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UPDATING BELIEFS WITH INCOMPLETE OBSERVATIONS

GERT DE COOMAN AND MARCO ZAFFALON

ABSTRACT. Currently, there is renewed interest in the problem, chiseShafer in 1985,
of updating probabilities when observations are inconep{et set-valued). This is a fun-
damental problem in general, and of particular interesBfayesian networks. Recently,
Grinwald and Halpern have shown that commonly used upglatiategies fail in this case,
except under very special assumptions. In this paper wepeo@new method for updating
probabilities with incomplete observations. Our approaatheliberately conservative: we
make no assumptions about the so-called incompletenedsamiem that associates com-
plete with incomplete observations. We model our ignoraatmeut this mechanism by a
vacuous lower prevision, a tool from the theory of impregisababilities, and we use only
coherence arguments to turn prior into posterior (updgpedpabilities. In general, this
new approach to updating produces lower and upper post@obabilities and previsions
(expectations), as well as partially determinate decssidihis is a logical consequence of
the existing ignorance about the incompleteness mechamsnan example, we use the
new updating method to properly address the apparent panadwe ‘Monty Hall’ puzzle.
More importantly, we apply it to the problem of classificatiof new evidence in proba-
bilistic expert systems, where it leads to a new, so-caltmuservative updating ruleln
the special case of Bayesian networks constructed usirgrteikpowledge, we provide an
exact algorithm for classification based on our updating,rwhich has linear-time com-
plexity for a class of networks wider than polytrees. Thisuteis then extended to the
more general framework of credal networks, where comprtatare often much harder
than with Bayesian nets. Using an example, we show that derappears to provide a
solid basis for reliable updating with incomplete obsedorat, when no strong assumptions
about the incompleteness mechanism are justified.

1. INTRODUCTION

Suppose you are given two Boolean random varial@leandA. C = 1 represents the
presence of a disease aAd= 1 is the positive result of a medical test. You know that
p(C =0,A=0) = 0.99 and thatp(C = 1,A = 1) = 0.01, so the test allows you to make
a sure diagnosis. However, it may happen that, for some me#ise result of the test is
missing. What should your diagnosis be in this case? You ntightempted to say that
the posterior probability of = 0, conditional on a missing value & is simply p(C =
0/A € {0,1}) = p(C = 0) = 0.99, and that the diagnosis is ‘no disease’ with high proba-
bility. After all, this looks like a straightforward apphtion of Kolmogorov'definitionof
conditional probability, which appears in many textbooRéB|E) = P(BNE)/P(E), for
generic eventB andE, with P(E) > 0.

Unfortunately, it turns out that the above inference is vranless a condition known
in the literature aMAR (missing at randomis satisfied. MAR states that the probability
that a measurement féris missing, is the same both when conditionedea 0 and when
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conditioned orA = 1, or, in other words, that there is no systematic reasormfomntissing
values ofA [25].

The example above is a special case of the more general pralflapdating proba-
bilities with observations that aiecomplete or set-valued: it could be argued that the
fact that a measurement fAris missing corresponds to a set-valued observatidddf}
for A rather than theompleteor point-valued observations 0 or 1. The difficulty we are
facing is then how to updatewith such incomplete observations. To our knowledge, this
problem was given serious consideration for the first tim&985 by Shafer [33]. Rather
than taking traditional conditioning as a definition, Smaferived it from more primitive
notions showing that the right way to update probabilitiehvincomplete observations
requires knowledge of what we shall call tireompleteness mechanigoalledprotocol
in Shafer’s paper), i.e., the mechanism that is respon$iblaurning a complete obser-
vation into an incomplete one. Shafer’s result tells us tiegtlecting the incompleteness
mechanism leads to a naive application of conditioningo(aldlednaive conditioningr
naive updatingn the following) that is doomed to failure in general. Thisevident when
one addresses well-known puzzles by naive conditioning) as the three prisoners prob-
lem and the Monty Hall puzzle. What the implications are iaghise for more realistic
applications of probability theory, was partially addesdy Shafer when he observed
that “we do not always have protocols in practical problémsthe example above, for
instance, we may not know which is the probability that a meamentA is missing con-
ditional onA = 0 and conditional o = 1 (such a conditional probability is a specification
of the protocol, or incompleteness mechanism). We may rert émow whether the two
probabilities are equal ...

Surprisingly, Shafer’s thesis seems to have been largadyiasked for many years.
Kolmogorov’s influential formalisation of probability tbey [22] may have contributed in
this respect: the way the definition of conditioning is prasd seems to suggest that one
may be totally uninformed about the incompleteness meshgrand still be allowed to
correctly update beliefs after receiving some eviddac&hat is, it seems to suggest that
naive updating is always the correct way to update beliefstudly, the definition pro-
duces correct results when MAR does not hold only if the ulydey possibility space is
built in such a way as to also model the incompleteness méghaipart from the influ-
ence of Kolmogorov’s formalisation, we might identify thealear practical implications
of Shafer's work as another reason for its being consideyethény as something of a
statistical curiosity.

The situation has changed recently, when an interestingrimpGrinwald and Halpern
[14] kindled a renewed interest in the subject. In that wetigng arguments are presented
for the following two theses: (i) the incompleteness medrammay be unknown, or dif-
ficult to model; and (ii) the condition afoarsening at randorfor CAR [13], a condition
more general than MAR), which guarantees that naive upglatioduces correct results,
holds rather infrequently. These two points taken togeatleenaise a fundamental issue in
probability theory, which also presents a serious probl@napplications: how should one
update beliefs when little or no information is availabl@abthe incompleteness mecha-
nism?

In the above example, the mechanism might very well be swatiitbannot be observed
if and only if A has the value 0, and théh= 0 would be a certain conclusion. But it might
equally well be the case thatcannot be observed &= 1, in which cas€C = 1 would be

some papers by Halpeet al. [15, 16].
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certain. Of course, all the intermediate randomised caggistr@lso be possible. It follows
that the posterior probability & = O can, for all we know, lie anywhere in the interval
[0,1], and our ignorance does not allow us to say that one valueris likely than another.
In other words, this probability isacuous Thus, knowing that the value @fis missing,
produces complete ignorance about this probability and, @sult, total indeterminacy
about the diagnosis: we have no reason to préfer0 overC = 1, orvice versa All

of this is a necessary and logical consequence of our ignerabout the incompleteness
mechanism. We cannot get around this indeterminacy, umtesgo back to the medical
test and gather more relevant information about how it magpce missing values.

Generally speaking, we believe that the first step to ansieiquiestion above is to
recognise that there may indeed be ignorance about the pleteness mechanism, and to
allow for such ignorance in our models. This is the approhahwe take in this paper. In
Section 3, we make our model as conservative as possiblepbgsenting the ignorance
about the incompleteness mechanism lraeuous lower previsigra tool from the theory
of imprecise probabilities [37]. Because we are aware thatlers may not be familiar
with imprecise probability models, we present a brief déston in Section 2, with point-
ers to the relevant literatufel oosely speaking, the vacuous lower prevision is equitalen
to the set of all distributions, i.e., it makes all incomple¢ss mechanisms possibleri-
ori. Our basic model follows from this as a necessary conse@u&sing the rationality
requirement otoherence This coherence is a generalisation to its imprecise copate
of the requirements of rationality in precise, Bayesianpability theory [9]. We illustrate
how our basic model works by addressing the Monty Hall puztiewing that the appar-
ent paradox vanishes if the knowledge that is actually alséél about the incompleteness
mechanism is modelled properly.

We then apply our method for dealing with incomplete obsiona to the special case
of a classification problem, where objects are assignedssek on the basis of the values
of their attributes. The question we deal with in Sectiorsfqaw classification should be
done when values for some of the attributes are missing. \Wesdenew updating rule that
allows us to deal with such missing data without making umarged assumptions about
the mechanism that produces these missing values. We régasb-callecconservative
updating ruleas a significant step toward a general solution of the upglatioblem. Our
rule leads to an imprecise posterior, and as we argued aibbovay lead to inferences that
are partially indeterminate. It may for instance happen tthae to the fact that certain of
the attribute values are missing, our method will assigntdeat to a number of (optimal)
classes, rather than to a single class, and that it does poessxany preference between
these optimal classes. This generalised way of doing &lzetsdn is also calleatredal
classificationin [41]. As we have argued above, we have to accept that thiseidbest
our system can do, given the information that is incorparato it. If we want a more
precise classification, we shall have to go back and find ou¢mleout the mechanism that
is responsible for the fact that some attributes are mis@nt given the characteristics of
our approach, any such additional information will lead twesv classification that refines
ours, but can never contradict it, i.e., assign an objectdtass that was not among our
optimal classes in the first place.

In Section 5, we then apply the updating rule for classiftzatiroblems to Bayesian
networks. We regard a Bayesian net as a tool that formaligereknowledge and is used
to classify new evidence, i.e., to select certain values dfas variable given evidence

2See also [39] for a gentle and less dense introduction todoige probabilities with emphasis on artificial
intelligence.
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about the attribute values. We develop an exact algoritrmeifedal classification with
Bayesian nets that is linear in the size of the input, wherctags node together with its
Markov blanket is a singly connected graph. Extension togtheeral case is provided
by an approach analogous lfmop cutset conditioning Section 6 applies the algorithm
to an artificial problem and clarifies the differences witliveaupdating. There are two
important implications of the algorithmic complexity aehéd with Bayesian nets: the
algorithm makes the new rule immediately available for egapions; and it shows that
it is possible for the power of robust, conservative, madglto go hand in hand with
efficient computation, even for some multiply connectedvoeks. This is enforced by our
next result: the extension of the classification algoritbraredal networksin Section 7,
with the same complexity. Credal networks are a convenienyttw specify partial prior
knowledge. They extend the formalism of Bayesian netwoykallowing a specification
in terms of sets of probability measures. Credal nets allwsvihherent imprecision in
human knowledge to be modelled carefully and expert systerbe developed rapidly.
Such remarkable advantages have been partially oversieaidsavfar by the computational
complexity of working in the more general framework of criatts. Our result shows that
in many realistic scenarios, the computational effort veitbdal networks is the same as
that required by Bayesian nets. This may open up a wealth teihgial applications for
credal networks.

The concluding Section 8 discusses directions and opeeasdsufuture research. Ad-
ditional, technical results have been gathered in the afipes.

2. BASIC NOTIONS FROM THE THEORY OF IMPRECISE PROBABILITIES

The theory of coherent lower previsions (sometimes alded#he theory ofmprecise
probabilities’) [37] is an extension of the Bayesian theory of (precisepphility [7, 9]. It
intends to model a subject’s uncertainty by looking at hipdsitions toward taking certain
actions, and imposing requirements of rationality, or ¢stescy, on these dispositions.

To make this more clear, consider a random varidbteat may take values in a finfte
setX. A gamble fon the value ofX, or more simply, a gamble ok, is a real-valued
function onX. It associates a (possibly negative) rev?dr@k) with any valuex the random
variableX may assume. If a subject is uncertain about what vliessumes i, he
will be disposed to accept certain gambles, and to rejearstfand we may model his
uncertainty by looking at which gambles he accepts (or tgjec

In the Bayesian theory of uncertainty (see for instance [Bi$ assumed that a subject
can always specify fair price, orprevision P(f) for f, whatever the information available
to him. P(f) is the unique real number such that the subject (i) acceptgamblef — p,
i.e., accepts to buy the gambidor a pricep, for all p < P(f); and (ii) accepts the gamble
g-— f, i.e., accepts to sell the gamHbidor a priceq, for all g > P(f). In other words, it is
assumed that for essentially any real nunhdne available information allows the subject
to decide which of the following two options he prefers: g for pricer, or selling f
for that price.

It has been argued extensively [34, 37] that, especiallgtié information is available
aboutX, there may be pricesfor which a subject may have no real preference between

S0ther related names found in the literature are: indetataimprobabilities, interval (or interval-valued)
probabilities, credal sets, ...
4For simplicity, we shall only deal with variables withfiaite number of possible values in this paper.

5In order to make things as simple as possible, we shall asthahéhese rewards are expressed in units of
some predeterminelhear utility.
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these two options, or in other words, that on the basis of Wadlable information he
remainsundecidedabout whether to buy for pricer or to sell it for that price: he may
not be disposed to do either. If, as the Bayesian theory resjuthe subjecthouldchoose
between these two actions, his choice will then not be baseaing real preference: it
will be arbitrary, and not a realistic reflection of the sutfe dispositions, based on the
available information.

2.1. Coherent lower and upper previsions. The theory of imprecise probabilities reme-
dies this by allowing a subject to specify two numbeP§:f) andP(f). The subject’s
lower prevision Bf) for f is the greatest real numbpisuch that he is disposed to buy the
gamblef for all prices strictly smaller thap, and hisupper previsiorP(f) for f is the
smallest real number such that he is disposed to sélfor all prices strictly greater than

g. For anyr betweenP(f) andP(f), the subject does not express a preference between
buying or sellingf for pricer (see Figure 1).

a) p P(f) q
buy f for pricep i sell f for priceq
b) P P(f) P(f) 49

buy f for price p no action : sell f for priceq

FIGURE 1. Buying and selling a gamblgin (a) the Bayesian theory,
and (b) in imprecise probability theory

Since selling a gamblé for pricer is the same thing as buyingf for price —r, we
have the following conjugacy relationship between lowet apper previsions

P(f) =—P(-1). 1)

This tells us that whatever we say about upper previsionsabaays be reformulated in
terms of lower previsions. We shall therefore concentrateower previsions. It will for
the purposes of this paper suffice to consider lower pravidichat are defined on the set
L(X) of all gambles ori, i.e.,P is considered as a function that maps any ganfilda X

to the real numbel(f).

An event Ais a subset of(, and it will be identified with itandicator |, which is a
gamble assuming the value oneAdand zero elsewhere. We also deri®tk,) by P(A) and
call it thelower probabilityof the evenfA. It is the supremum rate for which the subject is
disposed to bet on the evehtSimilarly, theupper probabilityP(A) = P(1a) = 1— P(coA)
is one minus the supremum rate for which the subject is degbts bet againg, i.e., to
bet on the complementary event&o Thus, events are special gambles, and lower and
upper probabilities are special cases of lower and upperigioes. We use the more
general language of gambles, rather than the more commguodge of events, because
Walley [37] has shown that in the context of imprecise pralitads, the former is much
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more expressive and powerfulFor this reason, we consider ‘lower prevision’ to be the
primary notion, and ‘lower probability’ to be derived from and we follow de Finetti’s
[9] and Walley’s [37] example in using the same symBdor both (lower)previsions and
(lower) probabilities. Standard probabilistic practice would hagaise the symbols for
expectation/prevision anBl for probability here’

Since lower previsions represent a subject’s dispositiorect in certain ways, they
should satisfy certain criteria that ensure that theseoditipns are rationalCoherence
is the strongest such rationality requirement that is cered in the theory of imprecise
probabilities. For a detailed definition and motivation,n&ter to [37]. For the purposes of
the present discussion, it suffices to mention that a lowerigionP on £(X) is coherent
if and only if it satisfies the following properties, for alamblesf andg on X, and all
non-negative real numbeis

(P1) mingex f(x) < P(f) [accepting sure gains];
(P2) P(f+g)>P(f)-+P(g) [super-additivity];
(P3) P(Af)=AP(f) [positive homogeneity].

Observe that for a cohereRf we have thaP(f) > P(f) for all f € £(XX).

2.2. Linear previsions. It follows from the behavioural interpretation of lower ampper
previsions that if?(f) = P(f) for some gamblé, then this common value is nothing but
the fair price, or previsior?(f) of f, as discussed in the previous sectionlinkar previ-
sion Pon £(X) is defined as a real-valued map 6(iX) that is coherent when interpreted
as a lower prevision, argelf-conjugatén the sense tha&(f) = —P(—f) for all gambles
f, so the conjugate upper previsionPfs also given byP. This implies that a linear pre-
vision P should satisfy the following properties, for all gambkandg on X, and all real
numbersi:

(P1) mingex f(x) <P
(P2) P(f+g)=P(f)
(P3) P(Af)=AP(f).
This follows at once from the characterisati@l)—(P3) of a coherent lower prevision,
and the conjugacy relationship (1). Thus, linear previsitmn out to be exactly the same
thing as de Finetti’s coherent previsions [7, 9]. They agedb-calledbreciseprobability
models, which turn out to be special cases of the more gec@hnatent imprecise probabil-
ity models. Any linear previsioR is completely determined by its so-callethss function
p, defined byp(x) = P({x}), since it follows from the axiom&P2) and(P3) that for any
gamblef,

(f) < maxex f(x);
+P(g);

P(f)='3 f(x)p(x)

xeX

is the expectation of associated with the mass functipnWe denote the set of all linear
previsions onC(X) by P(X).

