
STATISTICAL LEARNING DOES NOT ALWAYS ENTAIL KNOWLEDGE

BY DANIEL ANDRÉS DÍAZ-PACHÓN1,a , H. RENATA GALLEGOS1,b,
OLA HÖSSJER2,c , AND J. SUNIL RAO3,d ,

1Division of Biostatistics, University of Miami, addiaz3@miami.edu; bh.gallegos@med.miami.edu

2Department of Mathematics, Stockholm University, cola@math.su.se

3Department of Biostatistics, University of Minnesota, djs-rao@umn.edu

In this paper, we study learning and knowledge acquisition (LKA) of an
agent about a proposition that is either true or false. We use a Bayesian ap-
proach, where the agent receives data to update his beliefs about the propo-
sition according to a posterior distribution. The LKA is formulated in terms
of active information, with data representing external or exogenous informa-
tion that modifies the agent’s beliefs. It is assumed that data provide details
about a number of features that are relevant to the proposition. We show that
this leads to a Gibbs distribution posterior, which is in maximum entropy rel-
ative to the prior, conditioned on the side constraints that the data provide
in terms of the features. We demonstrate that full learning is sometimes not
possible and full knowledge acquisition is never possible when the number of
extracted features is too small. We also distinguish between primary learning
(receiving data about features of relevance for the proposition) and secondary
learning (receiving data about the learning of another agent). We argue that
this type of secondary learning does not represent true knowledge acquisi-
tion. Our results have implications for statistical learning algorithms, and we
claim that such algorithms do not always generate true knowledge. The the-
ory is illustrated with several examples.

1. Introduction.

1.1. Learning and knowledge acquisition. In the current era of scientific computing,
when large language models have seemingly achieved surprising levels of understanding and
discussions about artificial general intelligence are as abundant as nebulous, proper defini-
tions that can be accurately quantified are conspicuous by their absence. For instance, what
do we mean by “understanding” and “intelligence” in the previous paragraph? If explainable
AI is going to explain anything, it does require clear concepts capable of guiding the dis-
cussion to reach valid conclusions. Philosophers usually define knowledge as “justified true
belief” [21, 25, 37]. This means that an agent A knows a proposition p if the following three
properties are satisfied:
LK1 A believes p,
LK2 p is true,
LK3 A’s belief about p is justified.
If only properties LK1 and LK2 are satisfied, A learns p. Clearly, acquiring knowledge
requires more than learning. Therefore, even before further theoretical developments, we
obtain a simple but revealing fact:

CLAIM 1. Statistical learning does not always entail knowledge.
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The mathematical formulation of learning and knowledge acquisition, based on LK1-
LK3, was introduced in [24]. The main idea is that agent A uses data D to learn and acquire
knowledge about p. This approach has already been applied to determine which cases of cos-
mological fine-tuning can be known [15] (see also [13, 14]). Our approach to learning and
knowledge acquisition goes further in four ways:

(i) We develop the notion of discernment that was introduced in [24], further quantifying
how it imposes limits on learning and knowledge acquisition.

(ii) We focus on learning through feature extraction and Gibbs distributions, which is a nat-
ural and powerful approach.

(iii) We motivate Claim 1 through multiple examples and results in which knowledge can-
not be acquired, even if full learning is attained. This point was suggested but not fully
elaborated in [24].

(iv) We introduce the concepts of primary and secondary learning.

1.2. Active information. In order to describe (i)-(iv) in more detail, we will introduce
local measures of information since our approach to learning and knowledge acquisition de-
pends fundamentally on such measures. This is interesting because Shannon’s information
theory has been almost exclusively focused on global averages such as entropy, mutual in-
formation, relative entropy, etc. However, recent decades have seen a resurgence of unaver-
aged measures of information like local active information storage and local transfer entropy.
These measures have been used in origin of life [8, 40, 42], neuroscience [41, 43] as well as
cancer research and cell communication [30, 31]. All such measures can be seen as math-
ematical extensions of the more basic active information, which was originally proposed to
measure the amount of exogenous information infused by a programmer in a search, com-
pared to the endogenous information generated by a blind search [9, 10]. Formally, if the
distributions of the outcome of the programmer and the blind search are represented by two
probability measures P and P0 defined on the same measurable space (X ,F), active infor-
mation for a specific target T⊂X is defined as

I+(T) = I+(T;P0,P) = log
P(T)

P0(T)
,(1)

where we assume 0/0 = 0 by continuity. In particular, if the programmer reaches the target
with certainty (P(T) = 1), then (1) reduces to the self-information of T.

To this point, active information has been used in several areas. For instance, in genetics, to
quantify functional information in genetic sequence data [38, 39], and to compare selectively
non-neutral models to neutral ones in population genetics, where T was the event that a given
allele gets fixed [16]; in bump-hunting, using machine learning algorithms to find a bump T
[19, 29]; and in decision theory, to construct hypothesis tests that quantify the amount of
information added, or needed, to produce an event T [12, 18].

1.3. A mixed frequentist-Bayesian framework for learning and knowledge acquisition.
Following [24], in this article we apply active information to formalize the concepts LK1-
LK3 behind learning and knowledge acquisition. To this end, it is assumed that X is a set of
parameters of a statistical model; in this context, we take a mixed frequentist and Bayesian
approach. On the one hand, it is postulated that one element x0 ∈ X is the true parameter
value (a frequentist assumption). On the other hand, uncertainty about x0 is formulated as a
probability measure on X that varies between persons (a Bayesian assumption). More specif-
ically, P and P0 represent degrees of beliefs about x0 ∈ X , of an agent A and an ignorant
person I , respectively. It is assumed that A acquired data D that I lacks, so that P and P0 are
posterior and prior distributions on X that represent degrees of beliefs of A about x0, after
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and before he received data. In particular, if we choose T as the set of parameter values for
which a given proposition p is true, then the objective of A is to use data to learn whether the
proposition is true (x0 ∈ T) or not (x0 /∈ T), as quantified by the active information I+(T)
in (1). In this case, data represents the exogenous information that helps agent A modify his
beliefs LK1 about T compared to the ignorant person I . Knowledge acquisition goes be-
yond learning since it additionally requires LK3 that A learns about the proposition for the
right reason. This corresponds to increasingly correct beliefs about x0, not only increasingly
correct beliefs of whether x0 ∈ T or not (as for learning).

Our approach proposes a very sensible solution to the old dispute between Bayesians and
frequentists. We consider propositions and states of reality that are objectively true or false,
but learning and knowledge are naturally Bayesian. Thus, ontology is partially frequentist,
whereas epistemology is Bayesian. Our definitions differentiate between them, and this is an
essential aspect of our theory.

1.4. The novelties of this article. Given the mathematical framework outlined in Section
1.3, the novelties (i)-(iv) for learning and knowledge acquisition mentioned above can be
phrased as follows. Starting with (i), discernment is a crucial aspect of A’s learning and
knowledge acquisition process, which quantifies his ability to separate elements of X from
each other. We assume that A’s discernment is larger than that of the ignorant person I . We
mean by this that A’s beliefs P are measurable with respect to a finer σ-field on X than the
beliefs P0 of I . We prove general results on how A’s σ-field affects his potential to learn and
acquire knowledge.

As for (ii), we assume that data provide agent A with details about (modifies his beliefs
in) the values of a number of features of relevance for learning proposition p. Then A forms
his likelihood in such a way that P maximizes entropy relative to P0, among all probability
measures on X that are consistent with the beliefs of A about the values of the features. As
we shall see, this implies that P belongs to a family of Gibbs distributions.

Novelty (ii) also has relevance for (iii) since feature extraction is a commonly used tech-
nique for data reduction within statistical learning (see, e.g., [22, Section 5.3]). But, as a
consequence of the data processing inequality, feature extraction potentially implies a loss of
information, regardless of how large the data set used to form A’s beliefs about the values
of the features is [7, Section 2.8], [11, Problem 2.1]. This implies that the Gibbs distribution
beliefs of A about the value of x0 are limited by which features are selected in the first place.
We give a number of examples of how this provides fundamental limits in terms of learning
and knowledge acquisition.

The concept of secondary learning (iv) refers to the learning process of another agent Ã
who lacks data D but, on the other hand, uses other data D̃ to learn how much A learned and
acquired knowledge about the proposition. In other words, Ã learns and acquires knowledge
about A’s learning, but not necessarily about the proposition p itself. This also has an impact
on (iii) since machine learning algorithms often recapitulate the beliefs of humans, thereby
performing secondary (rather than primary) learning and knowledge acquisition. We also
demonstrate that the long-term effects of secondary learning are very similar to those of
synthetic primary learning, whereby a third agent A′ learns from synthetic primary data D′

generated by A.

1.5. Organization of article. Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define
what it means that agent A has learned whether a proposition is true or not and whether he
acquired knowledge about the proposition or not. Then, in Section 3, we introduce a general
framework for choosing the posterior distribution P as a Gibbs distribution that maximizes
the entropy relative to P0, given side constraints that data D provide. The concepts of Sec-
tions 2 and 3 are applied to learning and knowledge acquisition for feature-like data and
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Gibbs distributions in Section 4 and to secondary learning in Section 5. A discussion is pro-
vided in Section 6, whereas mathematical proofs are provided in Section 7.

2. Learning and knowledge. In this section, we reproduce the definitions of learning
and knowledge acquisition in [24]. We also elaborate more on the concepts of σ-fields and
discernment. In this context, we prove some new results (Proposition 2.1 and Theorem 2.4).

In order to formalize the notions of learning and knowledge acquisition, suppose we have
a set of possible worlds defined by the space of parameters X (i.e., each parameter value
x ∈ X defines a world), where x0 represents the true world, whereas {x0}c = X \ {x0} is a
collection of counterfactuals. For a given proposition p, we define a truth function fp : X →
{0,1} s.t.

fp(x) =

{
1 if p is true in the world x,

0 if p is false in the world x.
(2)

Our goal is to learn fp(x0), the truth value of the proposition in the true world. To accomplish
this, we define the set

(3) T= {x ∈ X : fp(x) = 1}

of worlds in which proposition p is true. The fact that p is either true or false in the true world
(i.e., fp(x0) ∈ {0,1}) is an assumption on the nature of reality aligned with a frequentist
understanding of fp(x0).

