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Abstract. We consider credibility-limited revision in the framework of belief

change for epistemic spaces, permitting inconsistent belief sets and inconsistent

beliefs. In this unrestricted setting, the class of credibility-limited revision op-

erators does not include any AGM revision operators. We extend the class of

credibility-limited revision operators in a way that all AGM revision operators

are included while keeping the original spirit of credibility-limited revision. Ex-

tended credibility-limited revision operators are defined axiomatically. A seman-

tic characterization of extended credibility-limited revision operators that employ

total preorders on possible worlds is presented.

Keywords: Epistemic Space· Epistemic State· Credibility-Limited Revision· Non-
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1 Introduction

Much research in belief change theory is on the change of logical theories [8]. A well-

known and widely accepted approach for the revision of logical theories is revision by

Alchourron, Gärdenfors and Makinson [1] (AGM), which realizes the famous principle

of minimal change. Another belief change operation in this setting is credibility-limited

revision by Hansson, Fermé, Cantwell and Falappa [13]. This class of operations imple-

ments the idea that an (AGM) revision should performed only when the newly arriving

information is credible and if the information is not credible, the agent’s beliefs are

not altered. Intuitively, credibility-limited revision is a generalization of AGM revi-

sion; when one considers all potential information as credible, one would expect that a

credibility-limited revision is an AGM revision.

Apart from the classical setting of theory change, belief change is considered in

the more general setting of belief change over epistemic states by Darwiche and Pearl

[3,20,17]. In this setting, which has wide applications in iterated belief change [8], one

does not only consider the beliefs of an agent but also considers extra logical informa-

tion that guides the belief change process as part of the representation. To deal with this

expressive setting, both above-mentioned kinds of belief changes have been adapted to

this setting, i.e., AGM revision by Darwiche and Pearl [3] and credibility limited revi-

sion by Booth, Fermé, Konieczny and Pino Pérez [2]. A recent clarification of the Dar-

wiche and Pearl framework is the framework of belief change for epistemic spaces [20].

Agents’ epistemic states are bound to a specific type of representation, and an epistemic

space is an abstraction that describes the whole room of all possible epistemic states of

http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.07119v1
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an individual agent. Belief change operators for an epistemic space reside within these

representational bounds. We consider what is called here the unrestricted framework of

belief change for epistemic spaces, which means that inconsistent beliefs are permitted,

these are often neglected but not always [9].

This paper starts with the observation that when using the unrestricted framework

of belief changes for epistemic spaces, the given notion of credibility-limited revision

does not behave very well in the unrestricted case; all AGM revision operators are

excluded, and inconsistent belief sets cannot be handled. We deal with this observation

by providing the following results, which are also the main contributions1:

– [Extended Credibility-Limited Revision] We define extended credibility-limited re-

vision, which builds upon credibility-limited revision by Booth et al. [2]. For this,

we consider the axiomatic description of credibility-limited revision by Booth et al.

and identify one postulate that makes these exclude AGM revision operators and in-

compatible with inconsistent beliefs. For defining extended credibility-limited revi-

sion, we add two postulates to the original postulates by Booth et al. for credibility-

limited revision (and remove the postulate which makes them incompatible with

AGM revision). The additional postulates ensure that operators are excluded which

do not match the intuition of credibility-limited revision.

– [Semantic Characterization] A semantical characterization of extended credibility-

limited revision. This characterization is given in terms of functions that assign total

preorders to epistemic states, i.e., in the same style as the Darwiche-Pearl represen-

tation theorem for revision [3], respectively as in the semantic characterization of

credibility-limited revision by Booth et al. [2].

– [Genuineness] We show that extended credibility-limited revisions are a genuine

extension of credibility-limited revisions by Booth et al. [2] that include all AGM

revision operators.

The paper contains the proofs for all propositions and theorems given here. The next

section gives the background on propositional logic and order theory. In Section 3, we

present epistemic spaces, as well as AGM revision operators for epistemic states [3]

and credibility-limited revision operators by Booth et al. [2]. We observe in Section 4

that credibility-limited revision for epistemic spaces does not include AGM revisions

for epistemic spaces. Section 5 introduces extended credibility-limited revision and we

consider a semantic characterization of this class of operators. An example of extended

credibility-limited revision is given in Section 6, and we consider some properties of

extended credibility-limited revision operators. The last section, Section 7, summarises

the results presented here.

Before starting with the main content of the paper, we consider some remarks. This

paper is mainly developed from a technical perspective, and after the introduction we

do not focus on discussing applications and implications of the results given here and

delegate such a discussion to different paper. From a theoretical perspective, we should

be interested in considering belief changes on arbitrary epistemic spaces and arbitrary

inputs, as we do in this paper. A rationale is that this allows us to study belief change

independent of specific representations of epistemic states, respectively, in a way that

1 Some of these results are already part of the dissertation thesis by the author [17].
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the results apply to all possible representations, including those with inconsistent belief

sets. Doing so has the advantage that the theory applies to application scenarios that

have not been anticipated. One application of this is employing belief change operators

as descriptional theories, which is, in my opinion, a prerequisite for using belief change

theory in, e.g., approaches like cognitive logics [16]. In that sense, the purpose of this

paper goes beyond just generalizing credibility-limited revision; it exemplifies how to

generalise belief change operators to arbitrary inputs and representations.

2 Background

Let Σ be a non-empty finite propositional signature whose elements are called atoms.

With L we denote the set of all propositional formulas over Σ defined as usually using

Boolean connectives. We assume that the tautology ⊤ and the falsum ⊥ are elements

of L. The set of all Σ-interpretations is denoted by Ω and we write interpretations as

strings of atoms from Σ where an bar over an atom indicates that this atom is mapped

to false and otherwise to true. For instance, the interpretation ω = abc maps a to

true and b to false and c to true. The models relation |= between interpretations

and formulas is defined as usually and with JαK = {ω ∈ Ω | ω |= α} we denote the set

of all models of α. We say a formula α logically entails a formula β, written α |= β,

if JαK ⊆ JβK holds. These notions are lifted to sets of formulas X ⊆ L as usually, i.e.,

JXK =
⋂

α∈XJαK and X |= α if JXK ⊆ JαK. We say that X ⊆ L is deductively closed

if X = Cn(X), whereby Cn(X) = {α ∈ L | X |= α} is the closure under logical

entailment. With LBel we denote the set of all deductively closed sets. For α ∈ L we

define X + α = Cn(X ∪ {α}). Moreover, for M ⊆ Ω we define Th(M) = {α ∈ L |
M ⊆ JαK}. A formula α ∈ L, respectively a set X ⊆ L, is called consistent if JαK 6= ∅,

respectively JXK 6= ∅. A total preorder � on subset M ⊆ Ω is a relation � ⊆ M ×M
such that � is total, i.e., for all ω1, ω2 ∈ M holds ω1 � ω2 or ω2 � ω1, and transitive,

i.e., for all ω1, ω2, ω3 ∈ M holds that ω1 � ω2 and ω2 � ω3 imply ω1 � ω3. Note that

totality implies that � is reflexive, i.e., ω � ω holds for all ω ∈ M . A total preorder

≪ on M ⊆ Ω is called a linear order, if ≪ is antisymmetric, i.e., for all ω1, ω2 ∈ M
holds that ω1 ≪ ω2 and ω2 ≪ ω1 imply ω1 = ω2. The set of minimal elements of

X ⊆ Ω with respect to � is min(X,�) = {ω ∈ X | ω � ω′ for all ω′ ∈ X} and ≃
denotes the equivalent part of �.