2.3. Sets of linear previsions.With any lower previsiorP? on £(X), we can associate its
set of dominating linear previsions:
M(B) ={P e P(X): (Vf € L(X))(B(f) <P(f))}.

e shall see in Section 2.2 that for precise probabilitiesh kanguages turn out to be equally expressive.
7Instead, we shall reserve the symBolor natural extension.
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Observe that this sét((P) is convex and close8lIt turns out that the lower previsidhis
coherent if and only ifVM((P) # 0, and if moreoveP is the lower envelope d¥((P): for all
gamblesf onX,°

P(f) =inf{P(f): Pe M(P)}.
Conversely, the lower enveloeof any non-empty subsét of P(X), defined byP(f) =
inf{P(f): PeM} for all f e £(X), is a coherent lower prevision. Moreovt(P) =
CH(M), whereCH(M) is the convex closure (i.e., the topological closure of thevex
hull) of M [37, Chapters 2 and 3]. This tells us that working with cohel@ver previsions
is equivalent to working with convex closed sets of lineavsions. It also tells us that
a coherent lower previsidh is also the lower envelope of the set@(P)) of the set of
extreme points oM (P).

This brings us to the so-calld8layesian sensitivity analysis interpretatioha lower
previsionP or a set of linear previsions(. On this view, a subject’s uncertainty should
always be described by some ideal probability measure, wivaegntly, by some linear
previsionPr. We could call this thessumption of ideal precisiorDue to lack of time,
resources or elicitation, we may not be able to uniquely tifieriPr, but we may often
specify a seM such that we are certain tht € M, or equivalently, a lower previsioR
such thaP < Pr. On this view, any conclusions or inferences we derive froenavailable
information must baobust they must be valid for all possible candidates M for
the ideal previsiorPr. Although we emphatically do not make the assumption oflidea
precision in this paper, we shall see that many of the resdtderive, are compatible with
it, i.e., they can also be given a Bayesian sensitivity asialyterpretation.

2.4. Vacuous lower previsions.There is a class of coherent lower previsions that de-
serves special attention. Consider a non-empty sub®$tX. Then thevacuous lower
prevision_R relative to Bis defined by

Pg(f) =minf (x) (2)
for all gamblesf on X. Verify thatPg is a coherent lower prevision, and moreover
M(Pg) ={PeP(X): P(B)=1}.

This tells us thaPg is the smallest (and therefore most conservative) coh&rest previ-
sionP on £(X) that satisfie®(B) = 1 (and therefor®(B) = P(B) = 1). P(B) = 1 means
that it ispractically certainto the subject thaX assumes a value By since he is disposed
to bet at all non-trivial odds on this event. Thus, in the eahbf the theory of lower prob-
abilities, Pg is the appropriate model for the piece of information thagassumes a value
in B' and nothing moreany other coherent lower previsiéthat satisfie®(B) = 1 domi-
natesPg, and therefore represents stronger behavioural disppsithan those required by
coherence and this piece of information alone. Also obstrae

ext{M(Pg)) = {R«: x€ B},

whereP is the (degenerate) linear prevision 6(iX) all of whose probability mass lies in
x, defined byP«(f) = f(x) for all gamblesf on X. Pg is therefore the lower envelope of
this set of (degenerate) linear previsions, as is also appfrom Eq. (2).

Swe only consider the topology of point-wise convergencé6i). If we identify linear previsions with their
mass functions, which can in turn be identified with elemefitse unit simplex ifR", wheren is the cardinality
of X, this topology is also the relativisation to this unit siepbf the usual Euclidean (metric) topology BA.

9SinceM(E) is convex and closed, this infimum is actually achieved, &ndn be replaced by a minimum.
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2.5. Marginal lower previsions. Now consider another random variabMeghat may as-
sume values in a finite sét A coherent lower previsioR on £(X x Y) is a model for
a subject’s uncertainty about the values that the joint oamglariable(X,Y) assumes in
X x Y. We can associate witdthe so-calledgnarginallower previsiorPy on £(Y), defined
as follows:

Py(9) =P(d)
for all g € £(Y), where the gamblg onX x Y is defined byy'(x,y) = g(y) for all (x,y)
X x Y. In what follows, we shall identifg andg’, and simply writeP(g) rather tharP(g').
The marginaPy on £(X) is defined similarly.

The marginalPy is the corresponding model for the subject's uncertaintyualthe
value thaty assumes ify, irrespective of what valug assumes ifX.

If Pis in particular a linear prevision, its margirigl is a linear prevision too, and its
mass functiorpy is given by the well-known formula

Pr(y) =PXx{y}) = p(xy).
XeX
2.6. Conditional lower previsions and separate coherenceConsider any gamble on
X x Y and any valuey € Y. A subject’'sconditional lower prevision Fh|Y =vy), also
denoted aP(h|y), is the highest real numberfor which the subject would buy the gamble
h for any price strictly lower thamp, if he knew in addition that the variab¥eassumes the
valuey (and nothing more!).

We shall denote b2(h|Y) thegambleonY that assumes the val®h|Y =y) = P(h|y)
iny €Y. We can for the purposes of this paper assumeRfaY) is defined for all gambles
honX x Y, and we calP(-]Y) a conditional lower prevision 06 (X x Y). Observe that
P(-]Y) maps any gamble on X x Y to the gamblé(h|Y) on Y.

Conditional lower previsions should of course also sattsfytain rationality criteria.
P(-]Y) is calledseparately cohererit for all y € Y, P(-|y) is a coherent lower prevision
on £(X x Y), and if moreovelP(X x {y}|y) = 1. This last condition is natural since it
simply expresses that if the subject knew tifat y, he would be disposed to bet at all
non-trivial odds on the event thét=y.

It is a consequence of separate coherence that forill (X x Y) and ally € Y,

P(hly) = P(h(-,y)ly)-
This implies that a separately coherd®t |Y) is completely determined by the values
P(f|Y) that it assumes in the gamblé®n X alone. We shall use this very useful property
repeatedly throughout the paper.

2.7. Joint coherence and the Generalised Bayes Ruldf besides the (separately co-
herent) conditional lower previsidR(- |Y) on £L(X x Y), the subject has also specified a
coherent (unconditional) lower previsiéhon £(X x Y), thenP andP(-|Y) should in ad-
dition satisfy the consistency criterion joint coherence This criterion is discussed and
motivated at great length in [37, Chapter 6]. For our preparpioses, it suffices to mention
thatP andP(-|Y) are jointly coherent if and only if

P(lx.qyy[n—P(hly)]) =0 forally € Y and allh € £(X x Y). (GBR)

If Pis a linear previsiofP, this can be rewritten &3(hlx, () ) = P(hly)P(X x {y}), and if
pr(y) = Rr({y}) = P(X x {y}) > 0 it follows thatP( - |y) is the precise (linear) prevision
given by Bayes’ rule:

P(hIDCx{y})

P(hly) =P(hly) = PX < {y})’
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or equivalently, in terms of mass functionspi (y) > 0 thenp(x]y) = p(x,y)/py(y). For
this reason, the joint coherence condition given abovesis edlled the&Generalised Bayes
Rule(GBR, for short). It can be shown [37, Theorem 6.4.1] th& (X x {y}) > 0, then
P(hly) is uniquely determined by this condition, or in other woriti$s the unique solution
of the following equation iru:

P(lxxgylh—u))=0.
Equivalently, we then have that

Pl
p(y) ~inf { E 0 e )|

i.e., the uniquely coherent conditional lower previsionligained by applying Bayes’ rule

to every linear prevision itV (P), and then taking the lower envelope. For this reason, this
procedure for obtaining a conditional from a joint lower\is&on is also calledlivisive
conditioningby Seidenfelt al.[17, 32].

2.8. Natural and regular extension. If P(X x {y}) > 0, then the conditional lower pre-
vision P(-|y) is uniquely determined by the unconditional lower previd® But this is
no longer necessarily the caséifX x {y}) = 0 (something similar holds in the Bayesian
theory for precise previsiorB if py(y) = P(X x {y}) = 0). The smallest, or most con-
servative, conditional lower previsidg(-|Y) that is jointly coherent with the joint lower
previsionP is called thenatural extensiorof P to a conditional lower prevision. For any
gambleh on X x Y andy in Y, it is uniquely determined by the GBRHK(X x {y}) > 0,
and by

E(hly) = minh(x,y)
Xe
if P(X x {y}) =0, i.e.,E(-]y) is then thevacuoudower prevision relative to the sét x

{y}ln certain cases, it may be felt that natural extension isctwwservative wheR(X x
{y}) = 0. The following procedure, calle@gular extensionallows us to associate with
any coherent lower previsioR on £(X x Y) another (separately coherent) conditional
lower previsionR( - |Y) that is jointly coherent wittp:
(RE1) if P(X x {y}) > 0, thenR(hly) is the greatest solution of the following inequality

in u:

P (lxx{y}[h_ IJ]) >0;

(RE2) if P(X x {y}) = 0, thenR( - |y) is the vacuous lower prevision relativeXox {y}:

R(hly) = minh(x.y);

whereh is any gamble o x Y. Regular extension coincides with natural extension un-
lessP(X x {y}) = 0 andP(X x {y}) > 0, in which case natural extension is vacuous and
regular extension can be much less conservative. We stakbsamples of this in the
following sections. The regular extensi&{-|Y) is the smallest, or most conservative,
conditional lower prevision that is coherent with the jdf#nd satisfies an additional reg-
ularity condition. It is the appropriate conditioning riiteuse if a subject accepts precisely
those gamblek for which P(h) > 0 andP(h) > 0 (see [37, Appendix J] for more details).
It is especially interesting because it has a nice inteaticet in terms of sets of linear
previsions: ifP(X x {y}) > 0 it can be shown quite easily that

P(hlx.qyy)

R(hly) = inf { P < Y1) : PeM(P) andP(X x {y}) > O} .
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Thus,R(hly) can be obtained by applying Bayes’ rule (whenever possibl&)e precise
previsions inM(P), and then taking the infimum. Regular extension therefoeensethe
right way to update lower previsions on the Bayesian saitgitinalysis interpretation as
well. It has been calle@ayesian updatingf coherent lower previsions by for instance
Jaffray [18]. Regular extension is also used for updatingniea of the more successful im-
precise probability models, namely Walley’s Impreciseiilet Model [38], where using
natural extension would lead to completely vacuous infegsnAlso see [5, 10, 36, 37, 39]
for more information about this type of updating.

2.9. Marginal extension. It may also happen that besides a (separately coherent}-cond
tional lower previsiorP(-|Y) on £L(X x Y) (or equivalently, through separate coherence,
on £(X)), we also have a coherent marginal lower previdggnon £(Y) modelling the
available information about the value thlaassumes iry.

We can then ask ourselves whether there exists a cohereat fpevisionP on all of
L(X x Y) that (i) has margindPy, and (ii) is jointly coherent withP( - |Y). It turns out that
this is always possible. In fact, we have the following gah#teorem (a special case of
[37, Theorem 6.7.2]), which is easily proved using the rssulthe discussion above.

Theorem 1(Marginal extension theorem).et R, be a coherent lower prevision di(Y),
and let K -|Y) be a separately coherent conditional lower prevision®fX x Y). Then
the smallest (most conservative) coherent lower previgiog (X x Y) that has marginal
Py and that is jointly coherent with R|Y) is given by

P(h) =Py (B(h[Y)) 3)
for all gambles h oriX x Y.

For a linear margina®, and a conditional linear previsid?( - |Y), we again recover well-
known results: the marginal extension is the linear prewi&i= R/(P(-|Y)). In terms of
mass functions, the marginal extension of the marginéy) and the conditionab(y|x) is
givenbyp(x,y) = p(x|y) py (y). Walley has shown [37, Section 6.7] that marginal extension
also has a natural Bayesian sensitivity analysis inteaficet in terms of sets of linear
previsions: for any gambleon X x Y, we have that

P(h) = By (B(h|Y))
=inf{R(P(h[Y)): Ry € M(By) and(vy € Y)(P(-ly) € M(B(-1y)))}. (4)

The marginal extension &, andP(-|Y) can in other words be obtained by forming the
marginal extension for their compatible, dominating linpeevisions, and then taking the
infimum. In this infimum, the se®((Py) andM(P(-|y)) can be replaced by their sets of
extreme points.

2.10. Decision making. Suppose we have two actioasandb, whose outcome depends
on the actual value that the variabfeassumes itX. Let us denote by, the gamble on
X representing the uncertain utility resulting from actenna subject who takes actian
receivesf,(x) units of utility if the value ofX turns out to bex. Similar remarks hold for
the gamblefy,.

If the subject is uncertain about the valueXgfit is not immediately clear which of the
two actions he should prefé?.But let us assume that he has modelled his uncertainty by a
coherent lower previsioR on £(X). Then hestrictly prefersactiona to actionb, which we
denote as > b, if he is willing to pay some strictly positive amount in orde exchange

10Unlessfa point-wise dominategy, or vice versawhich we shall assume is not the case.
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the (uncertain) rewards dif for those ofa. Using the behavioural definition of the lower
previsionP, this can be written as

a>bs P(fa—fy) >0. (5)

If Pis a linear previsiorP, this is equivalent td&(f) > P(fy): the subject strictly prefers
the action with the highest expected utility. It is easy te 8&tP(f, — f,) > 0 can also be
written as

(VP e M(P))(P(fa) > P(fo)).
In other words,a > b if and only if actiona yields a higher expected utility thamfor
every linear prevision compatible with the subject's moBel This means that- also
has a reasonable Bayesian sensitivity analysis intetfpetalWe shall say that a subject
marginally prefers averb if P(fy— fy) > 0, i.e., when he is willing to exchandg for f4
in return for any strictly positive amount of utility.

If we now have some finite set of actioKs and an associated set of uncertain rewards
{fa: a€ K}, then it follows from the coherence of the lower previs@that the binary
relation> onK is a strict partial order, i.e., it is transitive and irrefiex Optimal actions
a are those elements &f that areundominatedi.e., to which no other actiortsin K are
strictly preferredi(Vb € K)(b  a), or equivalently, after some manipulations,

(Vb e K)(P(fa— fp) > 0).

We shall call such actionB-maximal(in K). If P is a linear previsiorP, the P-maximal
actions are simply those actioasn K with the highest expected utility( fa).

Two actionsa andb are calledequivalentto a subject, which we denote asx b, if he
is disposed to (marginally) exchange any of them for therptlee, if bothP(f, — fy) >0
andP(fp — fa) > 0, or equivalently,

arbs P(fa— fy) =P(fa— fp) = P(fp — fa) = P(fy — fa) = 0.

WhenP is a linear previsiot®, this happens precisely wh&if,) = P(fp), i.e., when both
actions have the same expected utility.

WhenP is imprecise, two actiona andb may beincomparable they are neither
equivalent, nor is either action strictly preferred oves tither. This happens when both
P(fa— fp) <0andP(f,— fa) <0 and at least one of these inequalities is strict. This means
that the subject has no preference (not even a marginal onehé action over the other;
he is undecided. Note that this cannot happen for precisespras.

Any two P-maximal actions are either equivalent (they always arenvihis precise),
or incomparable, meaning that the information presenténntiodelP does not allow the
subject to choose between them. It is an essential featunepoécise probability models
that they allow for this kind of indecision.

3. INCOMPLETE OBSERVATIONS

We are now ready to describe our basic model for dealing witbrinplete observations.
Itis a general model that describes a situation where we twaneasure, or determine, the
value of a certain variabl¥, but for some reason can do so only in an imperfect manner:
we perform some kind of measurement whose outcor® lut this does not allow us to
completely determine the value Xf

Let us give a few concrete examples to make this more cleapp&e we want to
measure the voltag] across a resistor, but the read-oD) 6f our digital voltage meter
rounds this voltage to the next millivolt (mV). So if, say, wead thaD = 12mV, we only
know that the voltag&X belongs to the intervdtl1mV,12mV).
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In the example in the Introductiod = A is the result of the medical test. If we know
the resulix of the test, then we say that we obse@e- x. But if the test result is missing,
we could indicate this by saying th@&= * (or any other symbol to denote that we do not
get a test result 0 or 1). In that case, we only know ¥aelongs to the sef0,1}.

