) > inf,cq P(—f¥) = inf,ec o P(—f|w), whereP(:|f2) is derived fromP~ by Eqg. (21). This is
also equivalent to

P(f) 2 inf Px(flw)

because the former inequality has to hold for all gamlfles
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If Pis an independent product of its marginals, then it is inipaldr coherent withPx (-|£2), and by [33, The-
orem 6.5.7], this is equivalent tB(f) > inf,c Pv(f|w). Conversely, if it is coherent witlPx (-|£2), then by [33,
Theorem 6.7.3] it must b® = Py, (P~ (:|{2)), and then, by Lemma 4@ is an independent product.

Let us show now that (24) is preserved by taking lower enw=opetM be a family of linear previsions satisfying
Eq. (24), and také’ := inf M. Consider gambleg, g € L£(£2 x X'). Then for any > 0 there is somé € M such
that

P(g—f— b P(g—f*)) = Plg—f— wirelgﬂ(g —f¥)—e=Plg-f = nf P(g—f*)) —e2 ¢,

taking into account thaP > P and that it satisfies (24). Since this holds for any 0, we deduce thaP(g — f —
inf,en P(g — f*)) > 0 and as a consequenBealso satisfies Eq. (24). O

The next proof is a reformulation of the one given by Galatdraand Karni in [12, Theorem 1].

Proof of Proposition 29. The direct implication follows from Lemma 28. Let us prove ttonverse.

Letexp(M(P)) denote the set of exposed poititsf M (P). Sinces?2, X are finite, it follows from Straszewicz’s
theorem [25, Theorem 18.6] that (P) is the closed convex hull ekp(M (P)), and as a consequengas the lower
envelope of the set of exposed points. Let us show that edtlesé linear previsions satisfies Eq. (25).

In order to prove this, we are going to show first that the feilg condition is necessary for the factorisation in
Eq. (25):

(V21,22 € X)(Fhzy 00 € R) (Vo0 € 2)P({(w,21)}) = Ky s P{ (w0, 22)})-

To prove that this is the case, note that under the above thtomsglive get, for anw € 2,z € X, that

P({w}) = ;{P({(w,m’)}) = ;km,x/P({(w,w)}) :P({(ww)})(;kx,z/) (A.18)
and
P({a})kz,o :(%ZP({(W’@)}))%,I/ = Ze;z(km,m/P({(w’,x)})) = ZG:QP({(W’,JC’)}) = P({'}),
whence

PHaP)( D kew) =Y kewP({z}) = > P{a'}) =1

r'eX x'eX x'eX

This implies thatP({z}) > 0 and as a consequence that_, . ks 2) = using Eqg. (A.18), we conclude

thatP({(w, z)}) = P{w})P({z}).

Now, assume ex-absurdo that there is an exposed poafitM (P) that does not satisfy Eq. (25). Then, the reas-
oning above implies that we can find two elementsz, in X for which there is no reat such thatP({(w,z1)}) =
EP({(w,x2)}) for all w.

This in turn implies that there ate,, w, in {2 such thatP({ (w1, z1)}) = k1 P({(w1,22)}) andP({ (w2, z1)}) =
kaP({(w2,x2)}) for different non-negative real numbeks # k. Note that the inequalitie® ({(w1,21)}) #
kaP({(w1,22)}) and P({(w2,z1)}) # ki1 P({(w2,22)}) imply that P({(w1,z2)}), P({(w2,22)}) # 0 and that

k1, ko > 0. Assume without loss of generality that > k2. Then for every\ € (

1.
P({z})’

P(M g y{wi}) > P(Iizpy {wi}) andP(M,, y [{w2}) < P(I{z,y {w2}).

In particular, we can choose someé (k—ll, 1712) such thatP(A\*Iy,,y) # P(I{s,}). Consider then the gambles
hi = )‘*1{11} andhy = 1{12}

17From [25, Section 18], aexposedoint of a convex sef is a point through which there is a supporting hyperplanectvicontains no other
point of C.
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Assume for instance th&(h,) > P(hs) (if P(h1) < P(h2) then it suffices to reverse the argument below), and
let us define the gamblge L(2 x X)) by

fi2xX — R

0.2) {m(w,x) i Phnl{w}) = P(hal{e}),
’ ho(w,z) otherwise

It follows from this definition that

for {fff it P(hal{w}) > P(hol{w}),

h$  otherwise

whencef“t = hi', f«¥2 = h3>2.