2.1. Discernment and belief. Let (X ,F) be a measurable space that we define in the
largest possible generality. That is, we assume that F = σ(O) is the Borel σ-field for the
collection O of open sets of X that makes (X ,O) a topological space. An agent A will
assign its belief about x0 according to a probability measure P, whereas an ignorant agent I
will assign its belief about x0 following a probability measure P0. Thus, P and P0 are the
respective predictors of A and I for x0, the value of the true world. With a slight abuse of
notation, we refer to P0(x) and P(x) as densities, regardless of whether the corresponding
probability measures are absolutely continuous, discrete or a mixture of both. For each set
A ∈ F , agents I and A will assign probabilities to A by integrating over A their density
functions P0(x) and P(x). More explicitly, the beliefs of A about A, in the presence of some
data

(4) D ∈∆

that I does not possess, are obtained as

P(A) =

∫
A
P(x)dx=

L(D | A)P0(A)

L(D)
,(5)

where dx is the Lebesgue measure ν(dx) of a Euclidean space if X is an open subset this
space and P is absolutely continuous, whereas dx is the counting measure if X is finite or
countable. Moreover, L(D | A) =

∫
AL(D|x)P0(x)dx/P0(A) is the average likelihood of the

parameters x ∈ A given the data D, whereas L(D) quantifies the overall strength of evidence
D, from the perspective of A. In more detail, we assume that there is a random variable D tak-
ing values on some measurable space (∆,D). For some underlying sample space Ω, we define
the random element (X,D) : Ω→X ×∆ that is (F ×D)-measurable. Moreover, to the mea-
surable product space (X ×∆,F ×D) we associate a joint law Q∗(x, δ) = P0(x)L(δ | x)
with marginals ∫

X
Q∗(dx, δ) = L(δ),

∫
∆
Q∗(x,dδ) =P0(x).(6)
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Thus, the beliefs of I correspond to the density of X , whereas the posterior beliefs of agent
A are obtained as the conditional density of X given the event {D =D}, expressed as

P(x) :=Q∗(x |D) = Q∗(x,D)∫
X Q∗(dx,D)

.(7)

The densities P0 and P are measurable with respect to σ-fields GI and GA, respectively,
with GI ⊂ GA ⊂F . This means that the beliefs of A and I are restricted to the information
in GA and GI , respectively. If

(8) GA = σ(A1,A2, . . .)

is generated by a countable partition

(9) P = {A1,A2, . . .}

of X , it is assumed that

(10) P(x) =
∑
i

pi1Ai
(x)

is piecewise constant over, and hence measurable with respect to, the sets in P that generate
GA. Similarly, the density of P0 is piecewise constant over the sets of a partition P0 that is
coarser than (9). The assumption that agent A is able to discern from a finer partition P of
X is natural, as it is often the case with refined experiments that they induce finer σ-fields
for the potential resolution that data D can provide about x ∈ X . This is particularly obvious
in the most extreme case, when the ignorant agent’s discernment is the trivial σ-field on X ,
generated by a partition P0 = {X}, and given by

(11) GI = {X ,∅}.

In particular, if (11) holds and X is bounded, then P0 has a constant density function over
X , making it necessarily the uniform distribution

(12) P0(A) =
|A|
|X |

for all A ∈ F , where |X | refers to the number of elements of X for a finite set, or the Lebesuge
measure |X |= ν(X ) when X is a bounded subset of Euclidean space.

It follows from equation (8) that A has no advantage over I in terms of discerning how the
probability mass is distributed inside the sets Ai that generate GA. On the other hand, if GA =
F , there is maximum flexibility in the choice of P. Therefore, it follows that the σ-fields
generated by countable partitions of the space X represent how much A and I are maximally
able to discern different possible worlds in X . We formalize this with the following definition.

DEFINITION 2.1 (Discernment). Let GA be generated by a countable partition of X , as
in (8). For any σ-field G such that GI ⊂ GA ⊂ G ⊂F , and any F -measurable function g,

EP(g ∥ G) =EP0
(g ∥ G) a.s.(13)

That is, the conditional expectation function x 7→ EP(g(X) ∥ G)(x) of agent A is the
same as that of the ignorant agent I . In particular, if g(x) = 1A(x) = 1{x ∈ A}, the indicator
function of A⊂ X , then EP(1A ∥ G) =P(A ∥ G), the conditional probability function of A
with respect to sigma-field G.

PROPOSITION 2.1. Let GA be generated by a countable partition of X according to (8).
If GI ⊂ GA ⊂ G ⊂F , the following follows:
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(1) If A ∈ GI , then P0(A ∥ GI) =P(A ∥ GA) = 1A, a.s.
(2) If A ∈ GA \ GI , then 1A =P(A ∥ GA) =P0(A ∥ G), a.s.
(3) The function EP(g ∥ GA) is piecewise constant over all sets Ai in (8) that gen-

erate GA. If additionally P(Ai) ̸= P0(Ai) and EP(g ∥ GA) is nonzero on Ai, then∫
Ai
EP(g ∥ GA)dP ̸=

∫
Ai
EP0

(g ∥ GA)dP0.
(4) P(T) =EP[EP0

(fp ∥ GA)].
(5) If GI = {∅,X}, P0(T) =EP0

(fp ∥ GI) a.s.

The first part of Fact (1) (P0(A ∥ GI) = 1A) implies that the ignorant agent I , within his
lower discernment GI , has the potential of knowing with certainty whether an event A ∈ GI

happened (i.e. x0 ∈ A) or not, by appropriate choice of P0. Consequently, Fact (1) implies
that if I has the potential to know A with certainty, so does agent A with his additional
discernment. Fact (2) says that had the ignorant agent I at least the same discernment as A,
he would have the potential to know with certainty whether any event A ∈ GA within A’s
discernment happened or not. Fact (3) says that, despite the LHS and RHS of (13) being
equal with probability 1, their integrals with respect to P and P0 can be different. Together
with Fact (2), it says that the conditional probability function of A can have different integrals
under P than under P0. Facts (4) and (5) are applications of the tower property. Example 7 of
Section 4 shows that discernment according to Definition 2.1 cannot be extended to a σ-field
GA that is not generated from a countable partition (8).

2.2. Learning and knowledge. Let us now formulate learning and knowledge in terms of
active information. Learning of proposition p is defined as follows.

DEFINITION 2.2. There is learning about p, compared to an ignorant person, if{
0< I+(T) and p is true in the true world x0,
0> I+(T) and p is false in the true world x0.

(14)

There is full learning about p (regardless of the beliefs of the ignorant person) if P(T) = 1
when p is true in the true world x0, or if P(T) = 0 when p is false in the true world x0.

REMARK 1. In words, agent A has learned about proposition p, compared to an ignorant
agent I , either when p is true and A’s posterior belief about p is higher than the prior or when
p is false and A’s posterior belief about p is smaller than the prior.

The agent A has fully learned p (regardless of the beliefs of the ignorant person) if the
posterior belief P about p is 1 when p is true or 0 when p is false.

An agent in a maximum state of ignorance is represented by a maximum entropy (maxent)
distribution P0 over X . However, the notion of learning a proposition is limited, as it does
not necessarily entail a particular belief about the true world. Therefore, it does not satisfy
the conditions of a justified true belief, which requires having a belief for the right reasons.
Knowledge acquisition is defined to cover this gap.

DEFINITION 2.3. Agent A has acquired knowledge about p, compared to an ignorant
person I , if the following three conditions hold:
K1 The criteria of (14) in Definition 2.2 are satisfied.
K2 x0 ∈ supp(P), the support of P.
K3 For all ϵ > 0, the closed ball Bϵ[x0] := {x ∈ X : d(x,x0)≤ ϵ} is such that I+(Bϵ[x0])≥

0, with strict inequality for some ϵ > 0, where d is a metric over X .
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FIG 1. Learning versus knowledge: The set of possible worlds is X = [0,1], the set of worlds where a given propo-
sition p is true is given by T, the true world is x0, and P0 is the uniform measure. Thus P0(T) = length(T)< 1.
The light blue region in the LHS represents the beliefs of an agent A1, whereas the gray region in the RHS
represents the beliefs of another agent A2. Since the beliefs of the two agents are fully concentrated in T,
PA1

(T) = PA2
(T) = 1. Therefore, the two agents fully learned about proposition p. However, since in the

RHS x0 /∈ supp(PA2
), agent A2 does not acquire knowledge, whereas agent A1 does as his beliefs are more

concentrated around x0 than those of the ignorant agent with belief P0. Nonetheless, full knowledge is not pos-
sible for A1 as PA1

is continuous.

Agent A has acquired full knowledge about p (regardless of the beliefs of the ignorant per-
son) if P= δx0

.

Condition K1 ensures that knowledge acquisition is a more stringent concept than learn-
ing, as illustrated by Figure 1. Condition K2 is mathematically equivalent to saying that A
has a positive belief for every open ball centered at x0 (i.e., if for all ϵ > 0, P(Bϵ(x0))> 0,
where Bϵ(x0) := {x ∈ X : d(x,x0)< ϵ} is the open ball of radius ϵ centered at x0), which in
turn explains Condition K3, that the beliefs of A are more concentrated around x0 than those
of I .

REMARK 2. The three requirements K1-K3 of knowledge acquisition from the first part
of Definition 2.3 amount respectively to
(1) A has learned about p, compared to the ignorant person.
(2) The true world x0 is among the pool of possibilities for A, according to his posterior

beliefs.
(3) The belief in x0 under P is stronger than that under P0.

The following result gives sufficient conditions for not having full learning (i. and iii.) and
full knowledge acquisition (v.), and sufficient conditions for obtaining full learning (ii. and
iv.) and full knowledge acquisition (vi.). In all cases, this is regardless of the data D that agent
A receives. In particular, conditions i. and iii. for not having full learning are such that the
truth function fp of proposition p in (2) is not GA-measurable.