In the well-knownthree-prisoner problenthree prisonera, b andc are waiting to be
executed when itis decided that one of them, chosen rand@tdybe set free. The warden
tells prisoner the name of one of the other two convicts, who has not beerexeyal. The
guestion is then if what the warden tetigives him more information about whether he
will be executed or not. This can also be seen as a case of amplete observation: the
variableX identifies which prisoner is to be reprieved, and the obsenw® is what the
warden tells prisonea. If for instancea is reprieved, then the warden will name eitloer
or ¢: we then know tha® can take any value in the s@b,c}. Conversely, if the warden
names prisonds, soO = b, then all we know is that the variab}e can take any value in
{a,c}, so againX is not completely determined by the observati@nWe shall see other
concrete examples further in this section as well as in thesection.

Let us now present a formal mathematical model that reptedba features that are
common to problems of this type. We consider a random varigbthat may assume
values in &finite setX. Suppose that we have some model for the available infoomati
about what valu& will assume inX, which takes the form of a coherent lower prevision
Py defined onl (X).

We now receive additional information about the valuXdfy observing the value that
another random variabl® (the observation) assumes irfiaite set of possible values.
Only, these observations airrcompletein the following sense: the value @ does not
allow us to identify the value oX uniquely. In fact, the only information we have about
the relationship betweeX andO is the following: if we know thaiX assumes the value
x in X, then we know tha® must assume a valugin a non-emptysubset (x) of O,
and nothing more This idea of modelling incomplete observations througloaalled
multi-valued map™ essentially goes back to Strassen [35].

If we observe the value of O, then we know something more abodutit can then only
assume values in the set

{o}*={xeX:0el(x)}

of those values oK thatmayproduce the observatidd = 0. We shall henceforth assume
that{o}* + 0 for allo € O: observations for which{o}* = 0, cannot be produced by ary
in X, and they can therefore be eliminated from the®seithout any further consequences.

Unless{o}* is a singleton, the observati@= o does not allow us to identify a unique
value forX; it only allows us to restrict the possible valuesofo {o}*. This is even the
case if there is some possible valueXofor which o is the only compatible observation,
i.e., if the set

{0}, ={xeX: T (x)={o}}

is non-empty: the sefto}* includes{o}. and may still contain more than one element.

The question we want to answer in this section, then, is howaweuse this new piece
of information thatO = o to coherently update the prior lower previsiBgon £(X) to a
posterior lower previsioR(-|O = 0) = P(-|0) on £(X).

In order to do this, we need to model the available infornratibout the relationship
betweernX andO, i.e., about the so-callédcompleteness mechanismat turns the values
of X into their incomplete observatiofs In the special case that the margiRglis a (pre-
cise) linear previsiof® (with mass functiorpg), it is often assumed that this mechanism
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obeys the CAR condition, mentioned in the Introduction:
p(ofx) = p(oly) >0 (CAR)

for all o € O and allx andy in {o}* such thatpo(x) > 0 and po(y) > O (see [13, 14]
for an extensive discussion and detailed references). it @her words assumed that
the probability of observin® = o is not affected by the specific valugof X that may
actually lead to this observatiam After a few manipulations involving Bayes' rule, we
derive from the CAR assumption that quite simply

Po®) _ o .
P(XIO)—{ = Po(x|{o}") if x< {o}

Po({o}*)

0 otherwise

(6)

This means that if we make the CAR assumption about the ineress mechanism,
then using the so-callathive updating ruld6) is justified.

For imprecise prior®y, this result can be generalised as follows for observataugh
thatPy({0}*) > 0. Observe that Theorem 2 has an immediate Bayesian séysitnalysis
interpretation.

Theorem 2. Assume that (@|x) = p(oly) > Oforallo € O and all xand y in{o}* such that
Po({x}) > 0andPo({y}) > 0. Let o€ O be such that R{o}*) > 0. Then the conditional
lower prevision - |0) is uniquely determined by coherence, and given by

for all gambles f oriX.

Proof. Let N = {x€ X: Po({x}) =0}. Then it follows from the coherence &, that
Po(N) = 0. Moreover, for any gamblé on X, it follows from the coherence @, that
Po(f) =Py(fleon): Po( ) only depends on the values tfaassumes outsidé. Moreover,
our generalised CAR assumption identifies, foxadlutsideN, a conditionalinear previ-
sionP(-|x) on £(0), and hence, by separate coherencef (i x O). We may therefore
write, with some abuse of notatidhfor the marginal extensioR of P, andP( - |X):

P(h) = Po(P(h[X)),

for all gamblesh on X x O. It follows from coherence arguments (see [37, Sectior8§).7.
that P is the only joint lower prevision with marginaP, that is jointly coherent with

P(-|X). It also follows readily from the generalised CAR assumptibat for the con-

ditional mass functionp(o|x) = Lolo}+(x) for all x outsideN, whereL, is some strictly

positive real number that only depends@mmot onx. Consequently,

P(X x {0}) = Py(p(0|X)) = Py(Lol o)) = LoPo({0}*) >0,

where the inequality follows from the assumptions. It noliofes from the discussion in
Sections 2.7 and 2.8 thB{ - |0) is uniquely determined from the joiRtby coherence, and
given by

P(P(flxx 10} X)

LIThe abuse consists in assuming that the conditional lovesigionsP( - x) are linear also foxin N, which
we can do because we have just shown that the value of themahexitension does not depend on them.
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for all gamblesf on X. The proof is complete if we consider that for &le M(Py),
P(N) = 0, whence with obvious notations, also using separate eaber

P(P(flxxopX)) = > POOP(flaxiop) = 5  PXIP(f(X)l(o}[X)

xeX\N xeX\N
= > PEFX)pox) = 3 p(X)f(X)Loljop(X) = LoP(fl{op),
XxeX\N XxeX\N
and similarly
P(P(X x {0}|X)) = P(p(0[X)) = LoP({0}") >0,
where the inequality follows fror®({o}*) > P({o}*) > 0. O

However, Griinwald and Halpern [14] have argued convirlgitigat CAR is a very
strong assumption, which will only be justified in very s @ases.

Here, we want to refrain from making such unwarranted assiompin general: we
want to find out what can be said about the postdPiofO) if noassumptions are made
about the incompleteness mechanism, apart from thoserpreséhe definition of the
multi-valued magd™ given above. This implies that anyone making additionalagdions
(such as CAR) about the incompleteness mechanism will fisdltsethat are compatible
but stronger, i.e., will find a posterior (lower) previsidrat will point-wise dominate ours.

We proceed as follows. We have argued in Section 2.4 thapimpriate model for the
piece of information thatO assumes a value I(x)’ is the vacuous lower previsioR )
on £(0) relative to the sef (x). This means that we can model the relationship between
X and O through the following (vacuous) conditional lower prewisiP(-|X) on £(0),
defined by

P(gIx) = Pr(x(g) = min g(o) (7)

o€l (x)

for any gambleg on O. We have argued in Section 2.6 that there is a unique separate
coherent conditional lower prevision that extends thisambles on the spacé x O: for
any gamblénin £(X x 0),
P(h|x) = min h(x,0). (8)
o€l (x)
Eq. (7) also has an interesting Bayesian sensitivity amalgterpretation. The coherent
lower previsiorP( - |x) is the lower envelope of the set

MB(- X)) = {P(- [x): P(M(x)[x) = 1}

of all linear previsions on(0) that assign probability one to the evdnix), i.e., for
which it is certain thaD € I'(x). On the Bayesian sensitivity analysis interpretationheac
such linear previsioP( - |x) represents a so-calledndom incompleteness mechani@m
a protocol, in Shafer’s terminology [33]): a random meckanihat chooses an incomplete
observatioro from the set” (x) of observations compatible with statewith probability
p(o|x). The setM(P(-|x)) contains all possible such random incompleteness mechanis
and its lower envelopB( - |x) models that we have no information at all about which ran-
dom incompleteness mechanism is active.

Using Walley’s marginal extension theorem (see Theorentkttion 2.9), the smallest
(unconditional) lower previsioR on £(X x O) that extend®, and is jointly coherent with
the conditional lower previsioR( - |X) is given by

P(h) = Po(P(h|X))
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for all gamblesh on X x ©.12 In order to find the posterior lower prevision, we can now
apply the technique of regular extension, discussed inic@@e2t8. It yields the smallest
(most conservative) posterior lower previsiBr |O) that is jointly coherent witiP (and
therefore withPy andP(-|X)) and satisfies an additional regularity condition. We have
argued in Sections 2.8 and 2.9 that it also seems the rightovalgtain a posterior lower
prevision on the Bayesian sensitivity analysis interpiata

Theorem 3. Let o€ O and let f be any gamble dk. If Po({0}*) > 0O, then
R(f|o) = max{u: Pq (I}, max{f — p,0} + l{op- min{f —,0}) >0} .
If P({o}*) = 0then R f|o) = minkex f(X).

Proof. The discussion in Section 2.8 tells us to look at the valu(&f x {0} ) = Po(P(X x
{0})|X). Observe that for any € X, by Eq. (8),

P(X x {0}|X) = maX lyy o1 (X, P) = Lo+ (X),
(X {0} ) = max I (o) (x.P) = oy (¥
whenceP(X x {0})|X) =10} and consequentlj(X x {0}) = Po({0}*). If P(X x {0}) =
Po({0}*) = 0 then the discussion in Section 2.8 tells us Rat/o) is indeed the vacuous
lower prevision onl (X) (relative to the sef). If P(X x {o}) = Po({0}*) > 0O, then we
know that, by definitionR(f|o) is the greatest solution of the following inequalitytin
P (1ol — 1) 2 0.

But for anyx € X, we find that
P(l f— = min | f(x)—
P(lyex oy [ = H[%) [min, 20 fo} (% P)[F(X) — 1]

f(x)—u if x € {0}
=< min{0, f(x) —u} if xe {o}* andx ¢ {o}.
0 if x¢ {o}*

= 1oy, (X)Max{ f (x) — 11,0} + I gy (x) min{ £ (x) — 11,0},
whence indeed

P (It o) [f = 1]) = o (1o}, max{ f — 1,0} + 1 (op-min{ f — p1,0}).
This concludes the proof. O

It also follows from this proof and the discussion in Secttb8, that the natural—as op-
posed to the regular—extensigf- |0) is vacuous whenevé(X x {o}) = Py({0}.) =0,
and thatE(h|o) is the unique solution of the equation
Po (1o, max{f — 1,0} + lyoy-min{ f — 1,0}) =0

in u whenevePy({0}.) > 0 (in which case regular and natural extension coincide). We
shall see later that there are interesting cases w{@greis empty, and where the natural
extensionE( - |o) is therefore the vacuous lower prevision relativélto But this seems
needlessly imprecise, as we know from the observalieno thatX should belong to the
set{o}* of those values that can produce the observaijavhich may be a proper subset
of X. We shall see in Theorem 4 that regular extension produsestsethat are more
intuitively acceptable in this respect.

Let us now apply the results of Theorem 3 to a puzzle of sommalstg in probability
theory: the Monty Hall puzzle (see for instance [14] for ht discussion and references).

125ee [27] for a more general discussion with more mathentatétail.
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We mention in passing that it is very closely related to theelprisoners problem, intro-
duced at the beginning of the section, an that it can be de#itiavan almost identical
manner.

The Monty Hall puzzle. In the Monty Hall game show, there are three doors. One of
these doors leads to a car, and the remaining doors each lgoag &ehind them. You
indicate one door, and the show’s host—let us call him Montypw opens one of the
other doors, which has a goat behind it. After this obseovaghould you choose to open
the door that is left, rather than the one you indicatedatiyt?

To solve the puzzle, we reformulate it using our languag@obinplete observations.
Label the doors from 1 to 3, and assume without loss of geibhethht you picked door 1.
Let the variableX refer to the door hiding the car, then cleaiy= {1,2,3}. Observe that
there is a precise prior previsi¢g determined by ({1}) = Py({2}) = Po({3}) = 3. The
observation variabl© refers to the door that Monty opens, and consequéhtly {2, 3}
is the set of doors Monty can open. If the car is behind doordntylcan choose between
opening doors 2 and 3, $d1) = {2,3}, and similarly["(2) = {3} andl'(3) = {2}. Since
we know nothing at all about how Monty will choose between dpdions open to him,
we should model the available information about the retabetweenxX and O by the
conditional lower previsiof®( - |X) given by Eqg. (8): for any gambleon X x O,

P(h1) = min{h(1,2),h(1,3)}, P(h2)=h(23), P(h3)=h(3,2).

Applying the marginal extension theorem to the margiRabnd the conditional lower
previsionP(-|X), we find the following joint lower previsioR on £(X x O):

P(h) = %min{h(l, 2),h(1,3)} + %h(z, 3)+ %h(s, 2),

for all gambleshonX x O.

Assume without loss of generality that Monty opens door 2 at¥\an we say about the
updated lower previsioR(f|2) whenf is any gamble oiX? SinceP(X x {2}) = % >0,
we can use the GBR to find the (uniquely!) cohergfit|2) as the unique solution of the
following equation inu:

Pl [f — ) = gmin{f(1) — 1,0} + 5[f(3) ~ ] = O

Itis easy to see that
1

R(f[2) = 2 1(3) + 3 min{1(3), f(1)}.
We are now ready to solve the puzzle. Which of the two actitiasilsl we choose: stick
to our initial choice and open door 1 (actia), or open door 3 instead (actidy). In
Table 1 we see the possible outcomes of each action for the gussible values €. If

| 1 2 3

a car goat goat

b goat goat car
fo—fa| —A O A

TABLE 1. Possible outcomes in the Monty hall puzzle

the gamblef; on X represents the uncertain utility received from actipmand similarly
for fy, then we are interested in the gamlble- fa, which represents the uncertain utility
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from exchanging actioa for actionb. The possible values for this gamble are also given
in Table 1, wheréA denotes the difference in utility between a car and a goaigiwis
assumed to be strictly positive. Then we find that

R(fp— fa2) = %A+ % min{A, —A} =0

and . 1
R(fa— fp|2) = —§A+ > min{A, —A} = —A.

This implies that, with the notions and notations estaklisim Section 2.1 # b, b # a,
anda # b: the available information does not allow us to say whichhaf two actions,
sticking to door 1 (actiora) or choosing door 3 (actioh), is to be strictly preferred,;
and neither are these actions equivalent. They are incahlggrand we should remain
undecided on the basis of the information available in tmmfdation of the puzzle.

The same conclusion can also be reached in the following Saypose first that Monty
has decided on beforehand to always open door 3 when theloahiisd door 1. Since he
has actually opened door 2, the car cannot be behind dood 1t, st therefore be behind
door 3. In this case, actidmis clearly strictly preferable to actice Next, suppose that
Monty has decided on beforehand to always open door 2 wheoathis behind door 1.
Since he actually opens door 2, there are two equally likessjbilities, namely that the
car is behind door 1 or behind door 3. Both actiarendb now have the same expected
utility (zero), and none of them is therefore strictly prafele to the other. Since both
possibilities are consistent with the available inforroatiwe cannot infer any (robust)
strict preference of one action over the other. A similarlgsia was made by Halpern
[15].

Observe that sincR(f, — f4]2) = 0, youalmost-prefer kto a, in the sense that you
are disposed to exchande for fy, in return for any strictly positive amount. In the
slightly more involved case that Monty could also decide taobpen any door (denote
this observation by 0), we now haw= {0,2,3}, I'(1) = {0,2,3}, I'(2) = {0,3} and
I(3) = {0,2}. Consequently§2}. = 0 and{2}* = {1,3}, and a similar analysis as before
(see in particular Theorem 4 below) tells us that the updimiedr prevision is given by
R(f|2) = min{f (1), f(3)}, and we geR(fy, — fa|2) = R(fa — fy|2) = —A: now neither
option is even almost-preferred, let alone strictly prefdr over the other.

When naive updating is justified. We are now in a position to take a closer look at the
issue of when using the naive updating rule (6) can be judtiéiegen if nothing is known
about the incompleteness mechanism.

We start with a precise prior previsid® on £(X) and consider an incomplete obser-
vationo € 9. We shall assume thgb}, is non-empty® and that the mass functigm
is strictly positive on all elements d}*. In this case, it follows from the discussion in
Section 2.7 and the proof of Theorem 3 that the posteriorigsevision after observing
ois uniquelydetermined by coherence, and equal to the regular exteR§ido).

We shall see from the following discussion that using theepbsterioP,(- |[{0}*) is
still justified, even if we know nothing at all about the incpieteness mechanism, if and
only if

{0}, ={0}", (NAIVE-OK)
i.e., if all the states thahayproduce observatiomcanonly produce observation

L3¢ {0}« = 0 then the vacuous lower previsi®{ - |0) relative toX is coherent with the joinP, and naive
updating will not be justified, as it produces a precise paste
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First of all, if (NAIVE-OK) holds, it follows immediately fom Theorem 3 and the

assumptions that
Po(fliop<) .
R(fl0) = 5 ropy = Polfl{0}):

indeed yielding the same result as naive updating does Ge@}.

