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Abstract. We introduce a new method for updating subjective beliefs based on Jeffrey’s
rule of conditioning, called dynamic (precise) probability kinematics (DPK). We also give its
generalization in order to work with sets of probabilities, called dynamic imprecise probability
kinematics (DIPK). Updating a set of probabilities may be computationally costly. To this
end, we provide bounds for the lower probability associated with the updated probability
set, characterizing the set completely. The behavior of the updated sets of probabilities
are studied, including contraction, dilation, and sure loss. We discuss the application of
DPK and DIPK to survey sampling studies in which coarse and imprecise observations are
anticipated.

1. Introduction
In uncertainty reasoning, probability distributions are the single most widely used mathematical object to encode subjective belief and uncertain evidence. There are situations
in which sets of probabilities, rather than a single precise probability, better captures the
imprecision occurring when an agent’s initial beliefs are elicited and translated. The structural imprecision in a set of probabilities allows for the analysis to be robust against coarsely
specified, or potentially misspecified model evidence.
In this paper, we present a new way to update subjective beliefs based on Jeffrey’s rule
of conditioning in a dynamic setting. The method can be applied to beliefs in the form
of precise probabilities, which we call dynamic probability kinematics (DPK), and can be
generalized to work with sets of probabilities, which we call dynamic imprecise probability
kinematics (DIPK). The contribution of the DPK and DIPK frameworks proposed in this
paper hinges on the premise that Jeffrey’s rule presents a compelling alternative to Bayes’
rule as a reasonable way to update initial beliefs. In this Section, we motivate DPK and
DIPK through justifying the importance of its constituent elements. We begin with the
Jeffrey’s updating rule.
1.1. Why Jeffrey’s updating? The most famous and widely used technique to describe
updating of beliefs is Bayesian updating. It prescribes the scholar to form an initial opinion
on the plausibility of the event A of interest, where A is a subset of the state space Ω, and to
express it by specifying a probability measure P , so that P pAq can be quantified. Once some
data E is collected, the Bayesian updating mechanism revises the initial opinion by applying
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the Bayes’ rule
P ‹ pAq ” P pA | Eq “

P pA X Eq
P pE | AqP pAq
“
9P pE | AqP pAq,
P pEq
P pEq

provided that P pEq ‰ 0. In [8, 9, 10], Richard Jeffrey makes a compelling case of the fact
that Bayes’ rule is not the only reasonable way of updating. For example, its use presupposes
that both P pEq and P pA X Eq have been quantified before event E takes place: this can
be a very challenging task, for example when E is not anticipated. The following example
illustrates a situation in which Bayes’ rule is not directly applicable to compute the updated
probability of an event, but Jeffrey’s rule can be applied.
Example 1.1. [5, Section 1.1] Three trials of a new surgical procedure are to be conducted
at a hospital. Let 1 denote a successful outcome, and 0 an unsuccessful one. The state space
has the form Ω “ t000, 001, 010, 011, 100, 101, 110, 111u. A colleague informs us that another
hospital performed this type of procedure 100 times, registering 80 successful outcomes. This
information is relevant and should influence our opinion about the outcome of the three trials,
but it cannot be put in direct terms about events in the original Ω, thus the Bayes’ rule is
not directly applicable.
Since the description contains no information about the order of the three trials, our initial
opinion P assumes that they are exchangeable. That is, consider the partition tE0 , E1 , E2 , E3 u
of Ω where Ej is the set of all outcomes with exactly j successes, exchangeability implies
that we assign equal probabilities to atomic events within each partition. In other words,
P pt001uq “ P pt100uq “ P pt010uq and P pt110uq “ P pt101uq “ P pt011uq.
The success rate at the other hospital informs our opinion over the partition tEj u only,
and nothing more. In relation to our old opinion P , our updated opinion P ‹ satisfies P pA |
Ej q “ P ‹ pA | Ej q for all A Ă Ω and all j P t0, . . . , 3u. Upon specifying a new subjective
assessment of the P ‹ pEj q’s, the updated probability measure P ‹ can be fully reassessed by
the relation
3
3
ÿ
ÿ
P ‹ pAq “
P ‹ pA | Ej qP ‹ pEj q “
P pA | Ej qP ‹pEj q.
j“0

j“0

‹

It is within our liberty to reassess the P pEj q’s. We may, for example, regard the three
trials as a random subsample of size three from those of the other hospital. This would
equate P ‹ pEj q to the probability of obtaining j successes from a Hypergeometricp100, 80, 3q
distribution.
△
ř
The rule P ‹ pAq “ Ej PE P pA | Ej qP ‹pEj q is known as Jeffrey’s rule of conditioning. It is
valid when there is a partition E of the sample space Ω such that
P ‹ pA | Ej q “ P pA | Ej q,