THEOREM 2.4. For the topological space (X ,O), consider the measurable space
(X ,F), where F = σ(O). Let P0 be a probability measure on (X ,F) and define another
probability measure P on (X ,F) as in (5), where P0 and P represent beliefs about the true
world x0 ∈ X of two agents I and A respectively. Assume that P0 and P are measurable
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with respect to σ-fields GI and GA on X , with GI ⊊ GA ⊂F . Assume further that GA = σ(P)
is generated from a countable partition P , according to (8)-(9), such that P0(Ai)> 0 for all
Ai ∈ P and none of the Ai ∈ P is GI -measurable. Let p be a proposition that is true in a set
of worlds T ∈ F , defined in (3). Then
i. If for all A ∈ P , it holds that A ̸⊂ T and P0(A \T)> 0, then P(T)< 1. In particular, if p

is true in the true world x0, this implies that full learning of p is not possible.
ii. Suppose i. fails in the sense that there is an A ∈ P such that A⊂ T. Then we can choose

x0 so that p is true in x0, and P according to (10), so that there is full learning of p, i.e.
P(T) = 1.

iii. If for all A ∈ P , it holds that T∩A ̸= ∅ and P0(T∩A)> 0, then P(T)> 0. In particular,
if p is false in the true world x0, this implies that full learning of p is not possible.

iv. Suppose iii. fails in the sense that there is A ∈P such that A∩T= ∅. Then we can choose
x0 such that p is false in x0, and P according to (10), so that there is full learning of p,
i.e. P(T) = 0.

v. If there is A ∈ P such that {x0}⊊ A and P0(A \ {x0})> 0, then P({x0})< 1 and full
knowledge acquisition of not possible.

vi. If {x0} ∈ P , then it is possible to choose P according to (10) such that P(x0) = 1.

REMARK 3. The conditions imposed in Theorem 2.4 are, in general, easy to obtain, and
the result is true with great generality. Note in particular the following:

• Note that GI = σ(P0) is generated from a partition P0 coarser than P , with P0(A)> 0 for
all A ∈ P0. Since P0 is measurable with respect to GI , the conditional distribution of P0

is uniform over all A ∈ P0. This implies that the conditional distribution of P0 is uniform
over all sets A ∈ P of the finer partition as well.

• Suppose X = R, A = [a, b] ∈ P , T = (a, b), and that P0 is absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure on R. Then, full learning can be obtained in Theorem
2.4.i. even if T⊂ A. Thus the requirement that P0(A \T)> 0 for all A ∈P.

3. Maximum entropy and Gibbs posterior distributions.

3.1. Default choice of posterior. We will construct the posterior distribution P in (5)
from the prior distribution P0, using f = (f1, . . . , fn) a set of n feature functions fi :X →R,
i = 1, . . . , n, with fi(X) the value of feature i for some randomly generated X ∈ X . The
probability measure P is generated from P0 in such a way that outcomes in regions of X
where fi is large are either more or less likely under P compared to P0, given that the other
n− 1 features do not change. Let

(15) µi(P) =EPfi(X) = µi

represent the expected value of feature i= 1, . . . , n under P, and put µ= (µ1, . . . , µn). De-
fine Q as the set of probability measures on X . It is assumed that

(16) P= arg inf
Q∈Q(µ)

D(Q ∥P0)

minimizes the Kullback-Leibler divergence D(Q ∥P0) =EQ log[Q(X)/P0(X)] (or equiv-
alently maximizes the entropy relative P0) among all probability distributions Q ∈ Q(µ),
that is, all probability measures that firstly satisfy Q ∈Q, and secondly

(17) µi(Q) = µi, i= 1, . . . , n.

Using Lagrange multipliers, we motivate in Section 7 that the solution to the constrained
minimization problem (16)-(17) is the Gibbs distribution

P(x) =Qλ(x) =
P0(x)e

λ·f(x)

Zλ
,(18)
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with λ = (λ1, . . . , λn) = λ(µ) ∈ Rn a vector of dimension n chosen so that (17) holds,
whereas

(19) Zλ =

∫
X
P0(x)e

λ·f(x)dx=EP0
eλ·f(X)

is a normalizing constant, selected so that Qλ is a probability measure. In (19), we interpret
dx = ν(dx) as the Lebesgue measure when X is a subset of a Euclidean space or as the
counting measure when X is a finite set.

Let D ∈∆ be a data set as in (4) that is informative for the values of the n features. We
will assume that the expected features µi = µi(P) = µi(P(D)) in (15) are functions of D.
Formally, we may interpret the Gibbs distribution Qλ in (18) as a posterior distribution with
density

P(x) =
L(D | x)P0(x)

L(D)
(20)

when the prior distribution is P0 and the likelihood is

(21) L(D | x) = eλ·f(x).

Such a connection between Gibbs distributions and Bayesian statistics has been exploited in
high-dimensional statistics and statistical physics [1, 44]. When X is finite or bounded, it is
natural to impose a maxent prior P0 on X , equal to the uniform distribution (12). Note also
that the formal likelihood in (21) is proportional to a member of an exponential family with
parameter x ∈ X and sufficient statistic λ= λ(D) [26]. In particular, x is a natural parameter
of this family if x = f(x), so that the feature extraction does not entail any data reduction.
However, (21) is not necessarily an actual likelihood, since∫

∆
L(δ|x)dδ =

∫
∆
eλ(δ)·f(x)dδ

is typically different from 1. The vector λ of the formal likelihood in (21) will be chosen to
be consistent with the constraints (17) of the optimization problem (16) that data D in (4)
provide.

EXAMPLE 1 (Independent sample). Suppose data D = (D1, . . . ,DN ) is of size N ,
with components that are observations of independent and identically distributed variables
D1, . . . ,DN . From this it follows that the expected features {µ(Dk)}Nk=1 are observations
of independent and identically distributed random variables µ(Dk). If data is unbiased and
the second moments of all expected features exist, it follows that E[µ(Dk)] = f(x0) and
Var[(µ(Dk) =Σ where x0 is the true but unknown value of x, whereas Σ is a covariance
matrix of order n. We will also assume that

(22) µ=µ(D) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

µk(D)

is a sample average of the individually observed feature expectations.

The framework of Example 1 leads to the following asymptotic result for the expected
features µ and the posterior distribution P as N gets large:

THEOREM 3.1. Suppose the expected features are obtained from an independent sample
D = (D1, . . . ,DN ), as defined in (22), and that the other assumptions of Example 1 hold.
Then we have weak convergence

(23)
√
N(µ(D)− f(x0))

L→N(0,Σ)
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as N →∞. Let also P=P(D) refer to the solution of the optimization problem (16), with
µ=µ(D). Then

(24)
√
N(P(D)−P∞)

L→W

as N →∞, where P∞ is the Gibbs distribution (18) with µ(P∞) = f(x0), whereas W is
a Gaussian signed measure on X , with W(A)∼N(0,C(A,A)) and Cov(W(A),W(B)) =
C(A,B) for all A,B ∈ F , where C(A,B) is defined in the proof in Section 7.

EXAMPLE 2 (Finite populations). Suppose X = {x1, . . . , xd} is a finite set. We can gen-
erate X from a population E of (a large) size M , which is partitioned into d nonempty sub-
sets E = ∪d

k=1xk, corresponding to a partition X = {x1, . . . , xd} of E. The measurable space
(E, σ(X )) consists of all 2d finite unions of sets xi, and a distribution Q on (E, σ(X )) cor-
responds to probabilities yk =Q(xk) for k = 1, . . . , d. It belongs to the (d− 1)-dimensional
simplex

Q :=
{
(y1, . . . , yd) ∈ (R+)d : y1 + · · ·+ yd = 1

}
,(25)

where R+ is the set of nonnegative real numbers. The distribution

P= {p1, . . . , pd} ∈Q(26)

that is in maxent relative to P0 = {p01, . . . , p0d} is the Gibbs distribution

(27) pk =
p0ke

λ·f(xk)

Zλ
, k = 1, . . . , d,

with λ chosen to be consistent with side constraints (17). Since X is finite, without further
background information, and in accordance with (12), we impose a uniform and maxent prior
P0, that is, p0k = 1/d so that pk in (27) becomes

(28) pk =
eλ·f(xk)∑d
l=1 e

λ·f(xl)
, k = 1, . . . , d.

Since the simplex P in (26) is (d − 1)-dimensional, the number of features of the Gibbs
distribution (27) must satisfy 1≤ n≤ d− 1 in order to avoid overparametrization.

3.2. Biased choice of posterior. The likelihood (21) can be motivated in terms of giving
a posterior that is in maxent relative to P0. For these reasons, we will regard (21) and (12) as
the default choices of likelihood and prior. Let

(29) P̃(x) =
L̃(D | x)P̃0(x)

L̃(D)

be a posterior distribution, whose likelihood L̃ and prior P̃0 are possibly different from those
in (21)) and (12), respectively. Following [32–34] to measure bias in algorithms, and [17, 23,
45] to measure the bias of prevalence estimators of COVID-19, we use active information to
measure bias:

Bias(A;P, P̃) = I+(A;P, P̃) = I+(A;P0, P̃)− I+(A;P0,P) = log
P̃(A)

P(A)
(30)

towards A ∈ X by considering P̃ instead of P. In particular, when only the likelihood is
misspecified as

(31) L̃(D | x) = eλ̃·f(x)
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for some λ̃ ̸= λ, it follows that

(32) Bias(A;λ, λ̃) = log
Zλ̃(A)Zλ(X )

Zλ(A)Zλ̃(X )
,

where Zλ(A) =
∫
AP0(x)e

λ·f(x)dx.

4. Learning and knowledge acquisition for Gibbs distributions. We will now com-
bine the concepts introduced in Sections 2 and 3. That is, we consider learning and knowledge
acquisition when agent A has a Gibbs posterior (18), based on n feature functions f1, . . . , fn
and data D in terms of A’s expected beliefs µi = µi(D) about the values of the n features.
Since A forms his beliefs about x0, based on the largeness/smallness of the feature functions,
it is reasonable to define

(33) GA = σ(f1, . . . , fn)

as the smallest σ-field that makes all feature functions f1, . . . , fn measurable. Indeed, we
deduce from (12) and (21) that A’s likelihood as well as his posterior density P(x) in (18)
are both measurable with respect to (33). When the feature functions fi are binary indicator
functions of subsets of X , then (33) reduces to a finite partition version GA = σ(A1, . . . ,Al) of
(8), where n≤ l≤ 2n is the number of non-empty intersections the sets {f−1

i (0), f−1
i (1); i=

1, . . . , n}. In particular, l= n when the sets f−1
i (1) form a finite partition of X .