Now, sinceP is an exposed point, there is a gamples £(X x (2) such thatP(g) < P’(g) for any P’ €
M(P), P' # P. Note that we can assume without loss of generalityf@t = 0, simply by redefining := g—P(g).
In particular, for everys > 0 it holds thatP(Ag) = AP(g) = 0, and therefore

(VA>0)P(Ag+hi — h1) = P(Ag+hy — f<*) =0,

taking into account that;" = h; because it is a’-measurable gamble.

Let us show that there is some> 0 such thatP(\g+h1—he) > 0. If this were not the case, then for every natural
numbem there would be somg,, € M(P) such thatP, (ng+ h1 — ha) < 0, whenceP,,(ha — h1) > nP,(g). Since
M(P) is a compact subset &> ¥I, which is a metric space, it is sequentially compact, soetieea subsequence
of (P,)nen that converges towards soni € M(P). If P'(g) > 0, then we have thaP’(hy — h1) > mP’(g) for
all m € N, which means thaP’(hy — h1) = 400, a contradiction. Thus, we must haf?(g) = 0 or, equivalently,
P’ = P.But P(hy — hy) = P’(ha — h1) > 0 by construction, while we have assumed before tP@t;) > P(hs).
This is a contradiction.

We conclude that there is somé > 0 such thatP(A\*g + hy — he) > 0. ThenP(A\*g + hy — f¢) > 0 for all
w € {2, since we have established that

B(A*g + hy — hl) >0 andﬂ()\*g + hy — hg) > 0.
On the other hand,

P(Ng+h—f) <PWg+hi—f)=P(n—f) =Y PHuD[P(ul{w}) — P(f“{w})]
wes?

= Y PHu)P(hl{w}) = P(hal{w})] < P({w2})[P(hil{w2}) — P(hal{w2})] <0,

WEN: fw=hy
sinceP({w2}) > 0 andP(h1|{w=2}) < P(ho|{w2}). This is a contradiction with (24). O
The next one is a technical result needed in the proof of Te@&0 below.

Lemma4l. LetP,, P, be two coherent lower previsions with a linear dom#irC £, and such thaP, (f) > P,(f)
for everyf € K. Let P, be a coherent lower prevision ahthat extends?,. Then there is a coherent lower prevision
P on L that extendg?, such thatP] > P5.

Proof. Consider the credal se¢t(P,) := {P linear : (Vf € K)P(f) > P,(f)}, and letM(P}) be the credal set
associated wittP;. DefineM = M(P,) N M(P,). This is the intersection of two compact and convex setg,iso i
also compact and convex. We start proving that it is not empty

Let us assume by contradiction th& is empty. Then we can apply the strong separation theore®3nAp-
pendix E3] and find a gambjgand a real number such thatP’(f) < u for everyP’ € M(P;) andP’(f) > u for
everyP’ € M(P}). This means that the upper enveldpe  of M(P,) satisfiesEp (f) < P5(f).
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SinceK is a linear set, we can regard it as a convex cone with theiadéitproperty thatC = —K. This allows
us to deduce from [33, Theorem 3.1.4] thé (f) = inf{P1(g) + p: f < g+ p,g € K} < P5(f); whence there
is somes > 0, some real and somey € K such thatf < g + pandPi(g) + u < Ph(f) — e. It follows that

f=9—n+Pi(g)+u<Pyf)—e= f—Py(f) —g+Pi(g) < —e = f— Py(f) — g+ Pi(9) < —,

taking into account thaP, (g) > P,(g9) > P,(g) = P5(g), given thaty € K and thatP, is an extension oP,. This
contradicts the coherence Bf,. We conclude that 1 is not empty.

By [33, Theorem 3.6.1}M induces a coherent lower previsigt) on £, andM (P}) = M = M(P;)NM(Py).
This implies that”; dominates”, as well asP, . In order to show that it is an extensionBf, it remains to prove that
P coincides withP, on K. Consider a gamblé¢ € K, and letP; € M(P,) satisfy P, (f) = P, (f). The restriction
of P, to K dominatesP,, so we can reason as before to conclude WdtP; ) N M (P5) # 0.