@A Ă Ω, @Ej P E.
‹

(1)

It has the practical advantage of reducing the assessment of P to the simpler task of assessing
P ‹pEj q, for all Ej P E. In the above example, instead of a full reassessment of probabilities
on Ω, the agent only needs to deliberate new assessment of the four probabilities P ‹ pE0 q
through P ‹ pE3 q based on the given information.
Jeffrey’s rule of conditioning is also a generalization of Bayesian conditioning. If we consider
partition tE, E c u, for some E Ă Ω, then if P ‹ pEq “ 1, we have that P ‹ pAq “ P pA |
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EqP ‹pEq ` P pA | E c qP ‹ pE c q “ P pA | Eq, which is Bayes’ rule. In addition, as studied
in [5, Section 2], if we are given the couple tP, P ‹ u of probability measures, we can always
reconstruct a partition tEj u for which tP, P ‹ u could have arisen via Jeffrey’s updating rule,
unlike Bayesian conditionalization.
1.2. Precise and imprecise probabilities. In this work, we consider the dynamic updating of beliefs encoded both in the form of precise and imprecise probabilities. Precise
probabilities are widely employed as the central vocabulary of many modes of uncertainty
reasoning, nearly exclusively so in statistical inference, for example. Yet, there are many
reasons to work with imprecise probabilities, the most important of which are summarized in
[18, Section 1.1.4]. In this paper, we work with lower and upper probabilities resulting from
specifying sets of probability measures. In the subjective probability literature, the agent’s
initial beliefs about an event A Ă Ω are usually encapsulated in a (prior) probability measure,
that is then refined once new information in the form of data become available. As Walley
points out in [18, Section 1.1.4.(e)], though, due to bounded rationality, the agent may be
unable to assess probabilities precisely in practice, even if that is possible in principle. This
is due to the lack of time or of computational ability, or because it is extremely difficult to
analyze a complex body of evidence. This is also confirmed by Berger in [2] and in the de
Finetti lecture delivered at ISBA 2021. Berger pointed out how people that are not “trained
properly”, when asked to report a prior variance, produce a value that is way too small; the
folklore says by a factor of 3. People simply think that they know more than they actually
do.
The agent may only be able to evaluate upper and lower bounds of a precise probability.
Formally, this can be translated in the agent specifying a set of probabilities. Generally
speaking, the farther apart (e.g. in the total variation distance) the “boundary elements” of
the set (i.e. its infimum and supremum), the higher the agent’s uncertainty.
Another more practical reason for the agent to specify a set of probabilities at the beginning
of the procedure is to conduct a robust analysis. This is inspected in [18, Section 1.1.4.(j)]:
the conclusions of a statistical analysis are robust when a realistically wide class of probability
models all lead to essentially the same conclusions. To check the robustness of an analysis
using a precise probability model, the agent would need to define a “realistically wide class”
of models by varying those assumptions of the precise model that are arbitrary or unreliable.
In effect, this replaces the precise probability model by an imprecise one. Conclusions drawn
from the imprecise model are automatically robust, because they do not rely on arbitrary or
doubtful assumptions. A way for the agent to replace the precise probability model with an
imprecise one is to start the analysis by specifying a set of (prior) probabilities.
Robustness is the main reason we work with sets of probabilities in this paper. As Section
6 will explain, dynamic probability kinematics may be prior sensitive. To conduct a robust
analysis we need to begin with a set of prior probabilities. This leads to the introduction of
dynamic imprecise probability kinematics.
As Section 6 will discuss, the lower probabilities associated with the updated sets characterize these latter. That is why in Section 8 we study the behavior of the updated sets
(contraction, dilation, sure loss) by giving sufficient conditions involving lower (and upper)
probabilities. So despite DIPK can be considered as an imprecise probability model, we
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do not consider DIPK lower probabilities as ill-known precise probabilities, as they simply
germinate from the agent specifying a set of precise probabilities, the wider the higher their
initial uncertainty.
1.3. Structure of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss
the connection between our work and the related literature. In Section 3, we introduce
dynamic probability kinematics (DPK). In Section 4, we provide the mechanical version of
DPK that we use throughout the rest of the work. It is mechanical in the sense that it
does not require the agent to subjectively specify the probability to attach to the elements
of the partition, but it does so mechanically. In Section 5, we explain how to subsequently
update prior P as more and more data become available. In Section 6, we introduce dynamic
imprecise probability kinematics (DIPK). In Section 7, we give bounds for the upper and