It follows from (18) that each feature i contributes to increase/decrease A’s beliefs about
x0 in regions where λifi(x) is large/small. This has an impact on learning about a proposition
p that is true whenever the value of feature i is at least a constant value f0. This corresponds
to a truth function fp(x) = 1T(x), with

(34) T= {x ∈ X : fi(x)≥ f0}

the set of worlds in which p is true. Proposition 4.1 provides details about learning p.

PROPOSITION 4.1. Consider a proposition p which is true in the set of worlds (34).
Assume further that

(35) min
x∈X

fi(x)≤ f0 ≤max
x∈X

fi(x),

with at least one of the two inequalities being strict. Then P(T) = Qλ(T) is a strictly in-
creasing function of λi, with

(36)
limλi→−∞Qλ(T) = 0,
limλi→∞Qλ(T) = 1

when the other n − 1 components of λ are kept fixed. In particular, agent A learns p (in
relation to the ignorant person I), if the two conditions below hold:

(i) λj = 0 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ {i},
(ii) either λi > 0 and f(x0)≥ f0, or λi < 0 and f(x0)< f0.

Equation (36) implies that, in principle, it is possible for agent A to attain full learning
about a proposition that is true when one feature exceeds a given threshold. It is enough in
this case for A to have data D that lead to the appropriate expected beliefs µ= µ(D) in the
values of the features, and the corresponding sufficient statistic λ = λ(D) of the likelihood
(21), that make Qλ(T) close to 1 (0) when p is true (false). However, as it will be seen
in Sections 4.1-4.4, for other types of propositions, neither full learning nor full knowledge
acquisition is guaranteed when the number of features is too small.
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4.1. Fundamental limits of knowledge for classification on finite populations. This sec-
tion presents examples of LKA for classification over finite populations. Example 3 illus-
trates with one binary feature that full knowledge might not be possible even if full learning
is obtained. Theorem 4.1 generalizes the situation to multiple features, proving that there are
fundamental limits for full knowledge acquisition.

EXAMPLE 3 (Finite populations with one binary feature.). Continuing Example 2, recall
that E is a population with M subjects, partitioned into d subsets (or subpopulations)

(37) X = {x1, . . . , xd}.

Assume that the first h subpopulations Nc := {x1, . . . , xh} are southern, whereas the re-
maining d− h subpopulations N := {xh+1, . . . , xd} are northern. Suppose the only feature
function

(38) f(xk) = 1N(xk)

is an indicator as to whether a subpopulation is northern. Assume that D provides A with
some information as to whether subject S resides in a northern subpopulation or not. More
precisely, based on data (4), A believes the probability is µ = EPf(X) that S lives in a
northern subpopulation. The Gibbs distribution (18) simplifies to

P(xk) =

{
1

h+(d−h)eλ = 1−µ
h ; k = 1, . . . , h,

eλ

h+(d−h)eλ = µ
d−h ; k = h+ 1, . . . , d,

whereas the σ-field in (33) is

GA = {∅,N,Nc,X}.

For a data set of size N , it follows from (23) that µ
p→ 1N(x0) as N →∞, where

p→ refers to
convergence in probability and x0 = xk0

is the subpopulation where S actually lives. More-
over, the limiting posterior distribution P∞ of (24), as N →∞, is a uniform distribution on
N if x0 ∈N, and a uniform distribution on Nc if x0 /∈N.

Consider the proposition

p : S resides in a northern subpopulation.

The truth function (2) of this proposition equals the feature function (38), i.e. fp = f which
implies that the set of worlds (3) for which p is true is

T= {xh+1, . . . , xd}=N.

Suppose p is true, i.e. x0 ∈ T. Whenever d − h ≥ 2, it follows that knowledge acquisition
requires more than learning. Indeed, learning occurs whenever

(39) P(T) =P(xh+1) + . . .+P(xd)>
d− h

d
=P0(T),

which, by Proposition 4.1 with n = i = f0 = 1, is equivalent to λ > 0. Define the metric
d(x, y) = 1{x ̸= y} on X . In particular, full learning is attained when the LHS of (39) equals
1. However, it follows from Condition K3 of Definition 2.3 that, on top of (39), full knowl-
edge acquisition is not possible when d− h≥ 2, since

(40) P(x0)≤
1

d− h
< 1.

We conclude that knowledge acquisition requires more than learning.
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Example 3 motivates Theorem 4.1 below. It gives sufficient and necessary conditions for
how large n must be to make it possible for A to attain full knowledge of any proposition.
Therefore, it can be seen as a result of fundamental limits of inference for full knowledge in
classification problems.

In what follows, ⌈x⌉ stands for the smallest integer larger or equal to x.

THEOREM 4.1 (Fundamental limits of knowledge). Consider a finite set (37) with n
binary features

(41) fi(x) = 1Ai
(x)

that are indicator functions for different subsets A1, . . . ,An of X . If

(42) n≥ ⌈log2 d⌉,
it is possible to choose the sets A1, . . . ,An and constants λ1, . . . , λn so that full knowledge
can be attained about any proposition p. Conversely, if n does not satisfy (42), for any choice
of n binary features, it is possible to pick x0 so that full knowledge acquisition is not possible.

The idea of proof of Theorem 4.1 is related to that of Theorem 2.4: The n binary features
(41) give rise to a finite partition of X . If n is too small, then at least one set of this partition
will necessarily have more than one element, making full knowledge acquisition impossible.

4.2. Coordinatewise features. In this section, we consider features that are functions of
the coordinates of x. We illustrate with two examples that having enough features is crucial
for full learning and knowledge acquisition.

EXAMPLE 4 (One feature per coordinate). Assume that

(43) X = [0,1]n = {x= (x1, . . . , xn); 0≤ xi ≤ 1 for i= 1, . . . , n}
is the unit cube in n dimensions, with coordinatewise feature functions

fi(x) = xi

for i= 1, . . . , n. Data (4) leads A to form an expected belief µi =EPfi(X) =EP(Xi) about
the value of each feature i= 1, . . . , n, but not about any dependency structure between these
features. The beliefs of A about x0 are given by the posterior density

(44) P(x) =

n∏
i=1

Pi(xi),

where

(45) Pi(xi) =

{
1, λi = 0,
λieλixi

eλi−1 , λi ̸= 0.

We deduce from (44) that A’s beliefs about the n coordinates of x0 are independent. In spite
of this, it follows from (33) that the discernment σ-field is maximal (GA =F ). The following
theorem proves that neither full learning nor full knowledge is guaranteed for A.

THEOREM 4.2. In the setting of Example 4, consider propositions p with

(46) T= {x ∈ [0,1]n;fp(x) = 1}=×n
i=1[ai, bi],

where 0 ≤ ai < bi ≤ 1 for i = 1, . . . , n. For propositions p that satisfy (46) and are true
(x0 ∈ T), full learning of p is possible for A if and only if at least one of the two conditions
ai = 0 and bi = 1 holds for i = 1, . . . , n. Moreover, it is only possible for A to attain full
knowledge about p if, additionally, all coordinates of x0 are either 0 or 1.
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EXAMPLE 5 (Two features per coordinate). Assume n is even and that X = [0,1]n/2

is the unit cube in n/2 dimensions. For each coordinate xi, with i= 1, . . . , n/2, define one
linear and one quadratic feature

f2i−1(x) = xi,
f2i(x) = x2i .

Then (44) holds with

(47) Pi(xi) =
eλ2i−1xi+λ2ix2

i∫ 1
0 eλ2i−1t+λ2it2dt

.

Example 5 motivates the following result:

THEOREM 4.3. In the setting of Example 5, it is possible, by appropriate choice of λ, to
attain full learning and full knowledge of any proposition p such that either a) p is true and
x0 is an inner point of the truth set T in (3), or b) p is false and x0 is an inner point of Tc.

Theorem 4.3 shows that two features per coordinate make it possible for agent A to acquire
feature data D such that the corresponding choice of λ = λ(D) leads to full learning and
knowledge acquisition of a proposition p. In contrast, Theorem 4.2 reveals that it is typically
not possible for A to acquire full learning and knowledge about p when only one feature
per coordinate is available (regardless of the size N of the dataset D). With one feature per
coordinate, A is only able to form beliefs µi about the expected value of each coordinate i. In
contrast, with two features per coordinate, A is able to form beliefs about the expected value
µ2i−1 as well as the variance µ2i − µ2

2i−1 of the value of each coordinate i. Theorem 4.3
represents the limit when this expected value converges to x0i (component i of x0), whereas
the variance converges to 0. Note in particular that this agrees with the large sample limit of
(23), which in the context of Example 5 reads µ2i−1

p→ x0i and µ2i
p→ x20i as N → ∞ for

i= 1, . . . , n/2. Note also that the limiting posterior distribution P∞ in (24) is the point mass
δx0

-in Example 5, but a non-degenerate distribution in Example 4.

4.3. Piecewise constant posterior. In this section, we present two examples with features
that lead to piecewise constant posterior densities P. As will be seen, for this class of features,
full knowledge acquisition is never possible, although full learning is sometimes possible.

EXAMPLE 6 (Piecewise constant posterior in one dimension.). Suppose X = (0,1] is the
unit interval, which is divided into n equally large and disjoint sets Ai = ((i− 1)/n, i/n] for
i= 1, . . . , n. The feature functions

(48) fi(x) = 1Ai
(x)

are indicator functions for these intervals. Data D in (4) provides A with information about
the expected features µi =EPfi(X) =P(Ai) for i= 1, . . . , n. Assume also that the ignorant
agent I has a uniform density P0(x) = 1 on X , according to (12). From this, it follows that
the posterior density (18) of A is piecewise constant

(49) P(x) =

n∑
i=1

pi1Ai
(x)

over each Ai, as in (10), with values

(50) pi = nµi =
neλi

eλ1 + . . .+ eλn
∝ eλi .
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Note that the feature functions are linearly dependent:

(51)
n∑

i=1

fi(x) = 1.