3 Background on Belief Change for Epistemic Spaces

In this work, we model agents by the means of logic. Deductive closed sets of for-

mulas, which we denote from now as belief set, represent deductive capabilities. The

interpretations represent worlds that the agent is capable to imagine. The following no-

tion describes the space of epistemic possibilities of an agent’s mind in a general way.

Definition 1 ([20]; adapted). A tuple E = 〈E ,Bel〉 is called an epistemic space if E is

a non-empty set and Bel : E → LBel.

We call the elements of E epistemic states and use JΨK as shorthand for JBel(Ψ)K.
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Within this framework belief change operators are transitions from one epistemic state

to another when new beliefs are received, i.e., belief change operators for an epistemic

space E are global objects, functions on all epistemic states in the mathematical sense.

Definition 2. A belief change operator for an epistemic space E = 〈E ,Bel〉 is a func-

tion ◦ : E × L → E .

The framework of belief change for epistemic spaces can be instantiated to often-

considered settings of belief change. When E is the set of all belief sets over L and

Bel(Ψ) = Ψ , one obtains the classical setting of theory change [1], respectively the

setting considered by Katsuno and Mendelzon [15]. In iterated belief change, typical

instantiations for E are ranking functions by Spohn [21] or total preorders [3]. The

notion of an epistemic space by Schwind et al. [20] slightly differs from the notion

here insofar that here, we do permit inconsistent beliefs (cf. Definition 1). For that

reason we denote the framework considered here as unrestricted. We can (nearly) obtain

the restricted setting by considering only consistent formulas and demanding that an

epistemic space E = 〈E ,Bel〉 satisfies the following condition:

If Ψ ∈ E , then Bel(Ψ) 6= Cn(⊥) (global consistent)

Clearly, to study types of belief changes, one restricts the space of all belief change

operators for an epistemic spaces to specific classes of operators. In the following, we

consider such classes of operators.

AGM Revision. Revision is the process of incorporating new beliefs into an agent’s be-

lief set while maintaining consistency, whenever this is possible. We use an adaptation

of the AGM postulates for revision [1] for the framework of epistemic spaces [3], which

is inspired by the approach of Katsuno and Mendelzon [15]. A belief change operator

∗ for an epistemic space E = 〈E ,Bel〉 is called an (AGM) revision operator for E if the

following postulates are satisfied [3]:

(R1) α ∈ Bel(Ψ ∗ α)
(R2) Bel(Ψ ∗ α) = Bel(Ψ) + α if Bel(Ψ) + α is consistent

(R3) If α is consistent, then Bel(Ψ ∗ α) is consistent

(R4) If α ≡ β, then Bel(Ψ ∗ α) = Bel(Ψ ∗ β)
(R5) Bel(Ψ ∗ (α ∧ β)) ⊆ Bel(Ψ ∗ α) + β
(R6) If Bel(Ψ ∗ α) + β is consistent, then Bel(Ψ ∗ α) + β ⊆ Bel(Ψ ∗ (α ∧ β))

AGM revision is well-known for realizing the principle of minimal change on the prior

beliefs when revising. Note that AGM revision in the setting epistemic spaces is ex-

pressible, as the model is Turing complete [18]. However, in some epistemic spaces no

AGM revision operator exist at all [19].

Credibility-Limited Revision. Credibility-limited revision was introduced by Hansson

et al. [13] and restricts the process of revision to credible beliefs. To deal with epistemic

states, credibility-limited revision was adapted by Booth et al. [2]. A belief change op-

erator ⊛ for an epistemic space E = 〈E ,Bel〉 is called an credibility-limited revision

operator for E if the following postulates are satisfied [2]:
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(CL1) α ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) or Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ)
(CL2) Bel(Ψ⊛α) = Bel(Ψ) + α if Bel(Ψ) + α is consistent

(CL3) Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is consistent

(CL4) If α ≡ β, then Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ ⊛ β)
(CL5) If α∈Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) and α |= β, then β ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ β)

(CL6) Bel(Ψ⊛(α ∨ β))=











Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) or

Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) or

Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) ∩ Bel(Ψ ⊛ β)

The postulate (CL1) is known as relative success and denotes that either the agent keeps

its prior beliefs (falling back to prior beliefs) or the belief change is successful in achiev-

ing the success condition of revision (the beliefs get accepted for revision). Through

(CL2), known as vacuity, new beliefs are just added when they are not in conflict with

Bel(Ψ). The postulate (CL3), also known as strong consistency [13], ensures consis-

tency, and by (CL4) the operator has to implement independence of syntax. Postulate

(CL5) guarantees that when the revision by a belief α is successful, then it is also suc-

cessful for every more general belief β. The trichotomy postulate (CL6) guarantees

decomposability of revision of disjunctive beliefs.

4 Observations on AGM Revision and Credibility-Limited

Revision in the Unrestricted Framework

The approach for credibility-limited revision for epistemic spaces, as given by Booth

et al. (cf. Section 3), is made with the restriction to consider only consistent beliefs. In

the unrestricted framework of epistemic spaces, we also permit inconsistent beliefs, and

next, we observe now that in these cases, no credibility-limited revision exists at all.

Proposition 3. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epistemic space and let ⊛ be a belief change

operator for E. If E is not globally consistent, then⊛ is not a credibility-limited revision

operator.

Proof. If E is not globally consistent, then there is some epistemic state Ψ⊥ ∈ E with

JΨ⊥K = ∅, i.e., Bel(Ψ⊥) = Cn(⊥). Suppose now that ⊛ is a credibility-limited revision

operator. Because of that ⊛ satisfies (CL1) and (CL3). From (CL3), we obtain that

JΨ⊥ ⊛ ⊥K 6= ∅ holds. This is a contradiction, because due to (CL1), we also have that

JΨ⊥ ⊛⊥K = ∅ holds.

When consider belief changes in the unrestricted framework of epistemic spaces,

we observe that AGM revision operators are not credibility-limited revision operators.

Proposition 4. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epistemic space. Every AGM revision operator

for E is not a credibility-limited revision operator for E.

Proof. For each AGM revision operator ∗ for epistemic spaces holds JΨ ∗ ⊥K = ∅ due

to (R1) (as in the setting of theory change). Because of that, ∗ violates (CL3), as (CL3)

demands that JΨ ∗ ⊥K 6= ∅ holds. Consequently, ∗ is not a credibility-limited revision

operator.
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To describe Proposition 4 from the viewpoint of classes of operators, we define

the respective classes of operators. With AGMRev(E) we denote the class of all AGM

revision operators for E, i.e., AGMRev(E) = { ∗ : E×L → E | ∗ satisfies (R1)–(R6) },

and with CLRev(E) we denote the class of all credibility-limited revision operators for

E, i.e., CLRev(E) = { ⊛ : E × L → E | ⊛ satisfies (CL1)–(CL6) }. Proposition 4

yields the following results.