lower probabilities associated with the updated probability set. This allows to avoid the
exhaustive procedure to update lower and upper probabilities, which involves updating the
whole probability set. In Section 8, we study the behavior of updated sets of probabilities,
namely contraction, dilation, and sure loss. Section 9 discusses an application of DPK and
DIPK to survey sampling studies. Section 10 concludes our work. Appendix A contains the
proofs of our results.
2. Related literature
In this Section, we discuss the relation between our work and other papers dealing with
Jeffrey’s updating in the context of imprecise probability models. Jeffrey’s updating has
been generalized to be put to use in the context of Dempster-Shafer theory, evidence theory,
neighborhood models theory, and credal sets theory. DIPK belongs to this last category.
In [15], Shafer discusses Jeffrey’s updating from a philosophical perspective, and is the
first to consider its application to the context of Dempster-Shafer theory, for which belief
functions – functions representing the degree of belief of the agent on a given event – and
Dempster’s rule of combination play a central operational role. In [7] and [17] the authors
further study the generalization of Jeffrey’s updating for belief functions defined on a finite
sample space. In [7], the authors point out how Shafer’s approach is different from the
normative Bayesian approach and is not a straight generalization of Jeffrey’s rule, so they
propose rules of conditioning for which Jeffrey’s rule is a direct consequence of a special case.
In [17], the author generalizes the results in [7]. He shows that several forms of Jeffrey’s
updating rule can be defined so that they correspond to the geometrical rule of conditioning
and to Dempster’s rule of conditioning, respectively.
In [12], the authors provide a generalization of both Jeffrey’s rule and Dempster conditioning to propose an effective revision rule in the field of evidence theory. This is very interesting
since when one source of evidence is less reliable than another, the idea is to let prior knowledge of an agent be altered only by some of the input information. The change problem is
thus intrinsically asymmetric. To this extent, their model takes into account inconsistency
between prior and input information.
In [16], the author discusses the application of Jeffrey’s rule to neighborhood models theory.
In this field, uncertainty is captured by neighborhoods of a classical probability measure P ,
presented in the form of interval probabilities rL, Us. This means that P pAq P rLpAq, UpAqs,
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for all A Ă Ω, where Ω is the state space of interest. The author shows that a neighborhood
rL, Us of a probability measure P whose lower envelope L is convex or bi-elastic with respect
to the base probability measure – see [16, Definitions 3 and 4] – is closed with respect to
Jeffrey’s rule of conditioning. This means that Jeffrey’s posterior for Q P rL, Us still belongs
to the interval.
In [13], the authors generalize Jeffrey’s rule to credal set theory. In this field, a set of probability measures (called a credal set) is used to capture either the agent’s initial uncertainty,
or inconsistency/imprecision in the process of collecting data. The authors introduce imaginary kinematics, see [13, Definition 7]. They combine Jeffrey’s rule with Lewis’ imaging [11]
for credal sets to be able to update beliefs when possibly inconsistent probabilistic evidence
is gathered. The main differences between our work and [13] are two. In [13], the authors
require Ω to be a space of atoms, while we do not put any restriction on the nature of Ω.
Also, while we use sets of probability measures in order to capture the impossibility of the
agent to specify a single prior probability, and in order to conduct a robust analysis, in [13]
the authors use credal sets to tackle the problem of the agent gathering inconsistent data. In
the future, we plan to generalize DIPK to account for imprecise data collection, as we point
out in Section 10.
It is worth noting that in [3] the authors provide an ergodic theory for the limit of a
sequence of successive DIPK updates of a set representing the initial beliefs of an agent. As
a consequence, they formulate a strong law of large numbers.
3. A new way to update subjective beliefs
In this Section, we describe a new way to update subjective beliefs based on Jeffrey’s rule
of conditioning (see e.g. [5, 8, 9, 10]), which we call dynamic probability kinematics (DPK).
Let Ω be the state space of interest. Suppose that P is a probability measure on pΩ, F q, and
we want to compute its Jeffrey’s update. We collect data, i.e. we observe x1 , . . . , xn . These
latter are images of random variables, that is,
DE1 , . . . , En P F : @ω P Ej , Xj pωq “ xj , @j P t1, . . . , nu.
Let us denote by X the range of X, that is, the image under X of the domain of X; notationally, this means that X “ ImX pDompXqq. We drop the index since we assume X1 , . . . , Xn to
be identically distributed. We also assume that X is finite or countable.
Notice that Ej can be written as
Ej :“ tω P Ω : Xj pωq “ xj u.
E1 , . . . , En induce a partition
E“