We now show that (NAIVE-OK) is also necessary. If our reg@giension (and there-
fore coherence) produces the same result as naive updatasy this implies thaR( - |o)
is a linear prevision. So we have that for any gamblen X, R(f|o) = —R(—f|o). It
then follows from Theorem 3, after some elementary mantjora, that for each gamble
f there is a uniqu@ such that

Po (1103, max{ f — 0} + I - min{ f — 1, 0})
=Py (Igop, min{ f — 1,0} + I oy max{ f — p,0}) =0.
Letx be any element ofo}.. Choose in particulaf = |4y, then it follows that

Po (o}, 1y = K1) = Po (gl — K1) =0,
or equivalently
b= Po(¥) _ _Po(X)
P({o})  Po({o}*)’
whencePy({0}.) = Po({0}*), since it follows from our assumptions thaf(x) > 0. Again,
sincepp is assumed to be strictly positive on all element§@f*, Eq. (NAIVE-OK) fol-
lows.

Observe that if Eq. (NAIVE-OK) holds, then all states) {o}* can only lead to obser-
vationo, whencep(o|x) = 1, so the CAR condition is forced to hold, but in a very trivial
way. In the same vein, it follows from Eq. (NAIVE-OK) and E®) that for allx in {o}*,
P(f|x) = f(0), soP(-|x) is a precise conditional prevision, whose mass functioisfeg
p(o|x) =1 for allxin {o}*.

Our conclusion is that when the incompleteness mechanignkisown naive updating
is never justifiedexcept in those trivial situations where CARnnotfail to hold. It is
striking that Griinwald and Halpern obtain essentiallyghme conclusion using a rather
different approach: compare Eq. (NAIVE-OK) to Propositiat in [14].

When an observation is not a necessary consequencto conclude this general discus-
sion of incomplete observations, we shall consider an inapbspecial case where nearly
all reference to the prior is obliteratédrom the posterior: we want to finel( - |o) for an
observatiorD = o that is not a necessary consequence of any valXe oé.,

{o}, ={xeX:T(x)={o}}=0. (A1)
We make the additional assumption that each state of thelworhpatible with observa-
tion o has positive upper probability, i.e.,
Po({x}) > 0 forallx € {o}*. (A2)
Under these conditions the regular extend®jn|o) does not depend on the priBg, and

only retains the information present in the multi-valuedoria as the following theorem
states. We also want to observe that using natural ratherdgalar extension here, would

14This is essentially due to the fact that updating requiresousondition on a set with zero lower prior
probability. Observe that also in the case of precise prititied, coherence imposes a very weak link between a
prior and a posterior obtained after observing a set of zeao probability. See also Section 2.8.
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lead to a posterior that is vacuous with respect to all pivhich would make us lose even
the information present if.

Theorem 4. If o € O satisfies AssumptiofAl) and R, satisfies Assumptioff2), then
R(-|o) is the vacuous lower previsiong. on £(X) relative to{o}*:
R(f|o) = Pyoy:(f) = min f(x)

x: o€l (x)
forall f in £(X).

Proof. We apply the results of Theorem 3. Since it follows from Asption (A2) and the
coherence oP, thatPy({o}*) > 0, we consider the gamble

fu = oy min{f — u,0} + 1oy, max{ f — p,0} = lyoy, min{ f — 1,0}
on X, where the last equality follows from Assumption (Al). Thes know that
R(f|o) = max{u: Py(fy) >0} = max{u: Py(l(o}, min{f — u,0}) > 0}.

LetA =miny. oer () f(X) = Minge oy F(X). If 4 <A thenf(x) —p < 0impliesf(x) —A <
0 whencex ¢ {o}*. Consequentlyf, is identically zero, whenc®y(f,) = 0. Assume
therefore thap > A. It remains to prove tha(f,) < 0. Observe that there is sorrgin
{o}* such thatf (xg) = A. If f is constant, and therefore equaltpon{o}*, we find that
fy = —[t — A]l{o)+, whence

Po(fu) = —[u—AJPo({0}") <0,

also taking into account that Assumption (A2) impleg {o}*) > 0. If f is not constant
on {o}*, letx; be an element ofo}* such thatf assumes no values betwegfxy) and
f(x1) on{o}*, and letAg = {x € {0}*: f(x) = f(Xo)}. Assume thah < u < f(x1), then
for all x € {o}* it follows from f(x) < p thatx € Ag and thereforef (x) = f(xp) = A.
Consequentlyf, = —[u — A]la,, whence

Po(fy) = —[—ATPo(A0) <0,

since it follows from Assumption (A2) and the coherencePgfthat Po(Ag) > 0. Since
we can also deduce from the coherencBgthatPy(f,,) is hon-increasing im, the result
follows. O

It is illustrative to prove this theorem in an alternativermar, using sets of linear previ-
sions.

Alternative proof using sets of linear previsions.selection gor the multi-valued majp
is a function from( to O that associates with eagte X a compatible observatiastx) €
I'(x). Denote byS(I") the set of all possible selections:

S(r) ={se 0%: (vxe X)(s(x) eM(x))}.

For anysin S(I'), define the conditional linear previsid®(-|X) on £(O) by Ps(-|x) =
Psx) for all x € X, wherePy,) is the (degenerate) linear prevision 60) all of whose
probability mass lies ig(x), defined byPy,(g) = g(s(x)) for all gamblesg on O. Then
clearly,

{Rs(-[X): se (M)}

is precisely the set of all conditional linear previsid¥(s |X) such that
P(-x) € ext{M(E(-[x)))
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for all x € X, and consequently, following the discussion in SectioBsRd 2.9, itis easily
seen that

R(flo)

{PO(PS(fIQCX{O}|X))

R (P x {0l X)) 0 & M(Bo). € ST), Ro(R(Xx {0}[X)) > 0} .

Now for anyxin X, also using separate coherence,

Ps(X x {0}[X) = I 0} (X, S(X)) = 110} (S(X)) = ls-110})(X),

whencePy(Ps(X x {0}|X)) = Po(s71({0})), wheres 1({0}) = {x € X: s(x) = 0} C {o}*.
Similarly,

Ps(flacsc (o3 %) = F(X) e {0y (X, 8(X)) = F(X)1 {03 (S(X)) = F(X)Is-1({0}) (%),

whenceRy(Ps(flxx (0} X)) = Po(fls-1(0y))- Consequently,

Po(fls-1(f0})) . _
W- Po € M(Pp), s€ S(I), Po(s ({o})) > O}

=inf{Po(f|s ({0})): Po € M(Py), s€ (), Po(s *({0})) > 0}. (9)

Now consider any € {o}*, whenceo € I'(x). Consequently, there is a selecti®a S(I")
such thats(x) = 0. Moreover, Assumption (Al) tells us that we can $gf) # o for all
y # x. Indeed, this is guaranteed if for gt~ x there is some in I (y) different fromo, so
that we can leg(y) = p. If this condition did not hold, then there would be soy€ x such
thatp=oforall peT(y),i.e.,l(y) = {o}, whencey € {0}., which contradicts Assump-
tion (A1). Now for suctsit holds thats~*({o}) = {x}, and consequently(s~*({0})) =
Po({x}) andPo(fls-1(0y)) = F(X)Po({x}) for all Ry € M(Py). But Assumption (A2) tells
us that there is at least o in M(Pg) for which By({x}) > 0, and it therefore follows
from Eq. (9) thaR(f|o) < f(x), and consequentlR(f|o) < min,. (o) f(x). To prove the
converse inequality, use Eg. (9) and observe that faalb(I") andR, € M(P,) such that
Po(s({0})) >0,

R(f|o) = inf{

Py(fl.
o(fls-1((0})) > min f(x)> min f(x),

Po(s71({0})) ™ xes 1({o}) xe{o}*

since the left-hand side is some convex combination offthe for x in s~1({o}), and
sinces 1({o}) C {o}*. O

The selections € S(I") in this proof are essentially the deterministic incompietes
mechanisms. They model that for any statéhe observatios(x) € I'(x) is selected with
probability one:ps(s(x)|x) = 1.

4. MISSING DATA IN A CLASSIFICATION PROBLEM

In order to illustrate the practical implications of our nebdor the incompleteness
mechanism, let us show how it can be applied in classificgtimlems, where objects
have to be assigned to a certain class on the basis of thes\@fltieeir attributes.
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The basic classification problem.Let in such a problen® be the set of possible classes
that we want to assign objects to. L&, ..., An be the sets of possible values for the
attributes on the basis of which we want to classify the dbjéd/e denote their Cartesian
product by

x=A1X <o X An.
We consider &lass variable Cwhich is a random variable i@, andattribute variables
Ay, which are random variables iAy (k=1,...,n). Then-tupleX = (Aq,...,Ay) is a
random variable i, and is called thettributes variable The available information
about the relationship between class and attribute vasablspecified by a (prior) lower
previsionP, on £(€ x X), or equivalently:> by a marginal lower previsioR, on £(X)
and a conditional lower previside,(- |X) on £(C).

To see how classification is performed, let us first look atdage thaf, is a linear
previsionPy, or equivalently, a precise probability measure. If theilaites variableX
assumes a valuein X, then the available information about the values of thesolasiable
Cis given by the conditional linear previsi®y( - |x). If, on the basis of the observed value
x of the attributes variabl¥, we decide that som® in € is the right class, then we can see
this as an action with an uncertain rewdgd whose valuefy () depends on the value
thatC actually assumes. Aoptimal class gpt is one that maximises the expected reward
Po(fer[X): Po(feop|X) > Po(fe[x) for all ¢’ € €. As a common example, if we léy = I;¢;,
thenPy(fu |X) = po(c’|x), and this procedure associates the most probable clasgadth
valuex of the attributes.

How can this be generalised to the more general casé’thiatnot a linear prevision?
If the attributes variabl&X assumes a valuein X, then the available information about
the values of the class varialfleis given by the conditional lower previsid®(-|x). The
discussion in Section 2.10 then tells us that the lower prewiP,( - |X) induces a strict
preference> on the set of classeésby

¢ > c” & Py(fe — fer[x) > 0.
An optimal clasopt is now one that isindominatedi.e., such that for alt’ € C:
Po(fegp — frX) > 0.

Observe that this reduces to the previously mentioned maxiexpected utility condition
Po(feop|X) > Po(fe[X) whenPy( - [x) is a precise, or linear, prevision.

To make this more clear, let us consider a medical domainremtiassification is used
to make a diagnosis. In this case, the classes are possfizlasdis and each attribute
variable represents a measure with random outcome. Fogeaattribute variables might
represent medical tests, or information about the patgnth as age, gender, life style,
etc. We can regard the specific instance of the vector obatgivariables for a patient
as a profile by which we characterise the person under exéioninaThe relationship
between diseases and profiles is given by a joint mass funatithe class and the attribute
variables. This induces a linear previsiBaon £(€ x X), according to Section 2. A
diagnosis is then obtained by choosing the most probabéasksgiven, or conditional on,
a profile.

In the case of a linear, or precisk(- |x), if there is more than one optimal class,
all these classes are equivalent, as they have the sameteckpeward. But as we have
explained in Section 2.10, this is no longer necessarilyosanfiprecisePy (- |x). Among
the optimal, undominated classes, there may be clasaeslc” that are not equivalent but

LoThis is, provided thaPy(C x {x}) > 0 for allx € X.
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incomparable the information inP,( - |x) does not allow us to choose betwegrandc”,
and for all we know, both are possible candidates for thesdlaat the object is assigned
to. This implies that if we classify using an imprecise mdagl- |x), the best we can often
do, is assign aetof possible, optimal classes to an object with attributds our medical
example, a given profile would then lead to a number of opttaatlidate diagnoses, none
of which is considered to be better than (or even as good attiers. Classifiers that
allow for such set-valued classification are calteeldal classifierg41].

Dealing with missing data. Now it may also happen that for a patient some of the attribute
variables cannot be measured, i.e., they are missingwehgn for some reason a medical
test cannot be done. In this case the profile is incompletene@nchn regard it as the set of
all the complete profiles that are consistent with it. As thewa classification procedure
needs profiles to be complete, the problem that we are nongaisihow we should update
our confidence about the possible diseases given a seteprofil

In more general terms, we observe or measure the \&lug some of the attribute
variablesAy, but not all of them. If a measurement is lacking for sometatte variable
Ay, it can in principle assume any valueJty. This means that we can associate with any
attribute variable&d, a so-calledbbservation variable Q This is a random variable taking
values in the set

Ok = Ak U {*},
whose elements are either the possible valuég ofr a new element which denotes that
the measurement @ is missing.

Attribute variablesA, and their observationSy are linked in the following way: with
each possible valuay € Ay of A¢ there corresponds the following set of corresponding
possible values foDy:

Mk(ak) = {ak, *} € Ok. (10)
This models that whatever valag the attribute variablé, assumes, there is some mech-
anism, called thenissing data mechanistthat either produces the (exact) observatign
or the observation, which indicates that a value féy is missing. For the attributes vari-
ableX we then have that with each possible vatue (ay, ..., a,) there corresponds a set
of corresponding possible values for thieservations variable @ (Oy,...,0p):

I'(x) = I'l(al) X +ee X I'n(an) cO,

where@ = 01 x --- x On. To summarise, we have defined a multi-valued mapl —
0(0), whose interpretation is the following: if the actual vahfehe attributes variablX

is X, then due to the fact that, for some reason or another, merasumts for some attributes
may be missing, the observatioBanust belong td ().

So, in general, we observe some vatue (04, ...,0,) of the variableO, whereoy is
either the observed value for theth attribute, or« if a value for this attribute is missing.
In order to perform classification, we therefore need toudate a coherent updated lower
previsionP(-|O = 0) on£(C). This is what we now set out to do.

In order to find an appropriate updated lower previdign|o), we need to model the
available information about the relationship betw&eandO, i.e., about the missing data
mechanism that produces incomplete observai@frem attribute valueX.

We have arrived at a special case of the model described ipréwious section, and
our so-called missing data mechanism is a particular iestahthe incompleteness mech-
anism described there. In this special case, it is easy ify\aat the general CAR as-
sumption, discussed previously, reduces to what is knovndriterature as the MAR as-
sumption [25]: the probability that values for certain itites are missing, is not affected
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by the specific values that these attribute variables assMA finds appropriate justi-
fication in some statistical applications, e.g., specipétyof survival analysis. However,
there is strongly motivated criticism about the unjustifiegde use of MAR in statistics,
and there are well-developed methods based on much weakenpsons [26].

As in the previous section, we want to refrain from makin@sty assumptions about
the mechanism that is behind the generation of missing sakeart from what little is
already implicit in the definition of the multi-valued m&p We have argued before that
the information inl", i.e., about the relationship betwe¥randO, can be represented by
the following conditional lower previsioR( - |X) on £(X x 0):

(i) = min h(x0). a

for all gambleshon X x O and allx € X.
We make the following additiona@relevance assumptiorior all gamblesf on C,

P(f|x,0) = Py(f|x) for all x e X ando € I'(x). (MDI)

Assumption (MDI) states that, conditional on the attrilsutariableX, the observations
variableO is irrelevant to the class, or in other words that the incatgbbservations
o0 € ['(x) can influence our beliefs about the class only indirectlptigh the valuec of
the attributes variabl¥. We shall discuss this assumption in more detail at the etlii®f
section.

Summarising, we now have a coherent lower previglgon £(X), a separately coher-
ent conditional lower previsioR( - |X) on£(X x O), and a separately coherent conditional
lower previsionP(- |X,0) on £(€ x X x O), determined fronP( - |X) through the irrele-
vance assumption (MD/® We can now apply a generalisation of Walley’s Marginal Ex-
tension Theorem (see Theorem 8 in Appendix A), to find thasthallest coherent lower
previsionP on £(C x X x ) that has margind®, and is jointly coherent witt( - |X) and
P(-|X,0), is given by

P(h) = Po(P(P(h[X,0)|X)), (12)

for all gambleshon € x X x O.

We can now use regular extension to obtain the conditiomaigrevisionR( - |O) on
L(€). It yields the smallest (most conservative) posterior loprevision that is jointly
coherent withP (and therefore wittP,, P(-|X) andP(- |X x O)) and satisfies an additional
regularity condition. Here too, it leads to the right way tain a posterior lower prevision
on the Bayesian sensitivity analysis interpretation. Agabserve that using natural rather
than regular extension would lead te@mpletelyvacuous posterior of.