Corollary 5. For each epistemic space E holds:

AGMRev(E) ∩ CLRev(E) = ∅

5 Extended Credibility-Limited Revision

In the following, we extend credibility-limited revision [2] so that AGM revision op-

erators are not excluded in the unrestricted framework of epistemic spaces and that

operators exist, even when inconsistent beliefs are permitted. At first, we will observe

that just dropping (CL3) on the postulate side will include belief change operators with

undesired behaviour. We introduce two postulates that exclude operators with undesired

behaviour, which are meant to replace (CL3). By employing these postulates we define

extended credibility-limited revision. This sections ends with a semantic characteriza-

tion of extended credibility-limited revision.

5.1 Credibility-Limited Revision Without (CL3)

In Section 4, we showed that AGM revision operators are not credibility-limited re-

vision operators in the unrestricted stetting of belief change for epistemic spaces and

when inconsistent beliefs are permitted, no credibility-limited revision operator exists.

The cause for this is the postulate (CL3) of credibility-limited revision, e.g., AGM re-

vision operators are incompatible with the postulate (CL3). However, excluding (CL3),

respectively by just taking (CL1), (CL2), and (CL4)–(CL6), we would observe drastic

consequences, because we would permit operators that would yield randomly inconsis-

tent states for certain inputs. The following example contains a fairly simple operator

which has such a behaviour.

Example 6. Let Σ = {a} and let E⊥,a = 〈E ,Bel〉 be the epistemic space given by:

E = {Ψ⊥, Ψa} JΨ⊥K = ∅ JΨaK = {ab} .

Note that the function Bel is implicitly defined via Bel(Ψ) = Th(JΨK). We define a

belief change operator ⊛ for E⊥,a as follows:

Ψ ⊛ α =











Ψa if JαK = {a}

Ψ⊥ if JαK = {a} or JαK = ∅

Ψ if JαK = {a, a}
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Ψa Ψ⊥

∗ ∗
⊥,¬a

a

Fig. 1: Graphical representation of the operator ⊛ given in Example 6.

Figure 1 illustrates ⊛ graphically. We make two observations regarding ⊛:

Observation I. There are situations where ⊛ yields an inconsistent belief set for a

consistent formula (on a consistent belief set), e.g., we have JΨa ⊛ ¬aK = ∅.

Observation II. There are situations where ⊛ yields a consistent belief set for a

consistent formula α (on an inconsistent belief set) and yields an inconsistent belief

set for some consequences of α, e.g., we have JΨ⊥ ⊛ aK = {a} and JΨ⊥ ⊛⊤K = ∅.

Indeed, we obtained the intended behaviour.

Proposition 7. The operator⊛ from Example 6 satisfies (CL1)–(CL6) except for (CL3).

Proof. Violation of (CL3) is given by Example 6. From the definition of ⊛ we obtain

that ⊛ satisfies (CL1), (CL2), and (CL4). We show satisfaction of (CL5) and (CL6):

(CL5) Note that we have α ∈ Bel(Ψ) for each Ψ ∈ E and for each α ∈ L. Conse-

quently, ⊛ satisfies (CL5).

(CL6) Let γ = α ∨ β. For α ≡ β we obtain JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨ ⊛ βK from

(CL4). In the following we assume JαK 6= JβK. Observe that this implies JγK 6= ∅.

Next, we consider two subcases for Ψ ∈ E :

Ψ = Ψ⊥. Observe that we have JΨ ⊛ ϕK = JΨK = ∅ for all ϕ with JϕK 6= {a}.

Consequently, if a /∈ JγK, then we obtain JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨK = JΨ ⊛ αK =
JΨ ⊛ βK = ∅. If JγK = {a}, then we have JΨ ⊛ γK = {a} and we obtain

from JαK 6= JβK that either JαK = {a} or JβK = {a}. Thus, we obtain either

JΨ⊛γK = JΨ⊛αK or JΨ⊛γK = JΨ⊛βK by (CL4). We consider the remaining

case of {a} ( JγK. Then we have JΨ ⊛ γK = ∅. From JαK 6= JβK we obtain

that JαK 6= {a} or JβK 6= {a} holds. Thus, we obtain either JΨ ⊛γK = JΨ ⊛αK
or JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨ ⊛ βK.

Ψ = Ψa. Observe that we have JΨ ⊛ ϕK = JΨK = {a} for all ϕ with JϕK 6⊆ {a}.

Consequently, if a /∈ JγK, then we obtain JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨK = JΨ ⊛ αK =
JΨ ⊛ βK = ∅. If JγK = {a}, then we have JΨ ⊛ γK = ∅ and we obtain

from JαK 6= JβK that either JαK = {a} or JβK = {a}. Thus, we obtain either

JΨ⊛γK = JΨ⊛αK or JΨ⊛γK = JΨ⊛βK by (CL4). We consider the remaining

case of {a} ( JγK. Then we have JΨ ⊛ γK = {a}. From JαK 6= JβK we obtain

that JαK 6= {a} or JβK 6= {a} holds. Thus, we obtain either JΨ ⊛γK = JΨ ⊛αK
or JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨ ⊛ βK.

In summary, ⊛ satisfies (CL1)–(CL6) except for (CL3).



8 Kai Sauerwald

5.2 Defining Extended Credibility-Limited Revision

For extended credibility-limited revision we replace (CL3) by postulates that prevent the

behaviour given in Observation I and Observation II in Example 6. The first postulate

is

(CL3wcp) If Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is inconsistent, then Bel(Ψ) or α is inconsistent.

which is already known in its contrapositive formulation,

(WCP) If Bel(Ψ) and α are consistent, then Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is consistent.

as weak consistency preservation [13,14]. The postulate (CL3wcp) states that the incon-

sistency of the result of a change on Ψ by α is rooted in inconsistency of either Bel(Ψ)
or α. Moreover, we will assume satisfaction of the following postulate:

(CL3u) If Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is consistent and α |= β, then Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) is consistent.

The postulate (CL3u) states that the consistency of a change on Ψ by α is inherited

“upward” to all changes on Ψ by consequences of α. Regarding our observations in

Example 6: the postulate (CL3wcp) prevents situations like in Observation I, and the

postulate (CL3u) rules out situations mentioned in Observation II of Example 6. Con-

sidering (CL3), (CL3u), and (CL3wcp) yields directly the interrelation of these postu-

lates.

Proposition 8. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epistemic space and ◦ be a belief change oper-

ator for E. If ◦ satisfies (CL3), then ◦ satisfies (CL3u) and (CL3wcp).

Proof. Suppose that ◦ satisfies (CL3). Then, the antecedent of (CL3wcp) is never ful-

filled, and hence, (CL3wcp) is always satisfied by ◦. For (CL3u), observe that the con-

sequent of (CL3u) is always fulfilled by ◦. Consequently, (CL3u) is always satisfied by

◦.

Given these postulates, we define extended credibility-limited revision operators

for epistemic spaces in the following as operators that satisfy (CL1), (CL2), (CL3wcp),

(CL3u) and (CL4)–(CL6). For the sake of clarity, we give this set of postulates its own

naming.