#

E1 , . . . , En , En`1 :“

˜

n
ď

j“1

Ej

¸c +

,

(2)

where En`1 is the remainder set to the union of E1 , . . . , En .
Note that the purpose of the observed data points, or xj ’s, is to inform the structure of the
partition E. Each unique value expressed by xj conveys the information for a unique element
Ej of the partition. Therefore for our purpose, it suffices that we keep track of only the
unique values in the collection of observations x1 , . . . , xn , rather than treating it as a sample
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from an underlying population, as is typically the case in Bayesian or frequentist statistical
inference. Furthermore, the assumption that X1 , . . . , Xn are identically distributed is needed
because otherwise we may have Ek , Es P E such that Ek X Es ‰ H. 1
As an update to P , we propose the following
ÿ
PE : F Ñ r0, 1s, A ÞÑPE pAq :“
P pA | Ej qPE pEj q
Ej PE

such that PE pEj q ě 0, @j P t1, . . . , nu, and

ÿ

PE pEj q “ 1.

(3)

Ej PE

We have the following.

Proposition 3.1. PE is a probability measure, and it is a Jeffrey’s posterior for P .
In general,
ř Jeffrey’s rule of conditioning – as presented in [5, Equation 1.1] – is given by
P ‹pAq “ j P pA | Ej qP ‹ pEj q, where P ‹ is Jeffrey’s posterior for P . It is valid when Jeffrey’s
condition is met, that is, when there is a given partition tEj u of the state space Ω such
that P pA | Ej q “ P ‹ pA | Ej q is true for all A P F and all j. Specifically, this condition
is met by PE . Since
ř PE is a probability measure by Proposition 3.1, it is true that, for all
A P F , PE pAq “ Ej PE PE pA | Ej qPE pEj q. But given our definition for PE , we also have
ř
that PE pAq “ Ej PE P pA | Ej qPE pEj q. This implies that there is a partition E for which
P pA | Ej q “ PE pA | Ej q is true for all A P F and all Ej P E.
In the next Section, we show how computing PE pAq can be a mechanical procedure that
does not require subjective assessment.
4. A mechanical procedure to compute PE
In this Section, we show how computing PE pAq can be performed as a mechanical procedure, if the analyst is unwilling or unable to make full subjective probabilistic assessment for
the elements of E. Recall that X is the range of X, that is, X “ ImX pDompXqq. Every Xj
has its probability mass function PXj ptxuq that tells us what is the probability that Xj “ x,
for all x P X . Since we assumed X1 , . . . , Xn to be identically distributed, we have that
PX1 “ PX2 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ PXn . Let us denote it by PX . Probability mass function PX is the
pushforward probability measure for a probability measure Q defined on pΩ, F q. That is, we
have that PX ptxuq “ QpX ´1 pxqq, for all x P X . Let us now focus on the data x1 , . . . , xn that
we collect. Notice that
Xj´1 pxj q :“ tω P Ω : Xj pωq “ xj u “ Ej ,

@j P t1, . . . , nu.