Theorem 5(Conservative updating ruleAssume that the irrelevance assumptibtdl)
holds. Let o be any element 6f Then{o}, = 0. If Po({x}) > O for all x € {0}*, then for
any gamble f ore:

R(flo)= min Py(f[x). (13)

x: o€l (x)

Proof. Consider anyw = (a,...,an) in X. Since, by Eq. (10)['(ax) = {ax,*}, we find
thatl" (x) can never be a singleton, whence indeed

{0}y ={xeX:T(x)={o}}=0.

16Actual|y, the irrelevance assumption (MDI) does not detaa®( - | X, 0) completely, but we shall see that
this is of no consequence for finding the posteRor|O).
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In order to calculate the regular extensR(f |0), the discussion in Section 2.8 tells us that
we need to know the value &€ x X x {0}). Taking into account separate coherence, we
find that for all(x, p) in X x O,

P(€ x X x {0}[x, p) =P(lexxxfo} (+:X P)[X, P) = {0} (P)P(C[X, p) = l0} (D),
whenceP(€ x X x {0}|X,0) = l;,. Consequently, we find for al X that

1 ifoel(x)

:I *
0 otherwise (% (),

P(P(€ x X x {0}|X,0)|x) = max l{o}(P) = {

whenceP(P(€ x X x {0}|X,0)|X) = lq}+, and therefore, by Eq. (12),
P(C x X x {0}) =Po(P(P(€ x X x {0}|X,0)|X)) = Po({0}*) >0

where the last inequality follows from the assumptionsc8F(C x X x {o}) > 0, we can
calculate the regular extension as

B(”O) = max{ll3 E(IGXDCX{O}“ - “]) Z O}
Again using separate coherence, we find that fopap) in X x O,
P(lexxx oy [f = H][X P) = P(lexxx o) (-5 X P)[f — H][X, p)
= Loy (PP(f — plx, p) = Loy (P)[P(F[x, p) — ],

whenceP(le,xx o} [f — H][X,0) =l [P(f|X,0) — u]. Consequently, we find that for all
x € X, using Eq. (11) and the |rreIevance assumption (MDI),

E(E(ICXDCX{O}“ _IJ]'X O)|X)
= min o) (P)[P(TIx p) =} = min 10} (P)[Po(f[x) — K]

per el (x)
~Jmin{0,Py(f[x) —u} ifoeT(x)
~]o otherwise

= l{o- ()min{Bo( f[x) — 1,0},
where we used the fact thgb}. = 0. ConsequenthR(P(le.xx{o}[f — H][X,0)[X) =
10« Min{Py(f|X) — p,0}, and therefore, by Eq. (12),
E('Gx%x{o}[f - IJ]) = EO(E(E(ICXDCX{O}[f - [.1]|X,O)|X))
= Eo('{o}* min{Py(f|X) —p,0}),
whence
B(f|0) = max{u: E(l(?xf)Cx{o}[f - IJ]) Z 0}
=max{p: Po(lo- min{Pq(f[X) —,0}) > 0}.
A course of reasoning similar to the one in the proof of Theodenow tells us that indeed

R(flo) = min Ro(f

[replace the gamblé on X in that proof by the gamblBq(f|X)]. O
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The conservative updating rule. Let us now denote bi that part of the attributes vari-
ableX that is instantiated, for which actual values are available denote its value by
e. LetRdenote the other part, for whose components values arenmisgie shall denote
the set of its possible values B and a generic element of that setthyObserve that for
everyr € R, the attributes vectofe,r) is a possibleompletionof the incomplete obser-
vationo = (e, *) (with some abuse of notation) to a complete attributes veMoreover,
{0}* = {e} x R. We deduce from Theorem 5 that the updated lower prevR{ote, %) is
then given by

R(fle;x) = minPo(fle,r) (CUR)

for all gamblesf on €, provided thaPy({(e,r)}) > 0 for allr € R, which we shall assume
to be the case. We shall call (CUR) tbenservative updating rule

We shall discuss the case tifgtandP,( - |X) are imprecise in Section 7. But let us first,
for the remainder of this section, and in Sections 5 and &rasghatP; andP,( - |X) are
precise. Observe that even in this case, the postB(ide, *) is imprecise. How can we
use this imprecise posterior to perform classification? Wl ®nly discuss the simplest
case: we associate a reward functfga= liey with each class in €, and we look for those
classeg that are undominated elements of the strict partial orden C, defined by

d>cd @BU{C/} - I{d/}|e,*) >0
= I;TENJ?PO(I{C’} - I{d/}|e,r) >0

& (Vr e R)(po(c/|e,r) > po(c’|er)) (14)

& minM > 1
rer po(c’|er)
where we have used (CUR), and whexg - |e,r) denotes the mass function Bj( - |e,r).
Since for allr in R, itis also assumed thab(e,r) > 0, we can apply Bayes’ rule to rewrite
this as
d>d < minipo(d’e’r)
rer po(c”’,er)
Eq. (14) is interesting: it tells us that > ¢” if ¢’ is strictly preferred tac” under all the
possible completion&, r) of the observed daf@, ), i.e., if the strict preference i®bust
under all these possible completions.
Classification is then done by assigning an object with oleskattributege, x) to the
setof optimal, undominated classes for the strict prefereaceAmong these optimal
classes, there may be classeandc” that are equivalent:

(Vr € R)(po(Cle.r) = po(cle,T)),

i.e., that are equally probable under all possible conmstie,r) of (e*). Otherwise
they are incomparable, which means tpaf{c’|e,r1) > po(c’|e,r1) for some completion
(e;r1) and po(c|e,r2) < po(c’|ery) for another completiore,rz), where one of these
inequalities will be strict. For such incomparable classks fact that observations are
missing is responsible for our inability to make a choicensstn them.

In the case of the earlier medical exam@édgnotes the part of the profile that is known
for a patient and the same incomplete profile can be regasiétbsset{ (e,r)|r € R} of
complete profiles that are consistent with it. The consematpdating rule tells us that
in order to update our beliefs on the possible diseases gheimcomplete profile, we
have to consider all the complete profiles consistent wijttviitich leads us to lower and
upper probabilities and previsions. As we explained abthvis,will generally give rise

(15)
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only to partial classifications. That is, in general we sloally be able to exclude some
of the possible diseases given the evidence. fifdglead to the identification of a single
disease, but only when the conditions justify precision.

The conservative updating rule is a significant result: dvies us with the correct
updating rule to use with an unknown incompleteness meshgrand it shows that ro-
bust, conservative inference can be achieved by relyingamthe original prior model of
domain uncertainty.

It also is a conceptually simple rule, as it involves takitigtee possible completions
of the missing attributes. It is not, therefore, very sisinig that the use of analogous pro-
cedures has already been advocated in the context of rdiatistisal inference (see for
instance [26, 31, 40]). These focus on the problerfeafninga model from an incom-
plete sample, which is then simply regarded as the set di@dmplete samples that are
consistent with it. But we are not aware of anyone proposamgl (justifying) the same
intuitive principle for updating beliefs when observatiaare incomplete. Perhaps the re-
luctance to change firmly entrenched beliefs about the nmadiional naive updating has
played a role in this. In contradistinction with the prevsomork on learning models, we
are indeed proposing a new (coherent) ruleupdating beliefs

Some comments on the irrelevance assumptiori.et us end this section with a discus-
sion of the irrelevance assumption (MDI), but placed in aterthmore general than clas-
sification. [Additional technical comments on Assumptii) in the case thaP, and
Py(-|X) are precise, are given in Appendix B.]

Assume that we are studying the relation betwebservations Xandconclusions ¢
in the sense that observing the valuef X in X changes our beliefs about which value
C assumes ir©. Due to some reason, we cannot observe the valug bt there is an
incompleteness mechanism that produces an incompletenésf X. In this general
context, Assumption (MDI) tells us that if we have a preciésarvationX = x, then
the additional knowledge of what incomplete observatiba: o is generated by, will
not affect our beliefs about the conclusiGn In other words, if we know the value of
the precise observation, then knowing what incompletervhsien it produces, becomes
completely superfluous. This can be easily reformulatethénmore specific context of
classification discussed above: if we know the value of alittributes, then knowing that
some of the attributes fail to be measured will be irrelevanhe classification.

We feel that this is precisely what characterises problémsigsing data, or of incom-
plete observations: when something that can be missinduslhcmeasured, the problem
of missing data disappears. Let us consider the opposit edrere the bare fact that an
attribute is not measured is directly relevant to predgtime class. This fact should then
become part of the classification model by making a new atiibut of it, and treating it
accordingly, so that this should not be regarded as a problemssing information. Stated
differently, once the model properly includes all the fastthat are relevant to predicting
the class, (MDI) follows naturally.

Regarding the relationship between assumption CAR/MAR amdirrelevance as-
sumption (MDI), it is not difficult to prove that if the formés satisfied (even in the case
of an imprecise prior discussed in Theorem 2) then the latiets automatically. This is
not surprising as the CAR/MAR assumption identifies a subatmuch larger class of
incomplete observation (and missing data) problems, whrehcharacterised in general
by (MDI). Note, however, that although one implies the othieey do refer to different
things. In the context of classification, MAR states that ampmplete observatioa is
equally likely to have been produced by all the attributeeesx that may produce it, i.e.,
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there is no compatible attribute vectothat yields observatioa with a higher probability
p(o|x) than any other compatible attribute vector. MAR therefaresssomething about the
mechanism that produces observatiorisom attribute vectors, i.e., about thehe miss-
ing data mechanisrntself. Our irrelevance condition (MDI), on the other hasthtes that
if we know the attribute vector precisely, then knowing irdaidn what observatioo is
produced will not affect the classification. In other wonds,assume that the classification
only depends on the attributes, amat on the missing data mechanism

CAR/MAR is much stronger than our irrelevance assumptiom jtds worth pointing
out that there are cases where making the MAR assumptiomipletely justified, and
where, consequently, our approach leads to results thahace too weak. We give one
notable example: the case of an attribute that we know isyalwassing. In this case the
missing data mechanism clearly satisfies the MAR assumptierprobability of outcome
x IS one, irrespective of the actual value of the attribute. Rithen tells us that we can
discard this attribute variable, or ‘marginalise it out, ia the usual practice. We should
therefore not apply the conservative updating rule. We ealteousing our rule only when
nothing is known about the incompleteness mechanism, d@adliarly is not the case
here.

It may useful to extend the discussion to statistical infegs even if, strictly speaking,
this goes beyond the scope of our present work. In partigtiiarwell-known (see for in-
stance [26, Proposition 2.1]) that the CAR/MAR assumptianrmot be tested statistically,
in the sense that we cannot use incomplete observationgtk ethether it is reasonable.
It does not seem to be possible to test Assumption (MDI) gifoe essentially the same
reasons. To understand this, let us, for the sake of simylioiok at the case of precise
probabilities: it should be tested whether or pdt|x,0) = p(c|x) for all classes (with
obvious notations). The problem is that the precise obsiervais always hidden to us; we
can only see the incomplete observatiorso in a statistical inference setting ongic, 0)
and notp(c,x,0) would be accessible via the data, and we would not be ablerforpe
the test. Therefore, there appears to exist a fundamemtghtion of statistical inference
in the presence of missing data: the actually observed @&ta $10t to allow us to test
our assumptions about the missing data mechanism, buttheless our inferences rely
heavily on the specific assumptions that we make about it iEhdne of the reasons why
we are advocating that only those assumptions should besedpthat are weak enough to
be tenable. On our view, (MDI) is a good candidate.

5. CLASSIFICATION IN EXPERT SYSTEMS WITHBAYESIAN NETWORKS

One popular way of doing classification in complex real-d@atbmains involves using
Bayesian networksThese are precise probabilistic models defined by a ditesatgclic
graph and a collection of conditional mass functions [29].

A generic nod€Z in the graph is identified with a random variable taking valirea
finite setZ (we use ‘node’ and ‘variable’ interchangeably, and we nesére same symbol

for both). Each variabl@ holds a collection of conditional mass functiop@"z, one for
each possible joint valug; of its direct predecessor nodes fmrent3 M. The generic
conditional mass functiopg"TZ assigns the probabilityy({z}|1) = po(Z]T%z) to a value

ze Z (we drop the superscript when we refer to actual probadsliji
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(T)uberculosis
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Abnorma() X-rays (D)yspnea

O

FIGURE 2. The ‘Asia’ Bayesian network.

Figure 2 displays the well-known example of Bayesian netvaatdled ‘Asia’l’ This
models an artificial medical problem by means of cause-eftdationships between ran-
dom variables, e.gS— C (each variable is denoted for short by the related lettevden
parentheses in Figure 2). The variables are binary and fogi&en variable, for instance
V, its two possible values are denotedWyandv’, for the values ‘yes’ and ‘no’, respec-
tively. The conditional probabilities for the variablestbé model are reported in Table 2.

V=v |001
S=¢ |05
v v/

tc¢ tc t'd  t'd
L=I" {098 098 098 005

t/C/h/ t/C/h// t/C//h/ t/C//h// t//C/h/ t//C/h// t//C//h/ t//C//h//
D=d |09 07 09 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.1

TABLE 2. Asia example: probabilities for each variable (first coh)
in the graph conditional on the values of the parent var&@ble

Bayesian nets satisfy tidarkov condition every variable is stochastically independent
of its non-descendant non-parents given its parents. Lebnsider a generic Bayesian

1™ The network presented here is equivalent to the traditional although it is missing a logical OR node.
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network with node€, Aq, ..., Ay (for consistency with the notation in Section 4). From
the Markov condition, it follows that the joint mass functipg is given by

n
po(caala"'van): pO(C|TE:)|_lpO(a{|T[A|) V(Caalv"' 7an) S GX:X:, (16)
i=

where the values of the parent variables are those consigitn(c,a; ...,a,). Hence, a
Bayesian network is equivalent to a joint mass function ¢ivenariables of the graph. We
assume that such a joint mass function assigns positiveapilith to any event.

Bayesian nets play an important role in the design of expetesms. In this case,
domain experts are supposed to provide both the qualitgtaphical structure and the
numerical values for the probabilities, thus implicitlyfidéng an overall model of the prior
uncertainty for the domain of interest. Users can then gtiergxpert system for updating
the marginal prior probability o€ to a posterior probability according to the available
evidenceE = g, i.e., a set of nodes with known values. In the Asia net, orghirask for
the updated probability of lung cance® & c’), given that a patient is a smoke3 £ )
and has abnormal X-rayk & I'), aiming ultimately at making the proper diagnosis for the
patient. This kind of updating is very useful as it enablesrsi$o do classification, along
the lines given in Section 4.

On updating probabilities with Bayesian networks. Updating the uncertainty for the
class variable in a Bayesian net is subject to the considesatoncerning incomplete ob-
servations in the preceding sections, as generally thepe&seE will not contain all the
attributes. To address this problem, one can assume that MAd® and correspondingly
use the naive updating rule to get the postepigiic|{e} x R), but we have already pointed
out that this approach is likely to be problematical in rggblcations. Nevertheless, as-
suming MAR seems to be the most popular choice with Bayeséés and the literature
presents plenty of algorithmic developments dealing with tase.

Peot and Shachter [30] are a notable exception. In theirptgesy explicitly report that
“the current practice for modelling missing observationdriteractive Bayesian expert
systems is incorrect.” They show this by focusing on the wwadiomain where there
exists a systematic (i.e., non-MAR) incompleteness mdshaariginated by the user of
the expert system and also by the patient himself. Indeedetls a bias in reporting,
and asking for, symptoms that are present instead of syngptioah are absent; and a bias
to report, and ask for, urgent symptoms over the others. &stShachter tackle this
problem by proposing a model of the incompleteness mectmdioisthe specific situation
under study. Explicitly modelling the missing data meckanis in fact another way to
cope with the problem of incomplete observations, perhapslving the same Bayesian
net. The net would then also comprise the no@gsk = 1,....n, for the incomplete
observations; and the posterior probability of interestiidecomep(c|o). Unfortunately,
this approach presents serious practical difficulties. &laty the mechanism can be as
complex as modelling the prior uncertainty. Furthermdrean be argued that in contrast
with domain knowledge (e.g., medical knowledge), the wdgrimation can be accessed
depends on the particular environment where a system wilideel; and this means that
models of the missing data mechanism will probably not besable, and therefore costly.

These considerations support adopting a robust approathah be effectively imple-
mented, like the one we proposed in Section 4. It is also Use&iress that our approach
has quite general applicability. The conservative updatire, for example, is perfectly
suited to addressing Peot and Shachter’s problem, as theshibey deal with are easily
shown to satisfy the irrelevance condition (MDI).
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We next develop an algorithm that exploits (CUR) to perfoetrable classification with
Bayesian networks.