Note that any linear previsiof] in M(P;) must agree withP; on K, since this set is negation invariant and
we haveP;(f) > Pi(f) and alsoP;(f) = —Pi,(—f) > —P{(—f) = P/(f) forany f € K. Thus, we conclude
that there is a linear previsioR, that coincides withP; in X and dominateg®, on all gambles. It follows that
P} € M(Py) N M(P5) = M(P}). As a consequence (f) < P/(f) = P,(f), and since the converse inequality

holds trivially we conclude thaP| = P, on K. O

Proof of Theorem 30. If (2 is finite, the result follows from Proposition 29. Considextthe case of? infinite, and
assume ex-absurdo that there is a gamfbte 2 x X’ such thatP(f) < (P, X P, )(f). By Lemma 28, Eq. (24)
is preserved by taking lower envelopes, so we can redéfine min{P, P, X P, } and obtain a coherent lower
prevision onZ({2 x X) that is dominated by, X P, and satisfies Eq. (24).

Let us prove that for every natural numbethere exists a simple gambjg on {2 x X such thaf| f,, — f| < &.

Sincef is bounded, there exists some natural nunibsuch that-k < inf f < sup f < k. For everyn, there
exists a finite partition,, of [, k] with intervalsI}' of length smaller thad . Let us define the gambjg, on 2 x X
by

fo(w, ) =inf I if f(w,z) € I},

for every(w, z) € 2 x X. Then since the partitiofi,, is finite, we deduce that, is simple. Moreover, by construction
| fu(w,z) = f(w, )| < L forevery(w,z) € 2 x X.

Let us define next the relation

wr~w e Ve elX)flwz) = folw, ).

This is trivially an equivalence relation. It has a finite oenof equivalence classes{i;, . . ., z } denotes the finite
range off,, andX = {z1, ...,z }, then the equivalence classes are given by

{w : (V’L = 17 .. am)fn(wwrl) = th',}a
where(t1, ..., tm) € {1,...,k}™isfinite. In other words, the number of equivalence classesmost1, ..., k}™.
Let us denote these classes{ldy, ..., Be}.

Next, let us define the set of gambles
K:={g€L(2xX):(Vw~uw)g(w,z) =g 2)}
This is a linear set of gambles: given, go € K and reals\{, \s, it holds that
(A1g1 + A2g2)(w, ) = M gi(w, ) + Aag2(w, 2) = Aig1(w', 2) + Aaga(w', ) = (A1g1 + Aag2) (W', 2)

for everyw ~ w'.

The setC corresponds to the gambles that are measurable with retspiw finite partition{ B; x {x;} : ¢ =
1,...,m,j5=1,...,¢} of 2 x X, and by construction it includes the gamifje

Let P’ denote the restriction QP to K. Its marginals aré”;, and P ,., whereP", is the restriction ofP, to the
gambles that are measurable with respect to the parfition {By, ..., B;} of 2. Moreover,K is in a one-to-one
correspondence witlf({1,...,¢} x X), so we can regar@® as a coherent lower prevision defined on the set of
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gambles on a finite possibility space. Siésatisfies (24), so does its restricti®h. By Proposition 29P" is a lower
envelope of linear previsions satisfying Eq. (25), so treeetwo linear previsiong;, > P',, Py > P, such that

B(fn) = B/(fn) = (P;Q X PX)(fn)

By construction, we can rega#®, as a linear prevision defined on the set

{f € L(2): (Vo ~ ) f(w) = f(W)}
that dominated, on this domain. By Lemma 41, there is a linear previsian € M(P,,) that extendsPy,. This
means thaP(f,) = (P, x Px)(fn) > (P ® Px)(fn), and applying coherence, thB f) = lim,,—,c P(fn) >

limy, oo (Pp ¥ P2 )(fn) = (P ® Py)(f). SinceP is dominated by the strong produt, X P .., we conclude
thatP(f) = (P, X P,)(f), a contradiction. O

Proof of Proposition 33. For the direct implication, it suffices to show thatsatisfies Eq. (26).

Consider a seB and a gamblg € R|B. Then there ar¢; € Ry|B, f2 € R2|B such thatf = f; + f». Note that
by constructionS(f1), S(f2), S(f) € B and also there is some> 0 such thatB(f2 — ¢) € R. Let us prove that
Is(p)(f — £) € R|B. SinceS(f) C B, itholds that, for any > 0,

Isin(f —90) = B(f —08) +dIp\sy) = B(fi + fo —0) + dIp\ss) = B(f2 — ) + Bf1 + dIp\s(p);

the gambleB f1 + d1p\ 5(y) belongs taR,| B for anyd > 0; on the other hand3(f2 — &) belongs taR,| B for any
6 € (0,¢), and in particular fod = 5. As a consequencég s (f — 5) € R|B.