ř
So, if we let PE pEj q “ PXj ptxj uq “ QpXj´1 pxj qq and PE ppYnj“1Ej qc q “ 1 ´ nj“1 PE pEj q, we
have that the probabilities assigned by PE to the elements of E are assigned mechanically.
Jeffrey’s updating procedure, then, becomes easier (the analyst does not have to subjectively
specify the probability assigned to all the elements of E, a task that can be mentally and
mathematically challenging). Let us give an example.
1To

be specific, suppose that X1 „ F and X2 „ G, where F and G are two different distributions. Then,
there may exists ω P Ω such that X1 pωq “ a, X2 pωq “ b, and a ‰ b. Call then E1 :“ tω P Ω : X1 pωq “ au
and E2 :“ tω P Ω : X2 pωq “ b ‰ au. In this case, E1 X E2 ‰ H. So E1 and E2 do not induce a partition,
since the elements of a partition must not intersect with each other.
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Example 4.1. Suppose X1 , X2 , X3 „ Binpn, pq iid, and let n “ 10 and `p ˘“ 0.8. Then,
10
3
10´3
suppose that we observe
«
2 “ 5, and x3 “ 7. Then, PX1 ptx1 uq “ 3 0.8 0.2
`10x˘1 “5 3, x10´5
`10˘ 7 10´7
0.00079, PX2 ptx2 uq “ 5 0.8 0.2
« 0.02642, PX3 ptx3 uq “ 7 0.8 0.2
« 0.20133.
Now, we let PE pE1 q “ PX1 ptx1 uq, PE pE2 q “ PX2 ptx2 uq, PE pE3 q “ PX3 ptx3 uq, and PE ppY3j“1Ej qc q “
ř
1 ´ 3j“1 PE pEj q « 0.77146. Given these, computing PE pAq becomes an easier task: we just
need to compute P pA | Ej q, for all Ej P E, which is another mechanical task that does not
require subjective assessments of probabilities.
In the remainder of this document, we are going to use the mechanical procedure we just
described to assign updated probabilities to the elements of E. We have the following useful
lemma.
Lemma 1. Let E P E. PE pEq “ 0 if and only if E “ H.
Remark 1. There is a subtlety in moving from the prior to the
řn posterior. Requiring that
´1
n
c
PE pEj q “ PXj ptxj uq “ QpXj pxj qq and PE ppYj“1Ej q q “ 1 ´ j“1 PE pEj q, means that the
restriction PE |σpEq of PE agrees with the restriction Q|σpEq of Q on the sigma algebra σpEq
generated by the elements of E. PE |σpEq is then extended to pΩ, F q through P p¨ | Ej q, for all
j, via
ÿ
PE pAq “
P pA | Ej qPE pEj q.
Ej PE