6. AN ALGORITHM TO CLASSIFY INCOMPLETE EVIDENCE WITHBAYESIAN
NETWORKS

In this section we develop an algorithm to perform classificawith Bayesian net-
works by using the conservative updating rule (CUR). Asussed in Section 2.10 and
later at the end of Section 4, it is important to realise finstt tonservative updating will
not always allow two classes to be compared, i.e., (CUR) gdiggroduces only a partial
order on the classes.

As a consequence, the classification procedure consisisiparing each pair of classes
by strict preference (which we shall also caiédal dominancein accordance with [41])
and in discarding the dominated ones. The system will theéputa set ofpossible op-
timal classes. In the following we address the issue of efiictomputation of the credal
dominance test. Let andc” be two classes i@. We shall use Eq. (15) to test whetlér
credal-dominates”.

Let 7 and i’ denote values of the parent variables consistent with timepéetions
(c,er) and(c’,er), respectively. If a node’s parents do not cont@jrlet T denote the
value of the parent variables consistent wigtr ). With some abuse of notation, we shall
treat the vectoR of those attributes for which measurements are missingpgridiiowing
as a set. Furthermore, without loss of generalityAgt .., An, m < n, be thechildren
(i.e., the direct successor nodes)@fandK = {1,...,m}. We shall denot€ in the
following also asAq. For each =0,...,m, let I'I/fq =MNa U{A}. Consider the functions

Oy X A, ~rAj] = R (i=0,...,m), with values equal tgo(ai| 71, ) /Po(ai|my,) for
i € K, and equal tapo(c'|Te)/po(c’|me) for i = 0. We use the symbagl to denote the
minima of theg-functions, in the following way:

. po(c|e)
= min ———% 17
Hoo = 0 pol 7o) (a7)
Ajentnr
_ po(almy)
.= mn ——— ek 18
Ha = 2, Po(ai|Ty,) S
AjenL R

Consider theMarkov blankebf C, that is, the set of nodes consisting of the parents,of

its children, and the parents of the children®f Denote byB™ the union ofC with its
Markov blanket. We shall refer 8" both as a set of nodes and as a subgraph, depending
on the context. Initially we focus on networks for whiBh is singly connected (the overall
network can still be multiply connected). We have the follogwresult.

Theorem 6. Consider a Bayesian network with nodes ¢, A., A, for which B is singly
connected. Let',c” € €. Then ¢ credal-dominates’cif and only if [J", ua, > 1.
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Proof. Rewrite the minimum in Eq. (15) as follows:

min po(c,er) Po(C|Te) — Po(ailmy Po(aj| ;)
5 po(c”.er) 1% | polc[7e) L} po a.ln” J¢K Po(@j[ i)
)
_ Po C/’|TE: Po(ail / (19)
aJeAJ Po(c”|me) ¥ po( alﬂ
AjeBtn

This shows that the variables that do not belon@tocan be discarded in order to test
credal dominance. Now recall that every functigq [that is, every ratio in Eq. (19)] de-
pends only on the variables I'rh,; NR. Given thatB™ is singly connected, we have that
only @y, depends on the variablesll'tﬁq NR. Let us show the last statement by contradic-
tion, by assuming that another functigg  (k € {0,...,m}\ {i}) depends on a variable in
I'Ijgi NR. There are two cases, either the variablEIKfm Ris A oritis a parent oy, say
u.

In the first case, neithéy; nor A, coincide with the class variabl& A; does not coincide
with C because n@-function depends o@; in order forg,, to depend o, A must be a
parent ofAy, soA; is not a child ofAy, whenceA, cannot coincide witlC. But A being a
parent ofA, would create the undirected lo@s-Ai—A—C, makingB™ multiply connected.
This case is impossible.

Consider now the second case whgpdepends otJ. In this case&J must be a parent
of Ay, besides being a parent 8f. Note thatU does not coincide witlC because no
¢-function depends o@. As before, these conditions imply th&t should be multiply
connected. In the case that coincides withC, the loop isU-C-A-U. If C coincides
with A;, the loop isU-C-A-U. When neitherAx nor A; coincide withC, the loop is
U-A—C-A-U. In every case we have a contradiction.

Since the variables iﬁ,_*\ NRappear only in the argument gk, , they can be minimised
out locally toA;, obtainingu,,. (Observe thafi, is a number because only the variables
in I'I/fq NRare in the argument af, .) Then the thesis follows immediately. O

Theorem 6 renders the solution of the credal-dominanceviast easy wherB" is
singly connected® with overall computational complexity linear in the sizetbé input,
i.e., BT (more precisely, the input is the Bayesian network restdi¢b B™). It is useful
to emphasise that the theorem works also for networks inlwiicis multiply connected,
provided that the evidende = e makesB* become singly connected. Indeed it is well
known with Bayesian networks that the arcs leaving evidedes can be removed while
preserving the valu@p(cle) (c € C) represented by the network. This result extends to
credal dominance because it is computed by, mifpo(c’|e,r)/po(c”’|e,r)] and because
po(cle,r) is preserved by dropping the arcs leaviagor eachc € € andr € R.

Now we move to the case th@t is multiply connected, and show how the ideas behind
the traditional way of dealing with multiply connected netks, calledconditioning can
be applied here as well. Conditioning [29] works by instatitig a subset of nodes called
theloop cutset The removal of the arcs leaving the loop cutset createsglysionnected
net. The computation is then carried out on the singly cotaabet as many times as there
are joint states of the variables in the cutset, and thetseated eventually summarised to
obtain the result related to the multiply connected net.

187his corrects the invalid claim, made in an earlier versibthis paper [6], that the complexity is linear for
all networks.



32 GERT DE COOMAN AND MARCO ZAFFALON

With credal dominance, the situation is analogous. We assinait the arcs leaving
evidence nodes iB™ have been removed, and that a loop cutset is given that opens t
remaining loops (recall that, according to the above ola&m, the loops are opened by
the cutset also where credal dominance is concerned).Rgdtle loop cutset, and ld®,
be the set of nodes such tlRt R; UR,. Rewrite the test of credal dominance as

min po(c'|er1,ro)

rieR; [reRz Po(c’le ry,ro)
The inner minimisation is computed by Theorem 6 on the gBipmade singly connected
by dropping the arcs leavingUR;. The outer minimisation is a simple enumeration of
the states of the loop cutset, which takes exponential tingeneral.

From the viewpoint of worst-case computation complexitg situation is similar to
the computation of the updating. However, the computatioeredal dominance will be
easier in the cases wheBe does not coincide with the entire network. Furthermoregesin
BT can be singly connected even when the network is multiplyeoted, the computation
will be linear also on some multiply connected nets.

An example. Let us consider the Asia net, where we choGs&s the class and set the the
evidence td. =’ andS= . We want to test whethef credal-dominates’.

Dropping the arcs leaving, we obtain a new network in whid®™ is {C,L,D,T,H}.

Bt is multiply connected, and we selet } as loop cutset. We start by considering the
casel =t’. We must computgip, fi, andpc. We have:

B po(dt’,c’,h) . 0.9 0.7 0.1 0.3) 1
= detbinesc po(d[t, o7, h) ”{0.9’ 0.7 0.1 } -

po(l'|t',c’) 0.98
~ po('|t’,c”)  0.98

po(c|s) 01 1

He= po(c’[s) “ 09~ @
and their product is 9. In the casd =t", we obtain the following values,
o Pelditeh) {@ 07 01 E} 1

deD,her po(d|t”,c”, h) 08’01’0209 3

po(l'lt'’,¢) 098 98

T po(',c”) T 005 5
po(cls) 01 1
C po(c’ls) 09 9
with product equal to 98135~ 0.726. The minimum of the products obtained with the
two values forT is just 1/9, so that” is undominated.

Testing whethec” credal-dominates’ is very similar and leads to 4686 as the value
of the test, s@ is undominated as well. In this situation, the system susp@rdgement,
i.e., it outputs both the classes, as there is not enougmirfiion to allow us to choose
between the two. This can be seen also by computing the posteerval of probability
for ¢ by the conservative updating rule, which leadq@d,0.934. The width of this
interval quantifies the mentioned lack of information. Altbis should be contrasted with
naive updating, which produceg(c’|l’,s') ~ 0.646, and leads us to diagnose cancer.

It is useful to better analyse the reasons for the indeteatainutput of the proposed
system. Given our assumptions, the system cannot excladléh available evidence is
part of a more complete piece of evidence wheret’, D = d’, andH = K. If this were the

Hp

o
w

HL 1

Hp
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case, ther” would be nine times as probataeosterioriasc’, and we should diagnose no
cancer. However, the system cannot exclude either that tie aomplete evidence would
beT =t", D =d’, andH = h’. In this case, the ratio of the posterior probabilitycbfo
that ofc” would be 68645, leading us to the opposite diagnosis.

Of course when the evidence is strong enough, the propostehsyoes produce de-
terminate conclusions. For instance, the eviddneel’, S= ¢ andT =t’ will make the
system exclude the presence of cancer.

7. WORKING WITH CREDAL NETWORKS

Credal networks provide a convenient way of specifying ipkioowledge using the
theory of coherent lower previsions. They extend the foisnabf Bayesian networks by
allowing sets of mass functions [2, 11], or equivalentlys s linear previsions. These are
also callectredal setsafter Levi [24]. We recall that a credal set is equivalent twherent
lower prevision, as pointed out in Section 2.3.

A credal networkis a pair composed of a directed acyclic graph and a colleaifo
conditional credal seté (i.e., a collection of conditional lower previsions). Weend the
graph to code strong independences. Two variablesdZ, are said to bstrongly inde-
pendentwhen every vertex in the credal set of joint mass functiomgZg,Z,), satisfies
stochastic independence &f andZ,. That is, for every extreme mass functiprin the
credal set, and for all the possible pa(zs,z) € Z1 x Z», it holds thatp(z1|z) = p(z1)
andp(z|z1) = p(z2).2° Each variablé in the net holds a collection of conditional lower
previsions, denoted b&é‘"z, one for each possible joint value of the node Z’s parents
Mz. With some abuse of notatidh et M(Eé‘"z) be the credal set of mass functions for
the linear previsions dominatirﬁ‘rq. pg‘"z € M(Eg‘"z) assigns the probabilitgo (| &)
to a valuez € Z. In the following we assume that each of these mass functisagns
positive probability to any event. Given the equivalenceveen lower probability func-
tions and credal sets, we can regard each node of the netta leollection of conditional,
so-calledlocal, credal sets. Actually, the usual approach of specifyiregdbnditional
lower previsions for the nodes precisely amounts to progjde local credal sets directly.
This is commonly done bgeparately specifyinthese credal sets [12, 37], something that
we also assume here: this implies that selecting a massidarfcom a credal set does
not influence the possible choices in others. This assumfdinatural within a Bayesian
sensitivity analysis interpretation of credal nets.

Credal nets satisfy a generalised version of the Markov itiondcalled thestrong
Markov condition each variable is strongly independent of its non-desaandm-parents
given its parents. This leads immediately to the definitibthe strong extensiof3] of a
credal net. This is the most conservative lower previgigon £(C x X) that coherently
extends the nodes’ conditional lower previsions, subjet¢hé strong Markov condition.
Let the nodes of the network lex(i.e., Ag), A1, ..., An, as before. It is well known that the
credal set equivalent 18, is

M(Pg) = CH{pO factorising as in Eq. (16)pg\i‘n;Ai € M(Egi‘m" ),i=0,.. .,n}, (20)

19 this context, as in [2], we restrict ourselves to credés seéth a finite number of extreme points.

205ee also [28] for a complete account of different strongpetelence concepts and [3] for a deep analysis
of strong independence.

21 preceding sections, the symtbbl was used to denote the dominating set of linear previsions.uyeé
the same symbol here as there is one-to-one correspondetween linear previsions and mass functions (see
Section 2.3).
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where CH denotes the convex hull operation. In other waMigRy) is the convex hull
of the set of all the joint mass functions that factorise adit@ to Eq. (16), obtained by
selecting conditional mass functions from the local creg#s of the net in all the possible
ways. The strong extension is an imprecise prior defined tanmef the composition of
local information. From yet another viewpoint, the credati®((P;) makes a Bayesian
sensitivity analysis interpretation of credal nets veryura: working with a credal net
can equivalently be regarded as working simultaneouslly thi¢ set of all Bayesian nets
consistent withv((Py).

The credal sefM(P;) can have a huge number of extreme mass functions. Indeed,
the computation of lower and upper probabilities with sgrestensions is NP-hard [1%]
also when the graph is a polytree. Polytrees are directetliaggraphs with the charac-
teristic that forgetting the direction of arcs, the resugtgraph has no undirected cycles.
This should be contrasted with Bayesian networks for whmimmon computations take
polynomial time with polytrees. Indeed, the difficulty ofraputation with credal nets has
severely limited their use so far, even though credal neis lize great advantage over
Bayesian nets of not requiring the model probabilities tepecified precisely. This is a
key point for faithfully modelling human knowledge, whiclsa allows expert systems to
be developed quickly.

In the following we extend Theorem 6 to credal nets, showhagjconservative updating
allows classification with credal nets to be realised with s$hme complexity needed for
Bayesian nets. This appears to be an important result, migti¢ations for the practical
usability of credal nets in modelling knowledge.

Below we reuse the definitidﬁ,ﬁi given in Section 6, we again denote BY the union
of C with its Markov blanket, and we refer @also byAy. Consider the following quanti-
ties:

poe = argmin 7p0(§,| Te) , (21)
) Po(c”|Te)
and, for each € K,
() = min ([T 22
Py (@il ) ot ™ Po(ai| ) (22)
Po €M(Py )
i) = max i), 23
Po(ai|ma,) it " Po(ai ;) (23)
Po €M(Py )

as well as the functiontpA_: xj.AjenX‘mRAJ— — R* (i=0,...,m), with values equal to
Pa : :

p(ailmy)/plailmy, ) fori € K, and equal taoo.(¢'|7e)/ po«(c”|Te) for i = 0. We use the
symbolu to denote the minima of the-functions, as follows:

= —_— 24
Ero = a24). po.(@'[7e) (24)
AjenEnr
- pyalmy)
= min =———, 1€K. 25
Ba= e, Polailmy,) (@5)
AJEMANR

22However, it should be observed that Ferreira da Rocha anch@usg result is proved for the subset of
polytrees in which the local credal sets are convex hullsegfetherate mass functions that assign all the mass
to one elementary event. As such, it does not tell us anythboit the complexity of working with the case of
polytrees whose credal sets are made up of mass functianastsign positive probability to any event.
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We have the following result.

Theorem 7. Consider a credal net with nodes Cg,A .., A, for which B' is singly
connected. Let'ec” € €. Then ¢ credal-dominates'cif and only if 2o p, > 1.

Proof. A credal net can equivalently be regarded as a set of Bayasi@anas is apparent
from Eq. (20). Accordingly, for credal dominance to holdwé credal net, it is necessary
that it holds for all the joint mass functions consistentwiiie strong extension. This can
be tested by solving the following double minimisation dewb:

po(c,er)
min min——"—"—~ 26
PoEM(Po) reR Po(C”,€,r) (26)
= min min min [pO(C//JTt) l—l pO(af|n/;,)] 27)
pgwewggh@) Ak|Ak M<P§WA“)’A?J:B{}HR po(c”|e) Lt po(ail L4
Aklff’ A
Po KeM(By %),
keK
min Al AT Po (&)
= min [po(c’m;) o EM(Py V) A 28)
et | e e, Lpo(@I7e) | LY max ™y po(@lTe)
aesr (P B ) o coeen ™) A
aJEAJ Pos ( C/ |Tt p
AJ‘GB

where the passage from (26) to (27) is due to (19) and32ajd the following passage
is possible thanks to the characteristic of separate spatiifin of credal sets in the credal
network. Note that Expression (29) resembles Expressi®hdfl Theorem 6. In fact,
the proof of Theorem 6 below Expression (28) applies here ek W, depends only

on the variables irﬂ,_*\ NRand onlyq_oAi depends on them. As in Theorem 6, the thesis

follows immediately since the variablesm]f{i NRcan then be minimised out locally £,
obtainingﬂpq. O

Theorem 7 renders the solution of the credal dominance destrédal networks very
easy wherB™ is singly connected. However, in order to have a better id&aeccomputa-
tional complexity, one has to carefully examine the comipyef solving Problems (21)—
(23). This is what we set out to do in the following.

Let againZ be a generic variable in the network. We consider three comways of
specifying the local credal sets of the net.