Definition 9 (Extended Credibility-Limited Revision). Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epis-

temic space. A belief change operator⊛ for E is an extended credibility-limited revision

operator for E if ⊛ satisfies:

(ECL1) α ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) or Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ)
(ECL2) Bel(Ψ ⊛ α)=Bel(Ψ)+α if Bel(Ψ)+α is consistent

(ECL3) If Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is inconsistent, then Bel(Ψ) or α is inconsistent

(ECL4) If Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is consistent and α |= β, then Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) is consistent

(ECL5) If α ≡ β, then Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ ⊛ β)
(ECL6) If α∈Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) and α |= β, then β ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ β)

(ECL7) Bel(Ψ⊛(α ∨ β))=











Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) or

Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) or

Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) ∩ Bel(Ψ ⊛ β)
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5.3 Semantic Characterization

Next, we characterize extended credibility-limited revision operators semantically. Booth

et al. [2] proposed to use faithful assignments to capture the class of credibility-limited

revision operators. In the following, we present an extended version of their assign-

ments, which are meant to capture extended credibility-limited revision operators.

Definition 10 ((Extended) Credibility-Limited Assignment). Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be

an epistemic space. A function Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is called an (extended) credibility-

limited assignment for E if CΨ ⊆ Ω is a set of interpretations with JΨK ⊆ CΨ , and

�Ψ is a total preorder over CΨ , and bΨ ∈ {⊤,⊥} for all Ψ ∈ E such that the follow-

ing holds:

(CLA⊥) If bΨ = ⊥, then CΨ = Ω.

(Extended) credibility-limited assignments carry two kinds of information. First,

CΨ describes semantically all consistent beliefs denoted as credible and bΨ represents

whether an inconsistent formula is considered as credible or not. Note that bΨ is an

extension to the assignments considered by Booth et al. [2]. Second, the total preorder

�Ψ serves the same purpose as in Katsuno-Mendelzon characterzation of revision [15];

representing the preferences of the agent. Note that �Ψ might be a relation over a strict

subset of Ω.

Definition 11. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epistemic space. A credibility-limited assign-

ment Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) for E is called faithful if the following holds:

(CLFA1) If ω1 ∈ JΨK and ω2 ∈ JΨK, then ω1 ≃Ψ ω2

(CLFA2) If ω1 ∈ JΨK and ω2 /∈ JΨK, then ω1 <Ψ ω2

We connect credibility-limited assignments with belief change operators by the fol-

lowing notion of compatibility [4].

Definition 12. A credibility-limited assignmentΨ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is called (credibility-

limited) revision-compatible with a belief change operator ⊛ if the following holds:

JΨ ⊛ αK =











min(JαK,�Ψ ) if JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅

∅ if JαK = ∅ and bΨ = ⊥

JΨK otherwise

(revision-compatible)

Given the notion of revision-compatibility, we will now show that faithful credibility-

limited assignments fully capture extended credible-limited revision operators for epis-

temic states.

Theorem 13. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epistemic space and let ⊛ be a belief change

operator for E. Then ⊛ is an extended credibility-limited revision operator for E if

and only if there is a faithful credibility-limited assignment Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) that is

revision-compatible with ⊛.
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Ψ⊥ Ψ{ab} Ψ{ab}

Ψ{ab}

Ψ{ab}

Ψ{ab,ab}

a∧¬b,¬b

¬a∧b,¬a↔b,

¬a,¬a∨¬b

¬a∧¬b

¬a∧
¬b,

b

a∧¬b, a

¬a↔b

a∧b, b,¬a↔b,¬a∨b

¬a∧¬b, a↔b

¬a∧b,¬a, b,¬a∨b

a∧
¬b, a,

¬b, a∨
¬b

⊥

∗ ∗ ∗

∗

∗

∗

Fig. 2: Graphical representation of the extended credibility-limited revision operator ⊛ given in

Example 14.

Proof (idea). Overall, the proofs follows a similar structure as the proof for the seman-

tic characterization of (non-extended) credibility-limited revision by Booth et al. [2].

Their proof is conceptually extended by dealing with inconsistency and adapted to deal

with the two different postulates (CL3u) and (CL3wcp). For the ⇒-direction, one has

to give a construction of an faithful credibility-limited assignment Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ )
that is revision-compatible with ⊛. The construction used in the full proof works as

follows. We set CΨ as follows

CΨ = {ω | JϕωK = JΨ ⊛ ϕωK}, (see [2, Remark 1])

for each Ψ ∈ E , where ϕω denotes a formula with JϕωK = {ω}. If JΨK 6= ∅ and

⊥ ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ ⊥), then we set bΨ = ⊥; otherwise we set bΨ = ⊤. For each Ψ ∈ E let

�Ψ ⊆ CΨ × CΨ be the relation such that

ω1 �Ψ ω2 if and only if ω1 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K

holds, where ϕω1,ω2
denotes a formula with Jϕω1,ω2

K = {ω1, ω2}.

6 Example and Properties

In the following, we consider an example for an extended credibility-limited revision

operator and demonstrate the semantic characterization by Theorem 13.

Example 14. Let Σ = {a, b} and let Eex = 〈E ,Bel〉 be the epistemic space where

E = {Ψ⊥, Ψ{ab}, Ψ{ab}, Ψ{ab}, Ψ{ab}, Ψ{ab,ab}} is a set of epistemic states with:

JΨ⊥K = ∅ JΨ{ab,ab}K = {ab, ab}

JΨ{ab}K = {ab} JΨ{ab}K = {ab}

JΨ{ab}K = {ab} JΨ{ab}K = {ab}
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In the following, we obtain an extended credibility-limited revision operator ⊛ for Eex

by specifying a faithful credibility-limited assignment that is revision-compatible with

◦. We use the following linear order ≪ on Ω:

ab ≪ ab ≪ ab ≪ ab

We specify Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) stepwise. We start by providing CΨ for each Ψ ∈ E ,

which encodes semantically the set of those formulas that are considered as credible:

CΨ⊥
= ∅ CΨ{ab,ab}

= {ab, ab, ab}

CΨ{ab}
= Ω CΨ{ab}

= {ab, ab}

CΨ{ab}
= {ab} CΨ{ab}

= {ab, ab, aa}

We set bΨ = ⊤ for each Ψ ∈ E \ {Ψ{ab}}, and set bΨ{ab}
= ⊥. Meaning For each

Ψ ∈ E \ {Ψ{ab}} we set �Ψ ⊆ (CΨ × CΨ ):

�Ψ = ((≪∩ (CΨ × CΨ )) \ (CΨ × JΨK)) ∪ (JΨK × CΨ ),

i.e., �Ψ is the total preorder on CΨ such that min(CΨ ,�Ψ ) = JΨK and the remaining

elements in CΨ \ JΨK are ordered according to ≪. For Ψ{ab}, we specify �Ψ{ab}
⊆

(CΨ{ab}
× CΨ{ab}

) as follows:

ab �Ψ{ab}
ab ab �Ψ{ab}

ab ab �Ψ{ab}
ab

ab �Ψ{ab}
ab ab �Ψ{ab}

ab ab �Ψ{ab}
ab

ab �Ψ{ab}
ab

Because (CLA⊥), (CLFA1), and (CLFA2) are satisfied, Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is a faithful

credibility-limited assignment. A belief change operator⊛ forEex that is revision-compatible

with Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is then:

Ψ ⊛ α =



















ΨJΨK∩JαK if JΨK ∩ JαK 6= ∅

Ψ⊥ if JΨK = ∅ and Ψ = Ψ{ab}

Ψ{ab,ab} if {ab, ab} ⊆ JαK and Ψ = Ψ{ab}

Ψmin(JαK,≪) otherwise

By Theorem 13, we obtain that ⊛ is an extended credibility-limited revision operator.