This implies thaﬁ|B satisfies Eqg. (26), and as a consequence so Bodherefore, its natural extensidis a
fully strictly desirable set of gambles. B

As for the converse implication, by constructioR|B C R for every setB, whenceR includes the natural
extension ofR. If R is a fully strictly desirable set, then it is the natural esien of a sefR’ satisfying Eq. (26).
Given a gamblef € R/, it follows from (26) thatf € R,|S(f) C R|S(f), and henceR’ € R C R. As a

consequencér is the natural extension Gt. O

Proof of Theorem 34. First of all, we are going to show th@ is coherent. For this, it suffices to show that the set
UierR2|B; avoids partial loss. Since for eveiye I the setR,|B; is a convex cone, given th&;(-|B;) is coherent,
the setU;crR2|B; incurs partial loss if and only if there is some finifeC I andg; € R2|B; for everyj € J such
thathEJgj < 0. In that case,

JjeJ Jj€J

for somef; € £ and some; > 0. As a consequence,

sup [ZB P(f,1B; >>] ) <0,

weUjesBj | oy

a contradiction with Eq. (28).
Let us show next thaR | B; satisfies Eq. (26). Considgre R|B Then there arg; € R1|B;, f2 € R2|B; such
thatf = f1 + fo. Note that by constructiof(f1), S(f2), S(f) C B;. Thus, forany > 0,

Ispn(f = 6) = Bi(f —0) + dIp,\s(y) = Bi(f1 + fo — 0) + 0Ips(p) = Bi(fa — ) + Bif1 + 0, s(p);
the gambleB; f1 + 61, s(y) belongs taR; | B; for anyd > 0; on the other hand, fof, there exists somg, € £ and
somes > 0 such thatfo = B;(g2 — (P;(g92|B;i) — €)), whence if we také € (0,¢) we obtain thatB;(f2 — §) =
Bi(g92 — (P;(92|B;) — (¢ — 9))) € Ra2|B;. As a consequencég s (f —0) € R|B.
We have obtained that the sﬁqBi satisfies Eq. (26) for all € I, and as a consequence so does the union
UieIiaBi- SinceR is the natural extension m‘ieﬂaBi, we deduce that it is a fully strictly desirable set. O

58



Proof of Proposition 35. Assume that a set of gambl® satisfies (26), and IR be its natural extension. Then by
definition of the natural extension, for evefyc R there are gambleg, ..., f,, € R’ and positive real numbers
A1, ..., A\, Such that

F=Isnf =D M.
j=1
By (26), for everyj € {1,...,n} there is some; such thatlgs,(f; —¢;) € R'. Let

flw)} > 0.

¢ = min{min \je;, min
J weS(F\U; ()

Note thatf > 0in Iss)\u,s(r,), Provided thatS(f) \ U;S(f;) # 0, sincef # 0in S(f), while f > 2?21 Aifi=0
outsideU; S(f;); moreover, since5(f) is finite we deduce thahin,cgs(s)\u;s(s,) f(w) > 0. Taking into account
that\;e; > 0 for all j, we conclude that indeed> 0. Moreover, we deduce also that

Isinus s (f —€) 2 0; (A.19)
to prove this, it is enough to reconsider tifat- 0in S(f) \ U;S(f;), and that < mingegs(s)\u,s(s,) f(W)-
Now,

M) —elsry 2 > Nlsi fi — €lu, sy — €lsimu, s
1 j=1

WE

Isip(f—¢) = (

\Y
NgER:

Nilsnfi = €lsgy)) — €ls(nu,sis)

<
Il
—

NE

Nils(r (fi —€5) —els(pnu;s(s)s (A.20)
1

<.
Il

where in the last passage we have useddhatmin; A je;.
Consider two cases:

o lf w e S(f)\U;S(fy), thenlsy(f —¢) > 0 = 37_, NjIg(s,)(fj — ;). where the inequality follows
from (A.19).

o If we U;S(f;), thenlgiy(f —¢) > Z?Zl Nilscry(fj —€5), as it follows from (A.20).

As a consequencés s (f—¢) > Z}’:l Nilsp(fi—e;z), and sincdg sy (fj—¢;) € R, we deduce thaltg ) (f —¢)
belongs toR. Thus,R also satisfies (26).
We conclude thaR is fully strictly desirable if and only if it satisfies (26). O
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