1. Inthe first case, the conditiofiatredal sefV (P2 ") for the variableZ is specified via
linear constraints on the probabilitipg(z|7%7), z€ Z. That s, in this representation the
vector of probabilitiegg(2]7%), z € Z, can take every value in a closed and bounded
space described by linear constraints on the varighes ), i.e., in apolytope

2. In the second case, we assume leQEg‘"Z) is the convex hull of a set of mass func-
tions directly provided by the modeller.

23Ac:tually, the passage is also based on the fact that the mmiof (26) is achieved at an extreme point of
M(Pg). This is well-known with credal networks and is pointed cutnfially by Theorems 5 and 7 in reference
[11].

24The situation with root nodes is analogous.
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3. Finally, we consider the case whem(Eg‘"Z) is provided by specifying intervals of
probability for the elementary eveng ), z€ Z. This is a special case of Case 1
where the only constraints allowed on the probabilipg&| 1) are bounds, except for
Y ez Po(Z]Tz) = 1. Without loss of generality, we assume that the probgbiliervals

arereachable[4]. This holds if and only ifM(Eg‘"Z) is nonempty and the intervals

are tight, i.e., for each lower and upper bound there is a fugggion in M(Eg‘"z) at

which the bound is attained. Reachable intervals produagharent lower prevision
Eg‘"z that is2-monotong4]. For 2-monotone lower previsions it holds that, givery an
two mutually exclusive events’,2” C 2, there is a mass functiopf,” € M(P5™)
for which p,(2'|7%) = po+(2'|7%) andPo(2"|7z) = po+(2”|7z). We shall use this
property in the following.

Observe that the representations in Cases 1 and 2 are fuléragleas any credal set can be
represented by one or by the other. In the following we carstidat all the local credal
set of the net are specified either as in Case 1 or 2 or 3. We dmonstder mixed cases,
which should be easy to work out once the ‘pure’ cases have dedressed.

Let us now focus on the complexity of testing credal domirancCase 1. LeSbe the
size of the largest local credal set in the network. The siziefined as the dimension of the
constraints-variables matrix that describes the linearaln. LetO(L(S)) be the complex-
ity to solve a linear minimisation problem of si& Note that this is a polynomial-time
complexity [19]. We have that each minimisation in Egs. {£2B) takes timeO(L(S))
at most. This holds also for the minimisation in (21) whicm de converted to a linear
minimisation problem by a result from Charnes and Coopembte that each of the men-
tioned minimisations must be repeated for all the jointestadf the variables iﬁl,_*\ NR,
whose number is upper bounded by the states of thoBl inDenoting byH the worst-
case number of states of the variableBlif obtained by letting vary from 0 tom, we have
that the overall computational complexity for Problems)Z23) isO(H - L(S)) at most.
We can regard this part as a pre-processing step of the testddil dominance. Once the
pre-processing is over, the set of minimisations in Eqs){@%) takes linear time in the
size of BT as in the case of Bayesian networks.

Case 2 presents a loweverall complexity for testing credal dominance. In fact, the
minimisations in Egs. (21)—(23) can be solved simply by eerating the mass functions
that make up each credal set. These mass functions are sgefiifectly by the modeller,
i.e., they are an input of the problem. For this reason theadiveomplexity of testing
credal dominance is linear in the sizeBf.

The final case of probability intervals is also easily solvédth respect to Eqgs. (22)—
(23), Eo(a;|n,’3q) andpo(a;|n,’§) are just the left and the right extreme of the probability
intervals for(a |7, ) and(ai| 1y, ), respectively, so no computation is needed for them. As
far as Eqg. (21) is concerned, we have that the minimumy¢d' | 7%) / po(c”’| %) taken with
respect to the mass functionsm(Eg"t) is equal top(¢'[7e)/Po(c”|Te) by the property
mentioned at the end of Case 3. Aggi(C'|Te) andpy(c”|Te) are readily available as an
input of the problem. Overall, the complexity of testingadaedominance is linear in the
size ofB™ in this case as well.

So far we have treated the case whghis singly connected. The extension to the
general case is completely analogous to that already deselfor Bayesian networks,
basically because the arcs leaving evidence nodes can ppattin credal networks, too.
The reason is that a credal net can be regarded as a set ofdagets, and the mentioned
property applies to all the Bayesian nets in the set. Moreipe§/, assume, as in the
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description at the end of Section 6, that a loop cutset isngifiat together witte can
open all the loops iB™. Call R; the loop cutset, and I&®; be the set of nodes such that
R = Ry URy. Re-write the test of credal dominance for credal netwosks a

. . po(cler)
min  min—— 2~
PoeM(Pg) reR Po(c”|e,r)

. ) . c
= min {mln {mm 7'30( /|e,r1,r2)]} (30)
PoeM(Po) | rER1 [r2eR2 Po(C”|€,r1,12)

= min{ min {min w]}. (32)
reRy | poeM(Py) [r26®2 Po(C”[€,11,12)

Eq. (30) makes it clear that for each selected mass fungiienM(Py), the minimum in
square brackets can be obtained on the gBipthat is made singly connected by dropping
the arcs leavinde UR;. Of course this property continues to hold in the next exgogs
When we consider the part in braces in (31), that is, also #r@tions ofpg, we are
focusing on the singly connected credal net, with grBph obtained from the multiply
connected one dropping the arcs leaving R;. Hence, Expression (31) shows that the
inner double minimisation can be computed by Theorem 7. Tieraninimisation is the
usual enumeration of the states of the loop cutset.

It turns out that the complexity of testing credal dominamtenB™ is multiply con-
nected is the same both for credal and Bayesian networks.i§hnh important result, as
the complexity to work with credal networks is usually muanrder than that needed with
Bayesian nets.

8. CONCLUSIONS

It seems to us that updating probabilities with incomplétsesvations presents an im-
portant problem for research in uncertain reasoning, aagévasive issue in applications.
It has been clearly pointed out in the literature that the mamly used CAR assumption
about the incompleteness mechanism is often unjustifietingre generally, that it may
happen in practical applications that little or no knowledgout the incompleteness mech-
anism is available. In those cases, naive updating is simpfpropriate.

This paper has addressed the problem of updating prob@biithen strong assump-
tions about the incompleteness mechanism cannot be jdstifias filling an important
gap in literature. It has done so by deliberately choosimgdbnservative point of view
of not assuming any knowledge about the incompletenessanésh. A new so-called
conservative updating method follows as a logical consecgieusing only arguments of
coherence. We used it to derive a new coherent updatingoulgrébabilistic expert sys-
tems. By focusing on expert systems based on Bayesian neteawe shown that this
conservative updating leads to efficient classification @ revidence for a wide class
of networks, so the new developments can be exploited imategliin real environments.
Furthermore, the related algorithm can be implementedyessil does not require changes
in pre-existing knowledge bases, so that existing expatesys can be upgraded to make
our robust, conservative, inferences with minimal changes

We want to stress here that the proposed conservative ngdstategy is different in
one important respect from the more traditional ones: itegalty leads only to partially
determined inferences and decisions, and ultimately teeBysthat can recognise the lim-
its of their knowledge, and suspend judgement when theses lare reached. As necessary
consequences of our refusal to make unwarranted assurmpiierbelieve that these limi-
tations are important characteristics of the way systengbitie operate in the real world.
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A system that, in a certain state, cannot support any decisidhe basis of its knowledge
base, will induce a user to look for further sources of infation external to the system.
In contrast, systems that may make arbitrary choices withmaking that evident, will
wrongly lead a user to think that also these choices are wativated.

We also believe it is important to stress here that it is diffito avoid partial indeter-
minacy in real applications. Realistic states of partiabwledge about the incomplete-
ness mechanism, other than the total ignorance modelleg] Brould in principle also
be modelled by a (non-vacuous) coherent lower previsionglwimay again lead to in-
determinacy except in very special cases, such as when knofogmation is available
to justify modelling the incompleteness mechanism by aipeeprobability model. For
analogous reasons, domain knowledge should most likelydueelied by a coherent lower
prevision, too. In practise this can be done by moving frorgé3#an to credal networks.
It appears that this step has not really been taken so favaphp because of the compu-
tational complexity of working in the more general framelwvof credal networks. This
paper shows that the classification complexity is unchahgedoving from Bayesian to
credal networks, in the realistic scenarios that involvéatesof ignorance about the in-
completeness mechanism. We hope that this encouraginity messy contribute to credal
networks receiving due credit also as practical modellouist

With respect to future research, we believe an importanieiss the development of
models able to take advantage of intermediate states of lkdge about the incomplete-
ness mechanism, to the extent of making stronger inferearadecisions. With regard to
Bayesian and credal nets, one could for instance think ditipaing the set of attributes
in those for which MAR holds and the rest for which the meckanis unknown. Such
hybrid modelling seems to provide a good compromise betweeerality and flexibility.
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APPENDIXA. EXTENDING WALLEY'S MARGINAL EXTENSION THEOREM

This appendix is devoted to the proof of an important thegneeeded in Section 4.
It is a generalisation to three random variables of Wall®4&gginal Extension Theorem,
discussed in Section 2.9 (see Theorem 1). Because the pn@thier technical, and it uses
results and notions not explained in the main text, we haei&ldd to discuss it separately.

We consider three random variablésY andZ taking values in the respective non-
empty and finite spacés, Y andZ.

Theorem 8. Consider a coherent lower previsiondh £(X), a separately coherent con-
ditional lower prevision P-|X) on £(X x Y), and a separately coherent conditional lower
prevision R -|X,Y) on £L(X x Y x Z). Then the smallest coherent lower prevision on
L(X x Y x Z) that has marginal Pand is jointly coherent with P |X) and F(-|X,Y),
is given by

Q(h) = P(P(P(h|X,Y)|X)) (32)
for all gambles h orl x Y x Z.
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Proof. Lemma 9 tells us tha® is a indeed a coherent lower prevision that has mardgnal
To prove thaQ, P(-|X) andP(-|X,Y) are jointly coherent, Walley’s Reduction Theorem
[37, Theorem 7.1.5] tells us that we need only prove aP(-|X) andP(-|X,Y) are
weakly coherent, and th&(-|X) andP(-|X,Y) are jointly coherent. This is done in
Lemmas 10 and 11, respectively. Finally, in Lemma 12 we pthaeany other coherent
lower prevision onl (X x Y x Z) that has margind® and is jointly coherent withe( - |X)
andP(-[X,Y), dominate. O

Lemma 9. The lower prevision Qlefined onl(X x Y x Z) by Eq.(32) is coherent and
has marginal P

Proof. It is easily verified thaQ) satisfies the axiom@1)—(P3) of a coherent lower pre-
vision, because the coherdntand the separately coherd®(t- |X) andP(-|X,Y) do so.

It remains to show tha® has marginaP. Consider any gamblé on X. If follows from
the separate coherenceRf- |X,Y) thatP(f|X,Y) = f and consequently, from the sep-
arate coherence @(-|X) that P(P(f|X,Y)|X) = P(f|X) = f, whence indee®@(f) =
P(P(B(f]X,Y)[X)) = P(f). 0

Lemma 10. Q, P(-|X) and K- [X,Y) are weakly coherent.

Proof. Following the discussion in [37, Section 7.1.4], we mustverthat

(@) max{G(f)+G(g|X)+G(h|X,Y) - G(fo)] >0

(b) maxG(f)+G(glX)+G(h|X,Y) —G(gol%0)] = O;

(€) maxG(f)+G(g[X)+G(h[X,Y) —G(ho|[xo,Y0)] > 0

forall f, fo, h, hgin £(X xY x Z), allg, goin L(X xY), all xg in X and allyp in Y, where
we use the notatior(f) = f — Q(f), G(g|X) = g— P(g|X), G(h|X,Y) = h—P(h|X,Y),

G(9o|X0) = l{x1[9— P(g]%0)] @ndG(ho|X0,Y0) = l{(xo.y0)} [No — P(ho|X0, Yo)]-
To prove that (a) holds, recall from Lemma 9 ti@atis a coherent lower prevision,
whence (see for instance [37, Section 2.6.1] for propeatfiesherent lower previsions)
maxG(f) + G(g|X) + G(h[X,Y) — G(fo)]
(f) +G(gIX) + G(hIX,Y) — G(fo))
(f) +G(gX) + G(hX,Y)) — Q(G(fo))
() +Q(G(g[X)) + Q(G(hX,Y)) — Q(G(fo))

Now, again using the coherence @f we find thatQ(G(f)) = Q(f —Q(f)) = Q(f) —
Q(f) = 0 and similarlyQ(G(fo)) = 0. Moreover, it follows from the separate coherence
of P(-|X,Y) that for all(x,y) in X x Y

>Q(G
>Q(G
>Q(G

P(G(h[X,Y)Ix,y) = P(h—P(h|X,Y)|x,y)
= E(h —E(h|X, y)|X7 y) = E(h|X7 y) —E(h|X, y) = 07
whenceP(G(h|X,Y)|X,Y) = 0 and consequenti@(G(h|X,Y)) = 0. Similarly, it follows

from the separate coherencel%(f IX,Y) that P(G(g|X)|X,Y) = G(g|X), and from the
separate coherencef-|X) that foraIIxm X,

P(P(G(gIX)[X,Y)|x) = P(G(g[X)[x) = P(g—P(g|X) x)
= P(g—P(gIx)[x) = P(gx) — P(g|x) =

whenceP(P(G(g|X)|X,Y)|X) = 0 and consequently al€(G(g|X)) = 0. It follows that
(a) is indeed verified.
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An argument similar to the one above tells us that (b) willcdhiblwe can prove that
Q(G(go|%0)) = 0. Now it follows from the separate coherenceRif |X,Y) that, since
G(go|Xo) € £L(X xY), P(G(go|X0)|X,Y) = G(do|X0), Whence, using the separate coherence
of P(-[X),

P(P(G(go[%0)[X, Y)[X) = P(G(Golx0) X)
= Pl [9(%0, - ) = P(Go (X0, -)[X0)][X)
= lxo} [B(9(x0; -)[X) — P(g (X07 *)X0)] =0,

whence indee®(G(go[%)) =0

Similarly, (c) will be verified if we can prove th&®(G(ho|xo,Yo)) = 0. Now it follows
from the separate coherenceRif |X,Y) that

P(G(ho|x0,Y0)|X,Y) = P(I{(x,.y0): [N — P([X0, ¥0)]1X,Y)

- I{ (x0.¥0)} [—(h|X7Y) _E(h|X07y0)] = 07

whence indee@(G(ho|xo,Yo)) = 0. O
Lemma 11. Separately coherent conditional lower previsions [X) on £(X x Y) and
P(-1X,Y) on L(X x Y x Z) are always jointly coherent.

Proof. We use the discussion of joint coherence in [37, Sectior].Consider arbitrary
gin £(X xY) andhin £(X x Y x Z) and the corresponding sets

() = {{x} x ¥ x2:9(x -) # 0} andS(h) = {{x} x {y} x Z: h(xy, -) # 0}
First of all, consider anyg in X andgp in £(X x Y), then we must show that there is some
Bin
S(@)US(h) U{{xo} x ¥ x 2}
such that (if we also take into account the separate cohefrf - |X,Y) andP(-|X))
max_[g(x,y) —P(g(x, -)[x) +h(x,y,2) — P(h(xy, -)|xy)

(xy2)<B
— 3o} (¥)(9o(%,Y) — P(go(x, -)[x))] >0

We chooseB = {Xp} x Y x Z, and prove that the corresponding supremum

S= r}g%xr?e%x[g(xo,y)— P(g(Xo, - )[%0) + h(Xo,Y,2) — P(h(Xo,, - )[X0,Y)

— (9o(%0,¥) — P(go(%0; - )[¥0))] > O.

Now, since it follows from the coherence of the lower prestigP( - |Xo,y) that
max(h(xo,y,2) — B(h(xo,Y; -)[x0,y)] = 0
forally € Y, we see that indeed

S> max{g(Xo y) —P(9(xo, - )[%0) — (9o(X0,Y) — P(go(Xo, - )%0))] > O,

where the last inequality follows from the coherence of tivedr previsiorP(- |xo).
As a second step, consider amy,Yo) in X x Y andhg in £(X x Y x Z), then we must
show that there is soniin

S(@) US(h) U {{xo} x {Yo} x Z}
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such that (if we also take into account the separate coher@i®s - |X,Y) andP(-|X))

omax [900Y) — B(g(x, )IX) + h(xy,2) ~ P(h(x,y, -)Ix.y)

B I{("Oa)’O)}(X’y)(hO(X’y’ Z) —E(ho(x,y, )|X5y))} >0

If g(xa, -) # 0 for somex; # xg, then we choosB = {x1} x Y x Z, and similar arguments
as in the first step of the proof lead us to conclude that theesponding supremum

maxmax [g(x1,y) — P(g(X1, -)[¥1) +(x1,y,2) — P(h(x1, Y, -)[X1,Y)]
yeyY zeZ

is indeed non-negative. Assume therefore th{at - ) = O for all X # xp. Then there are
two possibilities left. Eitheg(xg, -) = 0, whenceg = 0. Then we choosB = {xg} x
{Yo} x Z, and it follows from the coherence of the lower previsi(n |xo, o) that for the
corresponding supremum;

rpegX[h(xO,yo,Z) — P(h(x0,Yo. - )0, Y0) — (ho(Xo, Yo, 2) — P(ho(Xo. Yo, - ) [X0,Y0))] = O.