For this reason, one of them is redundant. Nonetheless, it is still convenient to have n (rather
than n − 1) feature functions because of symmetry. The linear dependency (51) implies,
however, that λ does not uniquely characterize P since we may add the same constant to all
λi without changing P. Without loss of generality, we can therefore assume that λ is chosen
so that the last proportionality of (50) is an equality, which implies that n= eλ1 + · · ·+ eλn .
We conclude from (33) and (48) that

GA = σ(A1, . . . ,An)

is the set of all 2n finite unions of sets Ai (this corresponds to a finite partition of X of size n
in (9), in order to generate GA). Hence, 1/n is the maximal resolution by which A is able to
discern between different possible worlds. The proposition

p : x0 belongs to Ai

has truth function fp = fi, and the set of worlds for which p is true is T = Ai. Suppose p
is true. It is possible then for A to fully learn p. This happens when µi = 1, or equivalently
pi = n, corresponding to the large (N →∞) sample limit of (23)-(24), with P∞ the uniform
distribution on Ai. But since A only knows x0 ∈ Ai, he still has not acquired full knowledge
about p. Indeed, in spite of the fact that µi = 1, it follows from (49), that for any ε < 1/(2n),
for B=B(x0, ϵ),

(52) P(B) = 1−P(Bc) = 1− n|Ai \B| ≤ 1− nε.

Suppose n = 10, with x0 the observed value of a uniformly distributed random variable
X ∈ X . In this case, Ai is the event that the first decimal of X is i− 1, and data D provide
agent A with information about the first decimal of X . Consider the proposition

p′ : The second decimal of X is 5,

with T′ the set of worlds for which p′ is true. It is clear that

P(T′) =P0(T
′) = 0.1,

regardless of the choice of P in (49). For this reason, A does not learn anything about p′ (the
second decimal of X), no matter how accurate information he receives about the first decimal
of X . This is an illustration of Theorem 2.4, where it is not only impossible for A to learn p′

fully, but it is not even possible for A to learn anything at all about p′. In order for A to learn
about p′, he needs to acquire data about the second decimal of X , corresponding to n= 100
features. This makes it possible for A to fully learn p′, although he still does not acquire full
knowledge about p′ (cf. (52)).

Next, we generalize Example 6 by considering an r-dimensional piecewise constant pos-
terior that is obtained from a recursively partitioned binary tree. Its significance arises from
the fact that this is the structure used in the construction of classification and regression trees
[4, 36].

THEOREM 4.4. Let X = [0,1]r and P = {A1, . . . ,An} be a finite partition of X that
is obtained as a recursively partitioned binary tree, so that all Ai are rectangles with sides
parallel to the coordinate axes. Then, full knowledge is only attained if the number of features
n goes to infinity.

The details of the construction of the recursively partitioned binary tree and the corre-
sponding posterior distribution P are given in the proof in Section 7.
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4.4. Limits of discernment. In Example 7 below, we present a σ-field that turns out to
be inappropriate for representing the discernment of agent A. Instead, we will approximate
this σ-field with a smaller one that is a mixture of different piecewise constant features, as
in Example 6. This selection of features represents information loss, but we introduce it to
make it possible for A to form beliefs.

EXAMPLE 7 (Countable and cocountable sets.). Billingsley presents the following ex-
ample [2, Example 33.11]: Consider the probability space (X ,F ,Q), where X = [0,1], F
is the Borel σ-field on [0,1], and Q a continuous probability measure. Consider an agent A
whose discernment GA is given by the countable-cocountable subsets of [0,1] (i.e., B ∈ GA
if and only if either B is countable or Bc is countable). Then, for all A ∈ F ,

(53) Q(A) =Q(A ∥ GA),

a.s., since Q(A) is GA-measurable, integrable, and it satisfies the functional equation∫
B
Q(A)Q(dx) =Q(A)Q(B) =Q(A∩B) =

∫
B
Q(A ∥ GA)(x)Q(dx)

for all B ∈ GA. This follows since both sides are either 0 or Q(A), depending on whether B
or Bc is countable. However, every singleton of [0,1] is GA-measurable. Therefore, seeing
GA as discernment, since A is a union of singletons we would intuitively expect that

(54) 1A =Q(A ∥ GA).

However, this intuition goes wrong whenever Q(A) > 0, so that the union is uncountable.
Indeed, taking (54) together with (53), we obtain Q(A) =Q(A ∥ GA) = 1A, a contradiction
for all A such that Q(A)> 0. This example shows that the condition of having GA generated
from a countable partition (8) of X cannot be removed from Definition 2.1.

We will simplify Billingsley’s problem and construct a σ-field GA consistent with Defini-
tion 2.1. This is contained in the following result, which is proved in Section 7:

PROPOSITION 4.2.

1. Let A= {x1, x2, . . .} ⊂ [0,1] be a fixed countable set, and define

(55) GA = σ([0,1] \A, x1, x2, . . .)

as the σ-field generated by the complement of A and the elements of A (or equivalently,
the collection of sets B such that either B or Bc is a subset of A). Even though it is not
possible to express the posterior as a Gibbs distribution, it is sometimes possible to fully
learn and acquire full knowledge about a proposition p with the truth set T (cf. (3)). Full
learning is possible if either p is true and A ∩ T ̸= ∅ or if p is false and A ∩ Tc ̸= ∅. Full
knowledge can be attained if additionally p is true and x0 ∈ A ∩ T, or if p is false and
x0 ∈ A∩Tc.

2. Let

(56) G̃A = σ([0,1] \An, x1, x2, . . . , xn)

be constructed from the finite set An = {x1, . . . , xn}. Then, it is possible to approximate
the posterior with a Gibbs distribution of n features. Full learning and full knowledge
acquisition are possible under the same conditions as in Part 1, with An in place of A.
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5. Empirical side constraints and secondary learning. In this section, we analyze sec-
ondary learning, whereby an agent Ã learns about the learning of another agent A. Whereas
agent A has primary data D from the n selected features, agent Ã has secondary data D̃ about
A’s learning. In particular, this implies that the interpretation of λ in the Gibbs distribution
(18) differs between A and Ã. For agent A, λ= λ(D) is a sufficient statistic for doing infer-
ence about the parameter x, based on the feature data D that he receives. On the other hand,
for agent Ã, λ is a parameter of A’s posterior beliefs that needs to be estimated.

As a preparation, we will first, in Section 5.1, introduce optimization (maximum likelihood
estimation of λ) under empirical (secondary type of learning) side constraints.

5.1. Optimization under empirical side constraints. A variant of the optimization prob-
lem (16)-(17) is to assume that a sample

(57) D̃= {x1, . . . , xm}
of size m is available from X , with empirical distribution π =

∑m
j=1 δxj

/m, where δx refers
to a point mass at x. Replace (17) with empirical constraints

(58) µi(Q) = µi(π) =
1

m

m∑
j=1

∆ij , i= 1, . . . , n,

where ∆ij = fi(xj) is the j-th observed value of feature i. It has been shown in [35] that the
solution to the maximization problem (16) is given by P̃(x) =Qλ̂(x), where

λ̂= arg max
λ∈Rn

m∏
j=1

Qλ(xj)

= arg max
λ∈Rn

∏
x∈X

Qλ(x)
mπ(x)

= arg max
λ∈Rn

∑
x∈X

π(x) logQλ(x),

= arg max
λ∈Rn

Eπ(logQλ(X))

= arg min
λ∈Rn

D(π ∥Qλ)

(59)

is the maximum likelihood estimator of λ, when D̃ is viewed as a sample of independent and
identically distributed observations from the Gibbs distribution (18). From the third step of
(59) we find that Qλ̂ is the Gibbs distribution that maximizes the cross entropy between π and
Qλ. This is equivalent to saying that Qλ̂ minimizes the expected log loss Eπ[− logQλ(X)]
among all Gibbs distributions. It has further been noted (see, e.g., [3, 5, 20]) that the following
are convex optimization programs equivalent to those in (59):

λ̂= arg max
λ∈Rn

Eπ

(
log

Qλ(X)

P0(X)

)
= arg max

λ∈Rn
[D(π ∥P0)−D(π ∥Qλ)].

(60)

In particular, from the second step of (60) we deduce that λ̂ maximizes the expected value
Eπ[I

+({X};P0,Qλ)] of an active information measure.
However, recall from Section 1 that x ∈ X is the parameter that an agent A wants to

estimate, whereas λ parametrizes the beliefs of A. Since data D̃ provide information about λ
(and only indirectly about x0), in the next section we will use it for formalizing the concept
of secondary learning.
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5.2. Secondary learning and knowledge acquisition. Consider an agent Ã who does not
have access to data D in (4), in order to learn proposition p. However, Ã is in contact with
agent A, who has received data D and formed a Gibbs distribution posterior belief P(·;λ)
about x0, according to (18). Agent Ã receives a random sample D̃ of size m from A (as in
(57)), drawn from A’s posterior distribution (18). Based on this, agent A′ forms his beliefs
about x0 using either a maximum likelihood approach (Section 5.2.1) or a Bayesian approach
(Section 5.2.2) in order to estimate λ.