A graphical representation of this operator is given in Figure 2.

Note that ⊛ in Example 14 has properties that AGM revision operators do not have.

The beliefs accepted for revision are not the full language L. The selection of beliefs

accepted for revision is done individually for each epistemic state. Inconsistent beliefs

are only accepted for revision in selected epistemic states. Moreover, ⊛ in Example

14 demonstrates that in contrast to the credibility-limited revision operators considered

by Booth et al. [2] (cf. Section 3), extended credibility-limited revision operators, as

defined in Definition 9, are able to deal with inconsistent input and with inconsistent
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epistemic states, and therefore make use of the full unrestricted framework of belief

change for epistemic spaces, as introduced in Section 3.

The following proposition points out that our generalization approach is successful

in the sense that every AGM revision operator for epistemic states is indeed an extended

credibility-limited revision operator in the sense of Definition 9.

Proposition 15. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epistemic space and let ∗ be a belief change

operator for E. The operator ∗ is an AGM revision operator for E if and only if ∗ is an

extended credibility-limited revision operator for E which is revision-compatible with

some faithful credibility-limited assignment Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) where CΨ = Ω and

bΨ = ⊥ holds for each Ψ ∈ E .

Proof (idea). We consider both directions of the claim independently.

⇒ Suppose that ∗ is an AGM revision operator for E. We use the credibility-limited

assignment Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) given by:

CΨ = Ω bΨ = ⊥ ω1 �Ψ ω2 if ω1 ∈ JΨ ∗ ϕω1,ω2
K

The proof by Darwiche and Pearl [3, Thm. 9] yields that Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is

faithful and revision-compatible with ⊛.

⇐ Suppose that ∗ is an extended credibility-limited revision operator for E and Ψ 7→
(�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is as given above. We obtain that ∗ satisfies (R2) and (R4), because

(R2) coincides with (ECL1) and (R4) coincides with (ECL5). Because CΨ = Ω
and bΨ = ⊥ holds, by considering the revision-compatibility one sees easily that

(R1) and (R3) are satisfied by ∗. To see that (R5) and (R6) are satisfies by ∗, use that

(ECL7) is equivalent to (R5) and (R6) whenever (R1)–(R4) are satisfied [11].

Next, we show that extended credibility-limited revision really extends credibility-

limited revision for epistemic states as advertised in Section 1. Therefore, we use Theo-

rem 13 to characterize operators that satisfy (CL1)–(CL6), including (CL3), when there

is no epistemic state with an inconsistent belief set (see global consistency, defined on

p. 4). Note that this is close to the setting originally considered by Booth et al. [2].

Proposition 16. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be a global consistent epistemic space and let ⊛ be

a belief change operator for E. The operator⊛ satisfies (CL1)–(CL6) if and only if there

is a faithful credibility-limited assignmentΨ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) that is revision-compatible

with ⊛ such that bΨ = ⊤ for each Ψ ∈ E .

Proof. We consider both directions independently.

⇒ If ⊛ satisfies (CL1)–(CL6), then (ECL1)–(ECL7) are satisfied (as (ECL3) and

(ECL4) are implied by (CL3)). By Theorem 13, there exists some faithful credibility-

limited assignment Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) that is revision-compatible with ⊛. Let

Ψ ∈ E be an epistemic state. From (CL3) we obtain that JΨ ⊛ αK 6= ∅ for each

α ∈ L. Consequently, we have bΨ = ⊤, as otherwise we would obtain JΨ⊛⊥K = ∅
by revision-compatibility.
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⇐ Suppose there is a credibility-limited assignmentΨ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) that is revision-compatible

with ⊛ such that bΨ = ⊤ for each Ψ ∈ E . By Theorem 13, we obtain that ⊛ sat-

isfies (CL1), (CL2), and (CL4)–(CL6). For satisfaction of (CL3) observe that by

revision-compatibility we obtain JΨ ⊛ ⊥K 6= ∅ due to bΨ = ⊤ for each Ψ ∈ E .

For all consistent formulas α we have JΨ ⊛ αK 6= ∅ due to the global consistency

of E .

With ECLRev(E) we denote the set off all extended credibility-limited revision op-

erators for E, i.e., ECLRev(E)= {⊛ : E×L → E | ⊛ satisfies (ECL1)–(ECL7) }. The

next proposition summarizes the interrelation between the class of extended credibility-

limited revisions operators, the class of credibility-limited revision operators and the

class of AGM revision operators in the framework of epistemic spaces.

Proposition 17. For each epistemic space E holds:

AGMRev(E) ⊆ ECLRev(E)

CLRev(E) ⊆ ECLRev(E)

Proof. The statement AGMRev(E) ⊆ ECLRev(E) is a direct consequence of Propo-

sition 15. From Proposition 16, we obtain CLRev(E) ⊆ ECLRev(E) whenever E is

a global consistent epistemic spaces. In all cases where E is not a global consistent

epistemic spaces, we obtain CLRev(E) = ∅ from Proposition 3.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we considered belief changes in the unrestricted framework of epistemic

spaces, which means inconsistent beliefs are permitted. Credibility-limited revision as

defined by Booth et al. [2] does not extend well to this unrestricted setting, as AGM

revision operators are not included and no operators exist when an epistemic state is

present that has inconsistent beliefs. Extended credibility-limited revision operators are

introduced, and we show that this class of operators deals with the before-mentioned

problems. All AGM revision operators are also extended credibility-limited revision

operators and extended credibility-limited revision operators do exists for epistemic

spaces with inconsistent epistemic states. Furthermore, a semantic characterization of

extended credibility-limited revision is presented. The approach here might serve as a

prototype of how to deal with inconsistent beliefs in the framework of epistemic spaces.

Especially, when considered other approach to belief change, e.g., like update [14,5]

and other kinds of non-prioritized belief change [7,12,6], in the framework of epistemic

spaces.
Finally, I like to remark that, independently, Grimaldi, Martinez and Rodriguez [10],

made a similar approach to extending credibility-limited revision, that also uses (WCP),
but does not use (CL3u) to deal with inconsistent belief sets. A comparison of both
approaches could be insightful.
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Appendix A. Full Proof of Theorem 13

We will make use of the following fact.

Lemma 18. Let � be a total preorder on M . For each X,Y ⊆ M it holds:

min(X ∪ Y,�) =











min(X,�) or

min(Y,�) or

min(X,�) ∪min(Y,�)

Theorem 13. Let E = 〈E ,Bel〉 be an epistemic space and let ⊛ be a belief change

operator for E. Then ⊛ is an extended credibility-limited revision operator for E if

and only if there is a faithful credibility-limited assignment Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) that is

revision-compatible with ⊛.