Or g(xp) # 0 and then we choo®e= {Xo} x Y x Z, and it follows, in a similar way as in
the first step of the proof, that the corresponding supremum

,max_ [906.y) = P(g0x0. ) o) +h(x0,%:2) = P(h(x0,, )%0,)

- I{yo} (y)(hO(Xana Z) _E(hO(Xana : )|X07y))]
is again non-negative. O
Lemma 12. Any coherent lower prevision’@n £ (X x Y x Z) that has marginal Rand is
jointly coherent with - |X) and K- |X,Y), dominates Q

Proof. Consider anhin £(X x Y x Z), then we have to prove th@ (h) > Q(h). Since
Q jointly coherent withP(- |X) andP(-|X,Y), it follows that@, P(-|X) andP(-|X,Y)
are weakly coherent (see [37, Section 7.1.4]), and conseigwee have for anyg, h; and
gin £L(X x Y x Z),and anyf in £L(X x Y) that

max[hy — Q' (hy) + f — P(f|X) + g~ P(gIX,Y) — (ho — Q (ho))] > 0.
If we chooseéhgp = g=h, f =P(h|X,Y) andh; = P(P(h|X,Y)|X), this reduces to
Q(h) > Q(B(P(h|X,Y)|X))
and sinceP(P(h|X,Y)|X) is a gamble orX, andQ' has marginaP, we find that
Q(P(B(hIX,Y)[X)) = P(P(B(hX,Y)[X)) = Q(h),
whence indee@'(h) > Q(h). O

APPENDIXB. ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION OF THE IRRELEVANCE CONDITION(MDI)

This appendix provides additional discussion of the iratece assumption (MDI) in
Section 4. We use the notations established there. We giséfiat ourselves to the case
that the lower previsioRy and the conditional lower previsid®y( - |X) are precise.

It turns out that if we make Assumption (MDI), coherence guéees that another type
of irrelevance is satisfied, as the following theorem makearc
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Theorem 13. Assume we have a linear previsiop & £(X), and a linear conditional
prevision B(-|X) on £(C x X). Also assume that the irrelevance condit{®fDI) holds.
Then for all x inX and ¢ in€ such that p(c,X) = po(X) po(c|x) > 0, and for all gambles f
on O, the conditional lower prevision ®|c,x) is uniquely determined by coherence, and
given by

P(fle.x) = P(fx) = min f(0)

Proof. Let us first consideP({c} x {x} x O). For anyy € X andp € O, we have, by
separate coherence, that

P({c} x {x} x Oy, p) = P(licyx pxyx 0 (> ¥: P)I¥; B) = Ly (Y)P({C} Y, P),
whenceP({c} x {x} x O|X,0) = I;,nP({c}|X,0). Consequently, for aly € X, using
separate coherence, Eq. (11) and the irrelevance con@ibi),

P(B({c} x {x} x 0|X,0)ly) = P(ly (Y)P({c}ly, O)ly)
=l ) mln F’({C}IX P) = lpg(y) min, Po({c}X) = 11 (¥) Po(clX),

whenceP(P({c} x {x} x O|X O)|X)— I1x; Po(c|x), and therefore,

P({c} x {x} x 0) = Ry(P(P({c} x {x} x O[X,0)[X))
= Po(l{xy Po(€[X)) = Po(X) Po(C|X)) = Po(C,X).
The material in Section 2.7 then tells us that whend¥gic} x {x} x O) = po(c,x) >
0, P(f|c,x) is uniquely determined by coherence as the unique solufidinecfollowing
equation inu:
E(I{c}x{x}xo[f_“])zo- (33)
Now, for anyy € X andp € O, we have, by separate coherence, that
P(liepxpxpxo [ = 11, P) = P(licpx o (Y, P)F = 1]y, )
= I{x}( y)P ({c}[ HIlY; p),
whenceP (I« <ol f — H][X,0) =15 P(lie [T — p]|X, 0). Consequently, for alf € X,
using separate coherence, Eq. (11) and the irrelevancenpien (MDI),
E(E(I{c}x{x}xo[f - u]|X,O)|y)
=Pl VP [T = L]y, O)ly) = I (y) og[]_i&)E(I{c}[f (0) — p|x,0)

=lpg(y) o';”ri& Po(lgey [T (0) — H]1X) = 113 (Y) oreﬂri(r;)[f (0) — u]po(clx)

—uwwmmw[m&um—@—uMWmmmEﬁw—m,

whenceP(P(li¢) « xx 01X, O)|X) = l1xy po(c|X) [P(f[X) — u], and therefore,
P(I{c} x {x} x O[f — p])

= Ro(P(P(l{c}x px <o [ — 11X, 0)[X))
= Po(l g Po(cfX) [P(f[x) — H]) = po(X) Po(c|X)[P(f[x) — u]
= Po(C, X)[P(f|x) — p].

If po(c,x) > 0, it follows that the unique solution of Eq. (33) is indeedagi by u =
P(f|x). O
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This theorem tells us that for a linear priBy, the irrelevance assumption (MDI) im-
plies, through arguments of coherence, that conditiongherattributesX, the clas< is
irrelevant to the observatio3, i.e., if we know thaiX = x, then the additional knowledge
thatC = c does not change our beliefs about the valu®of

We now intend to show that the above statement does not i), Let us, to this
effect, start with a linear previsio® on £(€ x X), and assume that for all gamblé®n
0, and all(c,x) in € x X such thatpp(c,x) = po(X) po(c|x) > O:

P(f|c,x) = P(f|x) = min f(0). ()
oerl (x)
We can now use Walley's marginal extension theorem (seeréhed in Section 2.9) to
combine the marginal linear previsi®h on £ (€ x X) and the conditional lower prevision

P(-|C,X) on £(0)—or, through separate coherence it x X x O)—into a joint lower
previsionQ on £(€ x X x O) defined by

Q(h) = Ry(B(hIC, X))
for all gamblesh on € x X x O. The following theorem tells us that Assumption (MDI) is
effectively stronger than Assumption (I).

Theorem 14. Assume thafl’) holds. Consider a separately coherent conditional lower
prevision R -|X,0) on £(€ x X x O). If this conditional lower prevision satisfi¢MDI),
ie.,

P(fx,0) =Ro(f|x)
forall f € £(C), for all x € X such that g(x) > 0, and for all o€ I'(x), then it cannot be
jointly coherent with the joint lower prevision @ £ (€ x X x O).

Proof. Letx € X such thatpg(x) > 0 and leto € I'(x). Consider an arbitrary gambfeon

C that is not almost everywhere constant®with respect to the linear previsid®( - |X)
(which is uniquely determined froi®, through coherence). The theorem is proved if we
can show that

Q([f —P(f[x,0)]lex fx3x{o}) <O.
By separate coherence and Assumption (I'), we find foraayC andy € X that
P([f —P(f[x,0)]lexxyxfo})CY)
=P([f(c) - P(flx 0)]lex{xx{o}(C:Y: -))Ic,y)
= |{x}(y) [ (¢) —P(f[x,0)]l103(P)
L

=l (y {o}*( )min{ f (c) — P(f|x,0),0}
= I (Y)lop (X) min{ f (c) — Ro(f[x), 0}
where the last equality follows from the assumptions of temtem. Consequently,
P([f = P(f|%,0)]lex {x}x {0} )IC, X) = l1x3 Loy (X) min{ f — Po(f[x),0}
and we find that

9(“ _E(f|xvo)]lex{x}x{o})
= PRo(P([f = P(f[X,0)]le.x3x{0})|C, X))
= Po(lyx 1oy (X) min{ f — Py(f[x),0})
= liop (X)Po(l g min{ f — Po(f|x),0})
= lop+(X) po(X)Po(min{ f — Po(f|x),0}|x) <O
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where the inequality follows from € {0}*, po(x) > 0, and Lemma 15. O

Lemma 15. Let P be a linear prevision 08 (C). Then for all gambles f off that are not
almost everywhere constant (with respect to P), and foreall p1, we have that

P(min{f —u,0}) > 0= u < P(f).

Proof. Let f be a gamble that is not constant almost everywhere fiig.not constant on
the setD, = {c € C: p(c) > 0}, where we denote bp the mass function dP. It clearly
suffices to show thaP(min{f — P(f),0}) < 0. Assume,ex absurdo that P(min{f —
P(f),0}) > 0. Since the gamble m{rf — P(f),0} on C is non-positive, this implies that
P(min{f —P(f),0}) =0, and this can only happengfc) = P({c}) =0 forallc € C such
thatf(c) < P(f). Consequentlyp(f) < f(c) for all c € Dp, whenceP(f) < mincep, f(c).
But sinceP(f) is a non-trivial convex mixture of thé(c) for all c € Dy, and sincef is not
constant orDp, we also know thal(f) > mincep, f(c), a contradiction. O

REFERENCES

[1] A. Charnes and W. W. Cooper. Programming with linear tical functionals.Naval Research Logistic
Quarterly, 9:181-186, 1962.

[2] F. G. Cozman. Credal networkartificial Intelligence 120:199-233, 2000.

[3] F. G. Cozman. Separation properties of sets of proliggsili In C. Boutilier and M. Goldszmidt, editors,
Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (Proceedings of tlxteenth Conferencepages 107-115. Morgan
Kaufmann, San Francisco, 2000.

[4] L. M. de Campos, J. F. Huete, and S. Moral. Probabilitgivals: a tool for uncertain reasonirlgterna-
tional Journal of Uncertainty, Fuzziness and Knowledged&hSystem®:167—-196, 1994.

[5] L. M. de Campos, M. T. Lamata, and S. Moral. The conceptasfditional fuzzy measuresternational
Journal of Intelligent System$§:237—-246, 1990.

[6] G. de Cooman and M. Zaffalon. Updating with incompletes@tvations. In C. Meek and U. Kjeerulff,
editors,Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence: Proceedings of théneteenth Conference (UAI-200®gges
142-150. Morgan Kaufmann Publishers, San Francisco, C23.20

[7] B. de Finetti. La prévision: ses lois logiques, ses searsubjectivesAnnales de I'Institut Henri Poincaré
7:1-68, 1937. English translation in [23].

[8] B. de Finetti.Teoria delle Probabilita Einaudi, Turin, 1970.

[9] B. de Finetti.Theory of Probability John Wiley & Sons, Chichester, 1974-1975. English Traiasiaf [8],
two volumes.

[10] R. Fagin and J. Y. Halpern. A new approach to updatingfzlin P. P. Bonissone, M. Henrion, L. N. Kanal,
and J. F. Lemmer, editortlncertainty in Artificial Intelligencevolume 6, pages 347-374. North-Holland,
Amsterdam, 1991.

[11] E. Fagiuoli and M. Zaffalon. 2U: an exact interval prgption algorithm for polytrees with binary variables.
Artificial Intelligence 106:77-107, 1998.

[12] J. C. Ferreira da Rocha and F. G. Cozman. Inference withrately specified sets of probabilities in credal
networks. In A. Darwiche and N. Friedman, editdts)certainty in Artificial Intelligence (Proceedings of
the Eighteenth Conferencg)ages 430-437. Morgan Kaufmann, 2002.

[13] R. Gill, M. Van der Laan, and J. Robins. Coarsening atlcan: characterisations, conjectures and counter-
examples. In D.-Y. Lin, editoiProceedings of the first Seattle Conference on Biostatjgtiages 255-294.
Springer, 1997.

[14] P. D. Grunwald and J. Y. Halpern. Updating probalattidournal of Artificial Intelligence Researchages
243-278, 2003.

[15] J. Y. Halpern. A logical approach to reasoning aboutentainty: a tutorial. In X. Arrazola, K. Korta, and
F. J. Pelletier, editordiscourse, Interaction, and Communicatjgrages 141-155. Kluwer, 1998.

[16] J. Y. Halpern and M. Tuttle. Knowledge, probability,caadversarieslournal of the ACM40(4):917-962,
1993.

[17] T. Herron, T. Seidenfeld, and L. Wasserman. Divisivaditoning: futher results on dilatiorPhilosophy
of Science64:411-444, 1997.

[18] J.-Y. Jaffray. Bayesian updating and belief functidB$EE Transactions on Systems, Man and Cybernetics
22:1144-1152, 1992.



UPDATING BELIEFS WITH INCOMPLETE OBSERVATIONS 45

[19] L. G. Khachian. A polynomial algorithm for linear pragnming.Soviet Mathematics Doklad20:191-194,
1979. English translation of [20].

[20] L. G. Khachian. A polynomial algorithm for linear pragnming.Doklady Akedamii Nauk SSSRI4:1093—
1096, 1979. In Russian.

[21] A. N. Kolmogorov.Grundbegriffe der Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnuigpringer, Berlin, 1933.

[22] A. N. Kolmogorov.Foundations of ProbabilityChelsea Publishing Co., New York, 1950. English transla-
tion of [21].

[23] H. E. Kyburg Jr. and H. E. Smokler, editorStudies in Subjective ProbabilityViley, New York, 1964.
Second edition (with new material) 1980.

[24] 1. Levi. The Enterprise of Knowledg#IT Press, London, 1980.

[25] R. J. A. Little and D. B. RubinStatistical Analysis with Missing DataViley, New York, 1987.

[26] C. Manski.Partial Identification of Probability DistributionsSpringer, 2003.

[27] E. Miranda, G. de Cooman, and |. Couso. Imprecise prititiab induced by multi-valued mappings. Rro-
ceedings of the Ninth International Conference on InfofareProcessing and Management of Uncertainty
in Knowledge-Based Systems (IPMU 2002, Annecy, Francg 138, 2002)pages 1061-1068. Gutenberg,
2002.

[28] S. Moral and A. Cano. Strong conditional independencerfedal setsAnnals of Mathematics and Atrtificial
Intelligence 35(1-4):295-321, 2002.

[29] J. Pearl.Probabilistic Reasoning in Intelligent Systems: Netwavk$lausible InferenceMorgan Kauf-
mann, San Mateo, CA, 1988.

[30] M. A. Peotand R. D. Shachter. Learning from what you dobserve. In G. F. Cooper and S. Moral, editors,
Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (Proceedings of tReurteenth Conferencepages 439-446. Morgan
Kaufmann Publishers, San Francisco, CA, 1998.

[31] M. Ramoni and P. Sebastiani. Robust learning with migsiataMachine Learning45(2):147-170, 2001.

[32] T. Seidenfeld and L. Wasserman. Dilation for sets ofjatulities. The Annals of Statictics21:1139-54,
1993.

[33] G. Shafer. Conditional probabilitynternational Statistical Reviev63:261-277, 1985.

[34] C. A. B. Smith. Consistency in statistical inferencedatecision.Journal of the Royal Statistical Society,
Series A23:1-37, 1961.

[35] V. Strassen. Mef¥fehler und Informatiafeitschrift fur Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und Verwen@ebiete
2:273-305, 1964.

[36] P. Walley. Coherent lower (and upper) probabilitieechnical report, University of Warwick, Coventry,
1981. Statistics Research Report 22.

[37] P. Walley.Statistical Reasoning with Imprecise Probabiliti€hapman and Hall, London, 1991.

[38] P.Walley. Inferences from multinomial data: learnatgput a bag of marbledournal of the Royal Statistical
Society, Series B58:3-57, 1996. With discussion.

[39] P. Walley. Measures of uncertainty in expert systefmsficial Intelligence 83:1-58, 1996.

[40] M. Zaffalon. Exact credal treatment of missing dafaurnal of Statistical Planning and Inference
105(1):105-122, 2002.

[41] M. Zaffalon. The naive credal classifidournal of Statistical Planning and Inferenck05:5-21, 2002.

GHENT UNIVERSITY, SYSTEMS RESEARCHGROUPR, TECHNOLOGIEPARK— ZWIJNAARDE 914, 9052
ZWIIJNAARDE, BELGIUM
E-mail addressgert .decooman@ugent .be

IDSIA, GALLERIA 2, 6928 MANNO (LUGANO), SWITZERLAND
E-mail addresszaffalon@idsia.ch