5.2.1. Maximum likelihood plug-in approach. In this section we assume that Ã forms
his beliefs about A’s beliefs about x0, from the plug-in posterior distribution

(61) P̃(x) =P
(
x; λ̂

)
,

where λ̂ is the maximum likelihood estimator of λ, defined in (59). It follows from (30) and
(32) that agent Ã believes that A has learnt an amount

(62) Î+(T) = I+(T) + Bias
(
T;λ, λ̂

)
about p, where I+(T) = I+(T;P0,P) is the actual amount of learning of A about p, whereas
Î(T) = I+

(
T;P0, P̃

)
is Ã’s estimate of this quantity. The following proposition gives an

asymptotic expansion of Ã’s expected estimate of A’s learning:

PROPOSITION 5.1. Suppose agent Ã forms his beliefs about agent A’s beliefs in x0
according to (61), based on a secondary learning data set D̃ of size m, drawn randomly from
A’s posterior distribution P=Qλ in (18). Then asymptotically, Ã’s expected learning about
agent A’s beliefs in proposition p is

(63) E
[
Î+(T)

]
= I+(T) +

C

m
+ o

(
m−1

)
as m → ∞, where T is the set of worlds (3) for which p is true, and expectation is
taken with respect to random variations in D̃. Moreover, C = tr

(
J−1H

)
/2, J = J(λ) =

EQλ

[
f(X)f(X)T

]
is the Fisher information matrix that corresponds to the maximum like-

lihood estimate (59) of λ, H is the Hessian matrix of the function λ′ → Bias (T;λ,λ′) at
λ′ = λ, whereas o

(
m−1

)
is a remainder term that is small in comparison to m−1 as m→∞.

5.2.2. Bayesian approach. Has Ã learned and acquired knowledge about p? Not neces-
sarily, since Ã tries to recapitulate the beliefs of A about p, based on data D̃, without having
access to original data D in (4) that A used in order to formulate his beliefs about p. It is
safer to say that Ã learns and acquires knowledge about how much A has learned about p.
This corresponds to an LKA problem with a true world

x̃0 = I+(T) ∈ (−∞,− logP0(T)] =: X̃ .

In order to define this LKA problem properly, in line with Section 2, in this section we take
a Bayesian approach about λ and treat it as a random parameter with a prior P0(λ) and
posterior

(64) P̃(λ)∝ L̃
(
D̃
∣∣∣ λ)P0(λ),

where L̃
(
D̃
∣∣∣ λ) is the likelihood defined in the first line of (59), used by agent Ã in order

to make inference about λ. This gives rise to a modified version

(65) P̃(x) =

∫
P(x;λ)P̃(dλ)
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of (61), that is, a modified version of agent Ã’s expected beliefs about A’s beliefs about
x0 ∈ X . In order to formalize Ã’s learning about A’s learning, consider the proposition

p̃ : Agent A has increased his beliefs that p is true.

This proposition is true if x̃0 = I+(T) ∈ (0,− logP0(T)] := T̃ ⊂ X̃ . Hence, agent Ã’s
amount of learning about p̃ is given by

Ĩ+
(
T̃
)
= log

P̃
(
T̃
)

P0

(
T̃
) ,

where

P0

(
T̃
)
=

∫
1
{
I+(T;λ)> 0

}
P0(dλ),

P̃
(
T̃
)
=

∫
1
{
I+(T;λ)> 0

}
P̃(dλ),

represent agent Ã’s beliefs in T̃ before and after he received data D̃ respectively. On the
right-hand side of the last equation, we made use of the simplified notation I+(T;λ) =
I+(T;P0,Qλ).

In addition, Ã also learns and acquires knowledge about how much knowledge A has
acquired about p. This corresponds to an LKA problem with a true world x̃0 = P(·;λ) ∈
Q=: X̃ , where Q is the set of distributions on X . From the posterior distribution (64) of λ
given data D̃, it is possible to compute a posterior distribution of the distribution P(·;λ) given
data D̃ for agent Ã. The latter posterior distribution can be used to define various aspects of
agent Ã’s learning and knowledge acquisition about A’s knowledge acquisition about p.

6. Discussion. In this paper, we used the concept of active information to analyze learn-
ing of a proposition and knowledge acquisition of the true world for an agent A who receives
data D in terms of a number of features that are of relevance for learning and knowledge
acquisition. This leads to a Gibbs distribution for the posterior distribution of the true world
that corresponds to the beliefs of A. We also introduced the concept of secondary learning
for an agent Ã who does not have access to original data D but rather receives data D̃ from
A.

Our work has implications for statistical learning, where an algorithm A receives data on
a number of features of an object x0 in order to learn and acquire knowledge about various
propositions of relevance for the object. We have highlighted potential limitations of such
statistical learning algorithms based on feature extraction: When the number of features is
too small, this type of primary learning is not always possible, and full knowledge acquisition
is not guaranteed.

The results of this article can be extended in various ways. Firstly, one can look at learning
and knowledge acquisition dynamically as a function of the size of the data set. This holds for
primary data D= (D1, . . . ,DN ) as well as for secondary data D̃= (x1, . . . , xm). For primary
data, under the assumptions of Example 1, it follows from (23) that agent A’s expected
beliefs µ about the values of the features will converge to f(x0), the true values of these
features, as N → ∞. However, if the number of features n is too small (independently of
N ), full knowledge acquisition will not be possible, even when N →∞ (cf. Theorem 3.1).
For secondary learning, we expect that asymptotically as m→∞, agent Ã learns perfectly
well about A’s learning and knowledge acquisition (cf. Proposition 5.1). Because of this, the
posterior distribution P̃ of agent Ã will not get concentrated around x0 as m→∞, but rather
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converge to the posterior distribution P of agent A. For primary and secondary learning, if
the data is increased one sample at a time, we can think of the resulting learning process as
a Glauber dynamics (Gibbs sampler). This makes it possible to analyze various asymptotic
properties of the learning process, such as fast mixing times [27].

Secondly, there are other types of artificial data sets than secondary data D̃ that can be used
for learning and knowledge acquisition. One such example is synthetic primary data D′. It is
possible, for instance, that synthetic primary data is one of the reasons why large language
models sometimes produce outputs with high error rates (see, e.g., [6, 28] and references
therein). In order to explain this concept, recall that primary data D ∈ ∆ is used by agent
A for making inferences about the true world x0 ∈ X . This primary data is an observation
of a random variable D on ∆, whose distribution is assumed to follow the mixed likelihood∫
L(·|x0)P0(x)dx of agent I (although the true likelihood, for data generated without bias,

is L(·|x0)). Recall also that secondary data D̃ ∈ Xm is an independent sample of size m,
generated by agent A from the distribution P on X that constitutes his beliefs about x0.
Synthetic primary data, on the other hand, is artificial primary data generated by A. It can
be viewed as an observation of a random variable D′ on ∆ whose distribution follows the
mixed likelihood L(·) =

∫
L(·|x)P(x)dx of A. Consequently, D′ and D̃ are both generated

by agent A, but for the different purposes of producing new (artificial) primary data and
informing about the beliefs of A respectively. In spite of this, synthetic primary data will
have similar asymptotic consequences as secondary data. In order to motivate this, assume
that synthetic primary data D′ = (D′

1, . . . ,D
′
N ′) of size N ′ is available to agent A′, where Dk

are observations of independent and identically distributed random variables D′
k. Then, in

the same way as for primary data (22), A′ forms expected features as a sample average

µ(D′) =
1

N ′

N ′∑
k=1

µk(D
′
k).

If primary synthetic data are consistent with the beliefs of agent A, µk(D
′
k) are observa-

tions of independent and identically distributed random variables µk(D
′
k) with E[µk(D

′
k)] =

µ(P). Analogously to Theorem 3.1, if we let N ′ →∞ it then follows that µ(D′)
p→ µ(P),

and consequently P′ p→ P, since P is the Gibbs distribution that corresponds to the limit-
ing expected feature µ= µ(P). This is to say that the posterior distribution P′ of agent A′

(just as the posterior distribution P′ for agent Ã) converges to P rather than a point mass at
x0. The conclusion is that neither synthetic primary data nor secondary data will generate full
knowledge about a proposition as the size of the data set increases, unless agent A has already
acquired full knowledge about this proposition. In particular, for objects that are either rare
and/or related to moral, ethical, and religious issues, it seems that synthetic primary learning
and secondary learning algorithms are subject to bias since these two types of learning ulti-
mately depend on others learning about the objects rather than the objects themselves. These
observations reinforce our claim that statistical learning does not always entail knowledge.

Thirdly, our results have implications for the learning of whether objects are fine-tuned or
not. Suppose, for instance, that we have a single feature (n= 1) of the Gibbs distribution (18),
i.e. a distribution P(x) =P0(x)e

λf(x)/Zλ that is an exponentially tilted version of P0. Such
a distribution has been used in [12] to model fine-tuning, with f(x) quantifying the amount of
tuning of x, and T= {x ∈ X ; f(x)≥ f0} a set of outcomes with a large amount of tuning (a
special case of (34) for n= 1). An exponentially tilted distribution P with λ > 0 corresponds
to an algorithm that more often generates outcomes with a large amount of tuning compared
to chance. In our setting, the set T is the truth set of a proposition p that object x0 has a high
amount of tuning. Moreoever, P0 and P (with λ > 0) correspond to beliefs of two agents I
and A, where A has stronger beliefs than I that the true structure x0 is highly tuned.
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Fourthly, in our approach to learning and knowledge acquisition, the posterior distribution
of agent A minimizes the Kullback-Leibler divergence to the prior distribution of agent I
among all distributions that satisfy side constraints in terms of expected features. This can be
viewed as a method of moments approach, where the moments of the features are used for
inference of the posterior distribution. In particular, this approach implies that the likelihood
(21) of the posterior distribution is not the actual likelihood of data but rather a solution to an
optimization problem. An alternative strategy is to use the true likelihood L(D|x) of agent A
for data D based on n features in order to define his posterior distribution (20).

7. Mathematical proofs.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.1. For A ∈ F , let g := 1A. Then (13) implies that

(66) P(A ∥ G) =P0(A ∥ G),

a.s. To prove Fact (1), assume A ∈ GI . Then

(67) 1A =P0(A ∥ GI) =P0(A ∥ G) =P(A ∥ G) =P(A ∥ GA),

a.s., where the first equality is due to the fact that 1A is a version of P0(A ∥ GI); the second
equality is due to the fact that A ∈ GI ⇒ A ∈ G; the third equality is due to (66); and the
last equality is due to the fact that A ∈ GA ⊂ G, since A ∈ GI . Moreover, the first and third
equalities in (67) are a.s.

To prove Fact (2), assume A ∈ GA \ GI . Then (66) implies that

(68) 1A =P(A ∥ GA) =P(A ∥ G) =P0(A ∥ G).