Proof. We consider both directions of the claim independently.

The “⇒”-direction. Let ⊛ be a credibility-limited revision operator for E. We con-

struct a mapping Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ). We set CΨ as follows

CΨ = {ω | JϕωK = JΨ ⊛ ϕωK}, (see [2, Remark 1])

for each Ψ ∈ E , where ϕω denotes a formula with JϕωK = {ω}. If JΨK 6= ∅ and

⊥ ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ ⊥), then we set bΨ = ⊥; otherwise we set bΨ = ⊤. For each Ψ ∈ E let

�Ψ ⊆ CΨ × CΨ be the relation such that

ω1 �Ψ ω2 if and only if ω1 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K

holds, where ϕω1,ω2
denotes a formula with Jϕω1,ω2

K = {ω1, ω2}. Next, we show that

Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is a credibility-limited assignment.

JΨK ⊆ CΨ . Let ω ∈ JΨK and ϕω such that JϕωK = {ω}. Clearly, ϕω is a formula

such that Bel(Ψ)∪ {ϕω} is consistent. From (ECL2) we obtain JϕωK = JΨ ⊛ϕωK.

Consequently, we obtainω ∈ CΨ from the definition of CΨ . This shows JΨK ⊆ CΨ .

�Ψ is a total preorder. Reflexivity is a direct consequence of totality, thus in the

following we show only totality and transitivity of �Ψ :

Totality. Let ω1, ω2 ∈ CΨ . We show totality by contradiction. Therefore, assume

ω1 6�Ψ ω2 and ω2 6�Ψ ω1 in the following. From the definition of �Ψ we obtain

ω1, ω2 /∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K, where ϕω1,ω2

is a formula such that JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K =

{ω1, ω2}. From (ECL5), we obtain that JΨ ⊛ϕω1,ω2
K = JΨ ⊛ (ϕω1

∨ϕω2
)K holds.

By (ECL7) we have that JΨ ⊛ (ϕω1
∨ ϕω2

)K is equivalent to either JΨ ⊛ ϕω1
K

or JΨ ⊛ ϕω2
K or JΨ ⊛ ϕω1

K ∪ JΨ ⊛ ϕω2
K. From the definition of CΨ we obtain

JΨ ⊛ ϕω1
K = {ω1} and JΨ ⊛ ϕω2

K = {ω2}. Consequently, we obtain that ω1 ∈
JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2

K or ω2 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K holds, which is a contradiction to our prior

observation of ω1, ω2 /∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K.

Transitivity. Let ω1, ω2, ω3 ∈ CΨ . We show transitivity by contradiction. Therefore,

we assume ω1 �Ψ ω2 and ω2 �Ψ ω3 and ω1 6�Ψ ω3 in the following. The latter

assumption and the definition of �Ψ yield ω1 /∈ JΨ ⊛ (ϕω1,ω3
)K. By the definition

of CΨ , and using (ECL5) and (ECL7), we obtain JΨ ⊛ (ϕω1,ω3
)K = {ω3}. In the

following, we consider the same cases as in [3, p. 22]:
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ω1 ∈ JΨK. Observe that ⊛ satisfies (ECL2), and thus we obtain the contradiction

ω1 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω3
K.

ω1 /∈ JΨK and ω2 ∈ JΨK. Observe that ⊛ satisfies (ECL2), and thus we have

ω2 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K and ω1 /∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2

K. Thus, by the definition of �Ψ , we

obtain the contradiction ω1 6�Ψ ω2.

ω1 /∈ JΨK and ω2 /∈ JΨK. In the following let ϕω1,ω2,ω3
be a formula such that

Jϕω1,ω2,ω3
K = {ω1, ω2, ω3}. Recall that by the definition of CΨ we have JΨ ⊛

ϕωK = {ω} for each ω ∈ {ω1, ω2, ω3}. We consider two subcases:

The case of JΨ⊛ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K = {ω3}. Using (ECL5) we obtain JΨ⊛ϕω1,ω2,ω3

K =
JΨ ⊛ (ϕω1

∨ ϕω2,ω3
)K. Because we have ω3 /∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1

K, we obtain JΨ ⊛

ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K = JΨ ⊛ ϕω2,ω3

K from (ECL7). Using the definition of �Ψ and

JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K = {ω3} we obtain the contradiction ω2 6�Ψ ω3.

The case of JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K 6= {ω3}. By using (ECL5) we obtain JΨ ⊛

ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K = JΨ⊛(ϕω1,ω2

∨ϕω1,ω3
)K. Because we have JΨ⊛ϕω1,ω3

K = {ω3}
and JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3

K 6= {ω3}, we obtain JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K ⊆ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3

K
from (ECL7). By using the definition of �Ψ and ω1 �Ψ ω2 we obtain ω1 ∈
JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2

K. Consequently, we have ω1 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K.

By using (ECL5) again, we obtain JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K = JΨ ⊛ (ϕω2

∨ ϕω1,ω3
)K.

Because we have ω1 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K and JΨ ⊛ ϕω2

K = {ω2}, we obtain

JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2,ω3
K ∩ {ω1, ω3} = JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω3

K from (ECL7). Consequently, we

obtain ω1 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω3
K, which yields the contradiction ω1 �Ψ ω3.

Satisfaction of (CLA⊥). Suppose that bΨ = ⊥ holds. Then, by the definition of bΨ
we have JΨK 6= ∅ and ⊥ ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ ⊥). We show CΨ = Ω by contradiction and

assume therefore the existence of an ω ∈ Ω such that ω /∈ CΨ . Because ⊛ satisfies

(ECL6), we obtain JΨ ⊛ ϕωK ⊆ {ω} from ⊥ ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ ⊥) and ⊥ |= ϕω. From

ω /∈ CΨ and the definition of CΨ we obtain that JΨ ⊛ ϕωK 6= {ω} holds. By these

observations, JΨ⊛ϕωK = ∅ remains as the only possibility. From (ECL3) we obtain

the contradiction that either JΨK = ∅ or JϕωK = ∅ holds. Consequently, we have

ω ∈ CΨ .

In summary, Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is a credibility-limited assignment. We show that Ψ 7→
(�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is faithful. Suppose that JΨK 6= ∅ holds.

(CLFA1) Let ω1 ∈ JΨK and ω2 ∈ JΨK. From the satisfaction of (ECL2) by ⊛ we

obtain ω1, ω2 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K. Then, applying the definition of �Ψ yields ω1 ≃Ψ

ω2, i.e., ω1 �Ψ ω2 and ω2 �Ψ ω1.

(CLFA2) Let ω1 ∈ JΨK and ω2 /∈ JΨK. Using the satisfaction of (ECL2) by ⊛ again,

we obtain ω1 ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K and ω2 /∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2

K. From the definition of �Ψ

we obtain ω1 <Ψ ω2.

Next, we show that Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) is revision-compatible with ⊛. Therefore,

we consider four cases in the following: the case of JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅, the case of JαK =
∅ and bΨ = ⊥, the case of JαK = ∅ and bΨ = ⊤, and the case of JαK 6= ∅ and

JαK ∩ CΨ = ∅.

The case of JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅. In this case, we directly obtain that α is consistent.

Moreover, from JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅ we obtain an interpretation ω ∈ JαK ∩ CΨ . The
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definition of CΨ yields JΨ ⊛ ϕωK = {ω}. We obtain JΨ ⊛ αK 6= ∅ from (ECL4)

and ϕω |= α, and from (ECL6) that JΨ ⊛ αK ⊆ JαK holds.

As the next step, we show min(JαK,�Ψ ) ⊆ JΨ⊛αK by contradiction. Suppose that

there exists some ω ∈ min(JαK,�Ψ ) such that ω /∈ JΨ ⊛ αK holds. We consider

two subcases.

ω ∈ JΨK. Then we obtain ω ∈ JΨ ⊛ αK from (ECL2).

ω /∈ JΨK. Because of JΨ ⊛ αK 6= ∅ there exists some ω′ ∈ JΨ ⊛ αK.

We consider the case of ω′ /∈ CΨ . Consequently, we have ω′ /∈ JΨK. Now let

γ be a formula with α ≡ γ ∨ ϕω′ and ω′ 6|= γ. Using (ECL5) we obtain that

JΨ⊛αK = JΨ⊛(γ∨ϕω′)K holds. Note that by (ECL1) we have JΨ⊛γK = JΨK
or JΨ ⊛ γK ⊆ JγK. This implies that we have ω′ /∈ JΨ ⊛ γK. Consequently, we

obtain ω′ ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω′K from (ECL7). Using ω′ /∈ JΨK, ω′ ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω′K and

(ECL1), we obtain JΨ⊛ϕω′K = {ω′}, which yields the contradictionω′ ∈ CΨ .

We consider the case of ω′ ∈ CΨ . Because of ω ∈ min(JαK,�Ψ ) we have

ω �Ψ ω′. Moreover, from faithfulness and ω /∈ JΨK, we obtain ω′ /∈ JΨK from

ω ∈ min(JαK,�Ψ ). From the definition of �Ψ we obtain ω ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω,ω′K.

Now let γ be a formula such that ω, ω′ /∈ JγK and α ≡ γ ∨ ϕω,ω′ . Note that

by (ECL1) we have JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨK or JΨ ⊛ γK ⊆ JγK. This together with

ω, ω′ /∈ JΨK implies ω′ /∈ JΨ ⊛ γK. Using (ECL5) we obtain that JΨ ⊛ αK =
JΨ ⊛ (γ ∨ ϕω,ω′)K holds. Because ⊛ satisfies (ECL7) and ω′ /∈ JΨ ⊛ γK holds,

we have JΨ ⊛αK = JΨ ⊛ϕω,ω′K or JΨ ⊛αK = JΨ ⊛ γK∪ JΨ ⊛ϕω,ω′K. In both

cases we obtain ω ∈ JΨ ⊛ αK from ω ∈ JΨ ⊛ ϕω,ω′K.

In summary, min(JαK,�Ψ ) ⊆ JΨ ⊛ αK holds.

We show by contradiction that JΨ⊛αK ⊆ min(JαK,�Ψ ) holds. Therefore, suppose

that there exists some ω1 ∈ JΨ⊛αK such that ω1 /∈ min(JαK,�Ψ ). The faithfulness

of Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) and ω1 ∈ JΨK together imply ω1 ∈ min(JαK,�Ψ ). In the

following we consider the remaining case of ω1 /∈ JΨK. From JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅ we

obtain that there exists some ω2 ∈ Ω with ω2 ∈ min(JαK,�Ψ ). As shown before,

we have ω2 ∈ JΨ ⊛ αK. Because ⊛ satisfies (ECL2) and ω2 ∈ JΨ ⊛ αK, we obtain

ω2 /∈ JΨK from ω1 /∈ JΨK. Now let γ be a formula such that α ≡ γ ∨ ϕω1,ω2
and

ω1, ω2 /∈ JγK. Note that by (ECL1) we have JΨ ⊛γK = JΨK or JΨ ⊛γK ⊆ JγK. This

together with ω1, ω2 /∈ JΨK implies ω1, ω2 /∈ JΨ ⊛ γK. Using (ECL5) we obtain

that JΨ ⊛αK = JΨ ⊛ (γ ∨ϕω,ω′)K holds. Because ⊛ satisfies (ECL7) and ω1, ω2 /∈
JΨ⊛γK holds, we have JΨ⊛αK = JΨ⊛ϕω1,ω2

K or JΨ⊛αK = JΨ⊛γK∪JΨ⊛ϕω1,ω2
K.

We obtain JΨ ⊛αK∩{ω1, ω2} = JΨ ⊛ϕω1,ω2
K = {ω1, ω2}. Applying (ECL5) and

(ECL7) again yields JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K = JΨ ⊛ ϕω1

K ∪ JΨ ⊛ ϕω2
K. This together with

ω1 /∈ JΨK and (ECL1) yields JΨ ⊛ ϕω1
K = {ω1}. By the definition of CΨ , we

obtain ω1 ∈ CΨ . Moreover, from JΨ ⊛ ϕω1,ω2
K = {ω1, ω2} we obtain ω1 �Ψ ω2

from the definition of �Ψ . This last observation together with ω2 ∈ min(JαK,�Ψ )
implies the contradiction ω1 ∈ min(JαK,�Ψ ).

The case of JαK = ∅ and bΨ = ⊥. We show α ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛α), i..e, JΨ ⊛αK = ∅. From

the definition of bΨ we obtain ⊥ ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛⊥) from bΨ = ⊥. Because ⊛ satisfies

(ECL5), we obtain α ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ α).
The case of JαK = ∅ and bΨ = ⊤. We show Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ), i.e., JΨ ⊛ αK =

JΨK. Consulting (ECL1) yields that α ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is the only non-trivial case

to consider. Because ⊛ satisfies (ECL5) we obtain ⊥ ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ ⊥). From the
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definition of bΨ , and from bΨ = ⊤ and ⊥ ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ ⊥), we obtain JΨK = ∅.

Consequently, we have Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ).
The case of JαK 6= ∅ and JαK ∩ CΨ = ∅. We show Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ). Note that

JΨK ⊆ CΨ holds, and therefore JαK ∩ CΨ = ∅ implies JαK ∩ JΨK 6= ∅. From the

definition of CΨ we obtain JΨ ⊛ ϕωK 6= {ω} for each ω ∈ JαK.

If JαK is a singleton set, then we obtain JΨ ⊛ αK = ∅. From consistency of α and

(ECL3) we obtain that Bel(Ψ) is inconsistent, showing that JΨK = JΨ ⊛ αK holds.

We consider the remaining case of JαK = {ω1, . . . , ωn} for n > 1. Towards a

contradiction, suppose JΨK 6= JΨ ⊛ αK. Thus, by (ECL1) we have JΨ ⊛ αK ⊆ JαK.

We consider two subcases:

JΨ⊛αK = ∅. As before, from consistency of α and (ECL3) we obtain that Bel(Ψ)
is inconsistent, showing that JΨK = JΨ ⊛ αK holds.