To prove Fact (3), let ci be the constant value of EP(g ∥ GA) =EP0
(g ∥ GA) on Ai. Then,

since P(Ai) ̸=P0(Ai), if ci ̸= 0 it follows that∫
Ai

EP(g ∥ G)dP= ciP(Ai) ̸= ciP0(Ai) =

∫
Ai

EP0
(g ∥ G)dP0.(69)

As for Fact (4),

P(T) =EP(fp) =EP[EP(fp ∥ GA)] =EP[EP0
(fp ∥ GA)],(70)

where the first equality is obtained by definition of fp, the second is an application of the
tower property, and the last one uses (13).

To prove Fact (5) observe that if GI = {∅,X}, then EP0
(fp ∥ GI) is constant a.s. The

result then follows from a second application

P0(T) =EP0
(fp) =EP0

[EP0
(fp ∥ GI)] =EP0

(fp ∥ GI)

of the tower property, with the last identity holding a.s.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4. All parts are proven in order:
i. For each set Ai of the partition P , define

(71) qi =P(T|Ai) =P0(T|Ai) = 1− P0(Ai \T)
P0(Ai)

< 1,

where the last step is a consequence of the assumptions P0(Ai)> 0 and P0(Ai \T)> 0.
It follows from the Law of Total Probability that

P(T) =
∑
i

P(Ai)qi <
∑
i

P(Ai) = 1,

where the inequality was deduced from (71) and the fact that P(Ai)> 0 for at least one i.
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ii. If i0 is the index for which Ai0 ⊂ T, choose x0 ∈ Ai0 and P(Ai0) = 1.
iii. Note that Tc = X \ T satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.4.iii.. Hence P(Tc)< 1 and

P(T) = 1−P(Tc)> 0.
iv. If i0 is the index for which P0(Ai0 ∩T) = 0, choose x0 ∈ Ai0 and P(Ai0) = 1.
v. Make T= {x0} in Theorem 2.4.i.. The result follows.
vi. This is trivial.

Motivation that (18) solves the constrained minimization problem (16)-(17).
In order to motivate that the Gibbs distribution (18) is the solution to the minimization

problem (16)-(17), we will use Lagrange multipliers. Our goal is to find the distribution
Q ∈ P that minimizes the loss function

(72) L(Q) =

∫
X
Q(x)

[
log

Q(x)

P0(x)
−λ · f(x)− ξ

]
dx− (λ ·µ− ξ),

where µ= (µ1(P), . . . , µn(P))T . The minimizer of (72) must satisfy

0 =
∂L(Q)

∂Q(x)
= log

Q(x)

P0(x)
+ 1−λ(x)− ξ

for all x ∈ X , with solution

(73) Q(x) =P0(x) exp(λ · f(x) + ξ − 1).

The constants λ and ξ are chosen in (73) so that the side constraints (17) and
∫
X Q(x)dx= 1

are fulfilled, and this is equivalent to (18). □

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. Equation (23) follows directly from the Central Limit Theo-
rem. In order to prove (24), write P(x;µ) for the solution to optimization problem (16), and
let µ∞ = f(x0) for the limiting value of µ=µ(D) in (23). For each A ∈ F , we then use the
Delta method, that is, a first-order Taylor expansion

P(A;µ) =
∑
x∈A

P(x;µ)

around the point µ∞, according to

P(A;µ)≈P(A;µ∞) +P′(A;µ∞)(µ−µ∞)T ,

where P(A;µ∞) =P∞(A), P′(A;µ) = dP(A;µ)/dµ, whereas T refers to vector transpo-
sition. Then (24) follows from (23), with

C(A,B) =P′(A;µ∞)ΣP′(B;µ∞)T .

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.1. In order to verify that P(T) =Qλ(T) is a strictly increas-
ing function of λi, we use the same method of proof as in Proposition 1 of [12]. To this end
it is convenient to introduce P̃=Qλ̃, where λ̃= (λ̃1, . . . , λ̃n) has components

λ̃j =

{
λj ; j ̸= i,
0; j = i.

Define

(74)

J(λi) =
∑
x∈Tc

eλi[f(x)−f(x0)]P̃(x),

K(λi) =
∑
x∈T

eλi[f(x)−f(x0)]P̃(x),
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when X is countable, and replace the sums in (74) by integrals when X is continuous. Then

Qλ(T) =
eλif(x0)K(λi)

eλif(x0)[J(λi) +K(λi)]

=
K(λi)

J(λi) +K(λi)
(75)

=
1

J(λi)
K(λi)

+ 1
.

Since by assumption f0 is an inner point of the range of fi, it follows that 0< P̃(T)< 1.
From this, we deduce that J(λi) is a strictly decreasing function of λi, and/or K(λi) is a
strictly increasing function of λi. This implies that P(T) = Qλ(T) is a strictly increasing
function of λi. The lower part of (36) follows from the fact that

(76)
limλi→∞ J(λi) = 0,
limλi→∞K(λi) =∞

when both inequalities of (35) are strict. If only one of the two inequalities of (35) is strict,
then at least one of the two limits of (76) are valid, so that (36) still holds. The upper part of
(36) is proved similarly.

The second part of Proposition 4.1 then follows from the definition of learning in Defini-
tion 2.2, and the facts that P=Qλ and P̃=Qλ̃ =P0 when λ̃= (0, . . . ,0).

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1. The Gibbs distribution (18) takes the form

(77) P(xk) =
exp [

∑n
i=1 λi1Ai

(xk)]∑d
l=1 exp [

∑n
i=1 λi1Ai

(xl)]

for some constants λ1, . . . , λn that quantify the impact of each feature on agent A’s pos-
terior beliefs. In this case, data in (4) provide A with information about the probability
µi =EPfi(X) =P(Ai) of each set Ai.

We will first show that whenever (42) holds, there are feature functions f1, . . . , fn in (41)
such that for any x ∈ X it is possible to choose the parameter vector λ= λ(x) of the Gibbs
distribution P in (77), that represents agent A’s beliefs, so that P({x}) = 1. This will prove
the result since, in particular for the true world x0, it implies that

(78) P({x0}) = 1.

is equivalent to full knowledge acquisition of A for any proposition p (see Definition 2.3).
With n as in (42) it is possible to write xk = (xk1, . . . , xkn) ∈ X as a binary expansion of the
number k− 1 for k = 1, . . . , d. Then choose the indicator sets of the feature functions (41) as

Ai = {xk;xki = 1}

for i= 1, . . . , n. Let x0 = (x01, . . . , x0n) be the binary expansion of x0 = xk0
, and let λ > 0

be a large number. Pick λ= λ(x0) = (λ1, . . . , λn) so that

λi =

{
λ; if x0i = 1,
−λ; if x0i = 0.

For each xk ∈ X we define the two subsets I0(xk) = {i;xki = 0} and I1(xk) = {i;xki = 1}
of {1, . . . , n}. It follows from (77) that

P(xk) =Ceλnk
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where nk = |I1(x0)∩I1(xk)|−|I0(x0)\I0(xk)| is an integer and C is a normalizing constant
assuring that P is a probability measure. Since k ∈ {1, . . . , d}→ nk is uniquely maximized
for k = k0 by nk0

= |I1(x0)|, equation (78) follows by letting λ→∞. This completes the
proof of the first part of Proposition 4.1.

Assume next that (42) does not hold, so that n < log2 d and 2n < d. For each binary vector
f = (f1, . . . , fn) of length n, define the set

(79) Bf = {x ∈ X ; f(x) = (f1(x), . . . , fn(x)) = f}.
Suppose d0 ≤ 2n of the 2n sets in (79) are non-empty. It follows from (77) that agent A’s
posterior density P(x) is constant on each non-empty set in (79). Since these d0 non-empty
sets form a disjoint decomposition of X , and d0 ≤ 2n < d, it follows that |Bf0 |> 1 for at least
one binary vector f0. If x0 ∈ Bf0 we deduce that P(x0;λ)≤ 1/|Bf0 | ≤ 0.5, regardless of the
value of λ. According to Definition 2.3, full knowledge acquisition is not possible for this
particular x0.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2. Recall that A forms his beliefs according the Gibbs distribu-
tion (44)-(45) for some vector λ = (λ1, . . . , λn), and that the set T of worlds for which the
proposition p is true is given by (46). Since we assume that p is true (x0 ∈ T), it follows from
Definition 2.2 that full learning of p is possible if we can find a vector λ such that

(80) P(T;λ)≥ 1− ϵ

for any ϵ > 0. Thus, we need to look more closely at P(T;λ). Equations (44)-(46) imply that

(81) P(T;λ) =
n∏

i=1

∫ bi

ai

Pi(x)dx=

n∏
i=1

G(ai, bi;λi),

where

G(a, b,λ) =

{
eλb−eλa

eλ−1 ; if λ ̸= 0,

b− a; if λ= 0.

Maximizing (81) with respect to λ, it can be seen that

(82) sup
λ

P(T;λ) =
n∏

i=1

Ḡ(ai, bi),

where

(83) Ḡ(a, b) = sup
λ

G(a, b;λ)

{
= 1; if at least one of a= 0 or b= 1 holds,
< 1; otherwise.

We deduce from (82)-(83) that

(84) sup
λ

P(T;λ) = 1

if and only if at least one of the two conditions ai = 0 or bi = 1 holds for i = 1, . . . , n. In
view of (80), this proves the first (learning) part of the theorem.

We also need to verify the stated conditions on the true world x0 = (x01, . . . , x0n) ∈ T that
make it possible for A to have full knowledge acquisition about p. In view of Definition 2.3,
we must verify that

(85) sup
λ

P(Bϵ(x0);λ) = 1

for any ball Bϵ(x0) of radius ϵ > 0 surrounding x0. Since each marginal density Pi in (45)
is monotone, it is clear that (85) holds only if for each i= 1, . . . , n, either x0i = 0 or x0i = 1,
with the maximum in (85) being attained in the limit where λi →−∞ if x0i = 0 and λi →∞
if x0i = 1 respectively.
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PROOF OF THEOREM 4.3. Assume without loss of generality that p is true (the proof is
analogous when p is false) and that the supremum norm d(x, y) = max1≤i≤n/2 |xi − yi| is
used as a distance between the elements of X . Since, by assumption, x0 = (x01, . . . , x0,n/2)
is an inner point of T, we can choose ε > 0 so small that the ball of radius ε around x0 is
included in T, i.e.

(86) B(x0, ε) =×n/2
i=1[x0i − ε,x0i + ε]⊂ T.

It follows from (44), (47) and (86) that

P(T)≥P(B(x0, ε)) =

n/2∏
i=1

∫ x0i+ε
x0i−ε eλ2i−1t+λ2it2dt∫ 1

0 eλ2i−1t+λ2it2dt
→ 1,

where the last limit holds if the components of λ are chosen pairwise, for each feature i =
1, . . . , n/2, so that

λ2i−i →∞,
λ2i →−∞,

λ2i−1 + 2x0iλ2i = 0.

The last displayed equation implies that agent A’s posterior density Pi(xi) for coordinate
xi is maximized at x0i and converges weakly to a point mass at x0i. Together with the co-
ordinatewise independence (44), this implies that P convergences weakly to a point mass at
x0.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.4. To X = [0,1]r we assign a uniform prior P0(x) ≡ 1. The fi-
nite partition P = {A1, . . . ,An} of X corresponds to n feature indicator functions (48), and
the posterior distribution is given by (49), with

(87) pi =
µi

|Ai|
=

eλi

|A1|eλ1 + . . .+ |An|eλn
∝ eλi .

Here µi =P(Ai) is agent A’s belief about the value of feature i, pi is the value of P(x) on Ai,
and |Ai| = ν(Ai) is the Lebesgue measure of Ai. Since the feature functions fi are linearly
dependent (51), without loss of generality we may choose λ so that the last proportionality
of (87) is an equality.

In order to construct the posterior distribution from a recursively partitioned binary tree,
the sets Ai must be r-dimensional rectangles with sides parallel to the r coordinate axes. In
more detail, we make use of a binary tree

T = {t1, . . . , t2n−1}= T1 ∪ T2
with 2n − 1 nodes, of which those in T1 = {t1, . . . , tn} are leaves, those in T2 =
{tn+1, . . . , t2n−1} are inner nodes, and t2n−1 is the root of the tree. In particular, Ai and pi are,
respectively, a region and a probability weight associated with leaf node ti, for i= 1, . . . , n.
Each node t ∈ T is represented as a binary sequence

(88) t= (mt1, . . . ,mtht
)

of length ht, where ht is the height of t, i.e. the number of edges of the path from the root
t2n−1 to t. Edge number k of this path corresponds to a left turn (right turn) if mtk = 0
(mtk = 1). The height of the whole tree is the maximal height

h=max(ht1 , . . . , htn)
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of all leaf nodes, and the tree is balanced if h = hti for all leaf nodes. For each t ∈ T , we
define the parental set

pa(t) =
{
{(mt1, . . . ,mt,ht−1)}, t ̸= t2n−1,
∅, t= t2n−1,

and the offspring set

off(t) =
{
∅, t ∈ T1,
{ch0(t), ch1(t)}, t ∈ T2,

where the two children of an inner node are defined through chl(t) = (mt1, . . . ,mtht
, l)

for l = 0,1. We also define t(k) = (mt1, . . . ,mtk) as the (ht − k)-fold parent of t for
k = 0, . . . , ht − 1, with t(0) = t2n−1 and t(ht − 1) = pa(t). The set Ai and the probabil-
ity weight pi are built recursively along the path that connects the root t2n−1 with ti ∈ T1. In
order to describe this construction in more detail, we associate with each inner node t ∈ T2
a splitting coordinate jt ∈ {1, . . . , r}, a splitting point at ∈ (0,1) and a splitting probability
qt ∈ (0,1). When t ∈ T2 is branched to have two offspring ch0(t) and ch1(t), we let

Bt = {x ∈ X ; xjt ≥ at}

be the splitting set associated with the right turn ch1(t), and its complement Bc
t the set that

corresponds to the left turn ch0(t), where xjt is the jt-th coordinate of x ∈ X . Then, for each
leaf node ti ∈ T1, put

(89) µi =

hti∏
k=1

[
q
mtik

ti(k−1)

(
1− qti(k−1)

)1−mtik

]
,

(90) Ai =

hti⋂
k=1

[
1
{
mti(k−1) = 1

}
Bti(k−1) + 1

{
mti(k−1) = 0

}
Bc

ti(k−1)

]
,

and

(91) |Ai|=
hti∏
k=1

[(
1− ati(k−1)

)mtik a
1−mtik

ti(k−1)

]
.

From (87), (89) and (91), it follows that, without loss of generality, the parameters λi of the
Gibbs distribution P can be chosen as

(92)

λi = log pi

=
∑hti

k=1

[
mtik log qti(k−1) + (1−mtik) log

(
1− qti(k−1)

)]
−
∑hti

k=1

[
mtik log

(
1− ati(k−1)

)
+ (1−mtik) log qti(k−1)

]
=
∑hti

k=1

[
mtik log

qti(k−1)

1−ati(k−1)
+ (1−mtik) log

1−qti(k−1)

ati(k−1)

]
.

If the feature functions fi are fixed (that is, if jt and at are fixed for all t ∈ T1), then agent
A chooses splitting probabilities qt for all t ∈ T1 in order to compute the feature coefficients
(92) of his posterior.

Since P is a partition of X ,

max
1≤i≤n

|Ai| ≥
1

n
.

Moreover, since each Ai is a rectangle, its diameter satisfies

diam(Ai) =max{d(x, y)); x, y ∈ Ai} ≥ |Ai|1/r,



STATISTICAL LEARNING DOES NOT ALWAYS ENTAIL KNOWLEDGE 27

where d(x, y) = max1≤j≤r∥xj − yj∥ is the supremum norm in [0,1]r . From the last two
displayed equations, we find that

(93) 2ε= max
1≤i≤n

diam(Ai)≥
1

n1/d
≥ 1

2h/d
,

where the last inequality follows from n ≤ 2h, with equality for balanced trees. Since all
Ai ∈ P are rectangles, and the posterior (50) is constant on each Ai, we deduce from (93)
that x0 ∈ X can be chosen so that

(94) P(B(x0, ε))< 1.

We see from (94) that n→∞ is a necessary condition in order to guarantee asymptotic full
knowledge of x0, i.e., P(B(x0, ε))→ 1 as n→∞ for each ε > 0.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.2. Observe that GA in (55) is the collection of sets B such
that either B or [0,1] \ B is a subset of A. The difference from Billingsley’s example is that
the set A is now fixed, not an arbitrary countable subset of [0,1]. Since GA is generated by
a countable collection (8) of sets, we apply (10) to conclude that the probability measure of
agent A must satisfy

(95) P(x) = p0 +

∞∑
i=1

piδxi
(x)

for some non-negative numbers pi satisfying
∑∞

i=0 pi = 1. That is, the belief of A about x0
is a mixture of ignorance (a uniform density with weight p0) and a belief that is supported on
A. This is to say that data D supply A with information that x0 either belongs to the set A or
it can be any other element of [0,1]. Consider, without loss of generality, the proposition

p : x0 belongs to the set [0.5,1].

It follows from (2) that fp(x) = 1T(x), with T = [0.5,1]. Although T /∈ GA and fp is not
measurable with respect to GA, if p is true and A∩T ̸= ∅ it is still possible for A to fully learn
p (when p0 = 0 and pi = 0 for all xi /∈ T in (95)) and additionally acquire full knowledge
about p (if also x0 = xi ∈ A ∩ T and pi = 1). Analogously, if p is false and A ∩ Tc ̸= ∅, it
is possible for A to learn p fully and additionally acquire full knowledge about p, if also
x0 ∈ A∩Tc. However, since P is constructed as an infinite sum, it is not possible to express
(95) in terms of a Gibbs distribution. This proves the first part of the proposition.

To prove the second part, consider the smaller σ-field (56) constructed from the finite set
An = {x1, . . . , xn}. It follows from (10) that the posterior belief of A must satisfy

(96) P(x) = p0 +

n∑
i=1

piδxi
(x),

for some non-negative numbers pi such that
∑n

i=0 pi = 1. The distribution in (96) can be
approximated by a Gibbs distribution (18) with n features, as follows: Assume 0 < xi < 1
for i= 1, . . . , n and choose δ > 0 so small that all Ai = [xi−δ/2, xi+δ/2] are disjoint. Then
introduce the spiky feature functions

(97) fi(x) = fi(x; δ) = 1Ai
(x) log δ−1
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for i= 1, . . . , n. Let also C= [0,1] \ ∪n
i=1Ai. It follows from (18) that the Gibbs distribution

based on features (97) is given by

P(x) = Z−1
λ

[
1C(x) + δ−1

n∑
i=1

1Ai
(x)eλi

]

= p0(δ)1C(x) + δ−1
n∑

i=1

pi(δ)1Ai
(x)

L→ p0 +

n∑
i=1

piδxi
(x),

(98)

where p0(δ) = 1/Zλ, pi(δ) = eλi/Zλ for i= 1, . . . , n, and Zλ = 1−nδ+
∑n

i=1 e
λi . The last

step of (98) refers to weak convergence as δ→ 0, with

p0 = lim
δ→0

p0(δ) =
1

1+
∑n

j=1 e
λj
,

pi = lim
δ→0

pi(δ) =
eλi

1 +
∑n

j=1 e
λj
, i= 1, . . . , n.

(99)

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.1. From the asymptotic theory of maximum likelihood esti-
mates, we find that the estimate λ̂ of λ in (59) is asymptotically normally distributed

(100)
√
m

(
λ̂−λ

)
L→N

(
0,J−1

)
as m→∞. Next we insert (59) into (62) and perform a second order Taylor expansion of
Bias

(
T;λ, λ̂

)
with respect to λ̂ around λ. Taking the expectation of this Taylor expansion,

with respect to random variations in D̃, and making use of (100), we finally obtain (63).
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