JΨ⊛αK 6= ∅. Let ω ∈ JΨ⊛αK and let γω be a formula such that α ≡ γω∨ϕω and

ω /∈ JγωK. Note that by (ECL1) we have JΨ ⊛ γωK = JΨK or JΨ ⊛ γωK ⊆ JγωK.

This together with ω /∈ JΨK implies ω /∈ JΨ ⊛ γωK. By (ECL5) we obtain

JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨ ⊛ (γω ∨ ϕω)K. Because ⊛ satisfies (ECL7) and ω /∈ JΨ ⊛ γωK
holds, we have JΨ ⊛αK = JΨ ⊛ϕωK or JΨ ⊛αK = JΨ ⊛γωK∪ JΨ ⊛ϕωK. From

this observation, we obtain JΨ ⊛αK∩{ω} = JΨ ⊛ϕωK = {ω}, a contradiction

to JΨ ⊛ ϕωK 6= {ω}.

The “⇐”-direction. In the following, let ⊛ be a belief change operator for E and let

Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) be a faithful credibility-limited assignment that is revision-compatible

with⊛. We show satisfaction of (ECL1), (ECL2), (ECL4), (ECL3) and (ECL5)–(ECL7).

(ECL1) Due to the credibility-limited-compatibility of Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛

there are three cases to consider. If JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅, we obtain JΨ ⊛ αK ⊆ JαK.

Consequently, we have that α ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛ α). If JαK = ∅ and bΨ = ⊥ holds, we

obtain JΨ ⊛ αK = ∅. Consequently, we have Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Cn(⊥), and thus

α ∈ Bel(Ψ⊛α) holds. If none of the cases above applies, we obtain JΨ⊛αK = JΨK,

which is equivalent to Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ).
(ECL2) Suppose that Bel(Ψ) + α is consistent, i.e., JΨK ∩ JαK is non-empty. Due to

the faithfulness of Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ), we obtain that JΨK ∩ JαK = min(JαK,�Ψ )
holds. From the credibility-limited-compatibility of Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ we

obtain JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨK ∩ JαK. This is equivalent to Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) = Bel(Ψ) + α.

(ECL5) Let α ≡ β, i.e., JαK = JβK. From credibility-limited-compatibility of Ψ 7→
(�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ we immediately obtain JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨ ⊛ βK.

(ECL4) Suppose that Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) is consistent and α |= β holds, i.e., we have JΨ ⊛

αK 6= ∅ and JαK ⊆ JβK. We show that Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) is consistent. If α ≡ β, we

obtain the claim directly from (ECL5). In the following we assume JαK ( JβK.

Consequently, we have that JβK 6= ∅. From credibility-limited-compatibility of

Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ and consistency of JΨ ⊛ αK we obtain that either JΨ ⊛

αK = min(JαK,�Ψ ) or JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨK holds. We consider three cases:

α is inconsistent. In this case, we have JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨK. As a direct conse-

quence, we obtain from credibility-limited-compatibility that JΨK 6= ∅ holds.

Recalling that β is consistent, consultation of credibility-limited-compatibility

reveals that Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) is consistent in all cases.
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α is consistent and JΨ⊛αK = min(JαK,�Ψ ). From credibility-limited-compatibility

of Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ we obtain JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅. Consequently, we also

have JβK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅. Consulting credibility-limited-compatibility yields that

Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) is consistent.

α is consistent and JΨ⊛αK = JΨK. From consistency of α we obtain consistency

of β. Thus, by credibility-limited-compatibility, we obtain that Bel(Ψ ⊛ β) is

consistent.

(ECL3) Suppose that Bel(Ψ⊛α) is inconsistent. We show that Bel(Ψ) is inconsistent

or α is inconsistent, by obtaining a contradiction when assuming the contrary, i.e.,

Bel(Ψ) is consistent and α is consistent. From credibility-limited-compatibility of

Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ and consistency of α, we obtain JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨK,

a contradiction between the inconsistency of Bel(Ψ ⊛ α) and the consistency of

Bel(Ψ).
(ECL6) Suppose α ∈ Bel(Ψ⊛α) and α |= β, i.e., JΨ⊛αK ⊆ JαK and JαK ⊆ JβK. We

show β ∈ Bel(Ψ⊛β). If JβK∩CΨ is non-empty, then we obtain β ∈ Bel(Ψ⊛β). If

JβK = ∅, then JαK = ∅. We obtain from JΨ ⊛αK ⊆ JαK that β ∈ Bel(Ψ ⊛β) holds.

In the remaining case of JβK∩CΨ = ∅ and β is consistent, we obtain JαK∩CΨ = ∅
from JαK ⊆ JβK. From JΨ ⊛ αK ⊆ JαK and the credibility-limited-compatibility of

Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ we obtain two cases:

JΨ⊛αK = JΨK. Using the consistency of β and the credibility-limited-compatibility

of Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ again, we obtain JΨ ⊛ βK = JΨK. From JΨK =
JΨ ⊛ αK ⊆ JαK and JαK ⊆ JβK we obtain JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨK = JΨ ⊛ βK ⊆ JβK.

JαK = ∅ and bΨ = ⊥. Because β is consistent and (CLA⊥) holds, we obtain

CΨ = Ω, which is a contradiction to JβK ∩ CΨ = ∅.

(ECL7) In the following, suppose that α, β, γ are formulas with γ = α∨β. We show

that JΨ⊛γK = JΨ⊛αK or JΨ⊛γK = JΨ⊛βK or JΨ⊛γK = JΨ⊛αK∪JΨ⊛βK holds.

Note that by credibility-limited-compatibility of Ψ 7→ (�Ψ , CΨ , bΨ ) with ⊛ there

are several cases for each of α and β. In the following, we consider (potentially

overlapping) cases, all other not explicitly mentioned cases will follow by (ECL5)

and symmetry:

The case of JαK∩CΨ 6= ∅ and JβK∩CΨ 6= ∅. For this case observe that JγK∩CΨ =
(JαK ∩ CΨ ) ∪ (JβK ∩ CΨ ) holds. We obtain satisfaction of (ECL7) by Lemma

18.

The case of JαK∩CΨ 6= ∅ and JβK∩CΨ = ∅. In this case, we obtain JγK∩CΨ =
JαK ∩ CΨ from JαK ∩ CΨ 6= ∅. Considering credibility-limited-compatibility

yields that JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨ ⊛ αK holds.

The case of JαK = JβK. We obtain that JγK = JαK = JβK. From (ECL5) we

obtain JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨ ⊛ αK = JΨ ⊛ βK.

The case of JαK ∩ CΨ = ∅, and JβK ∩ CΨ = ∅ and JαK 6= JβK. We obtain

JγK = JαK∪JβK 6= ∅ from JαK 6= JβK. Because JαK∩CΨ = ∅ and JβK∩CΨ = ∅
hold, we have JγK∩CΨ = ∅. We obtain JΨ⊛γK = JΨK. Moreover, we have that

JαK 6= ∅ or JβK 6= ∅ holds. This implies that JΨ ⊛αK = JΨK or JΨ ⊛ βK = JΨK
holds. We obtain that at last one of JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨ ⊛ αK or JΨ ⊛ γK = JΨ ⊛ βK
holds.
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