5. Subsequent updates
Once we observe new data points xn`1 , . . . , xm , we update PE ” PE1 to PE2 via the same
mechanical procedure depicted in Section 4. With this, we mean the following.
We now
ř
have observed data x1 , . . . xn , xn`1 , . . . , xm . Then, we compute PE2 pAq “ Ej PE2 PE1 pA |
Ej qPE2 pEj q, where E2 “ tEj um`1
j“1 . In particular, Ej “ tω P Ω : Xpωq “ xj u, j P t1, . . . , mu,
m
c
and Em`1 “ pYj“1 Ej qř. Also, we assign probability PE2 pEj q “ PX ptxj uq, for j P t1, . . . , mu,
and PE2 pEm`1 q “ 1 ´ m
j“1 PE2 pEj q. Clearly, Propositions 3.1 and Lemma 1 are true also for
PE2 .
If we keep on collecting observations, eventually our sequence of Jeffrey’s updates converges.
Proposition 5.1. The limit limnÑ8 PEn exists and is well defined.
Notice that, for any n, partition En is a refinement of partition En´1 . To see this, suppose
E
E
En´1
En´1 has ℓ ` 1 many elements, that is, En´1 “ tE1 n´1 , . . . , Eℓ n´1 , Eℓ`1
u. By (2), this means
En´1
En´1 c
ℓ
that Eℓ`1 “ pYj“1 Ej q . Now suppose that in the next updating step we only observe
one new element x of X . Then we have that En has ℓ ` 2 many elements. In particular,
En´1
E
En
En
. Of course, if we observe
Y Eℓ`2
“ Eℓ`1
Ej n´1 “ EjEn , for all j P t1, . . . , ℓu, and Eℓ`1
En´1
˜
more elements, we further refine Eℓ`1 . Call now E the partition resulting from our updating
˜ Then, we have the
process having possibly countably many elements, and such that H P E.
following.
Proposition 5.2. E˜ cannot be refined as a result of the updating process described in Sections
3 and 4.
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Since the main driver of the update from PEn´1 to PEn is the refinement of partition En´1
to partition En , we denote by PẼ the limit we found in Proposition 5.1.
Note that the larger the cardinality of the range of the random variables that drive the
updating process, the more steps are needed to reach convergence. Consider two random
variables X and Y , call X :“ ImX pDompXqq and Y :“ ImY pDompY qq, and suppose that
#X ă #Y ă 8, where # denotes the cardinality operator. Call k the steps that pPEn q takes
to converge when the convergence is driven by the elements of X , and ℓ the steps that pPEn q
takes to converge when the convergence is driven by the elements of Y.
Proposition 5.3. If at every step of the updating procedure we observe the same number of
new elements from X and Y, then k ă ℓ.
Note that the requirement of observing the same number of new elements from X and Y
“levels the playing field” in Proposition 5.3. Had we not required it to hold, we could have
had a situation in which in the first step of our updating procedure, we would have observed
all the elements in Y, and, say, only one element of X . The validity of the proposition is
evident in the extreme case that #X is finite, yet #Y is infinite. In that case, it is clear that
k ă l, whether or not we observe the same number of new elements at every step.
Remark 2. Notice that Lemma 1 holds for all PEn , n P N, not just for PE1 and PE2 . We also
have the following. If H belongs to the partition we are considering, computing the conditional probability of any A Ă Ω given H is a problem, in that it gives rise to an indeterminate
“ 00 ,
form. Indeed, for a generic probability measure P , we have that P pA | Hq “ P PpAXHq
pHq
an indeterminate form. We solve this indeterminacy by requiring that for dynamic probability kinematics this ratio is equal to 0. This because the information conveyed by the data
collected on the event A is already encapsulated in all the other elements of the partition.
Remark 3. Dynamic probability kinematics, being based on Jeffrey’s updating, is not commutative. With this we mean the following. Consider an initial probability P and compute
its dynamic probability kinematics update PE1 based on partition E1 ; then compute the DPK
update of PE1 based on partition E2 , and call this update PE1 E2 . If we proceed in the opposite
direction, that is, if we first update P to PE2 , and then update this latter to PE2 E1 , we have
that, in general, PE1 E2 ‰ PE2 E1 .
This comes from [5, Theorem 3.2], where the authors show that, given two generic partitions
E and F of Ω, PEF “ PF E if and only if E and F are Jeffrey independent. This happens when
PE pFj q “ P pFj q and PF pEi q “ P pEi q, for all i and all j, where the Fj ’s are the elements of
F , and the Ei ’s are the elements of E.
It is immediate to see that this necessary and sufficient condition does not hold for DPK.
Indeed, consider the following toy example. Let Ω “ r0, 1s, and X “ t1, 2, 3, 4u. Let
PX pt1uq “ 16 , PX pt2uq “ 13 , PX pt3uq “ 81 , PX pt4uq “ 83 . Let also the initial probability measure P be the Lebesgue measure on r0, 1s. Suppose then that at time n “ 1 we observe x1 “ 1,
and that the partition induced by this data point is given by E1 “ tE1E1 “ r0, 81 q, E2E1 “ r 81 , 1su.
At time n “ 2, we observe x2 “ 2, x3 “ 3, x4 “ 4, and the partition induced by these data
points is E2 ” E˜ “ tE1E2 “ r0, 81 q, E2E2 “ r 18 , 41 q, E3E2 “ r 14 , 43 q, E4E2 “ r 43 , 1s, E5E2 “ Hu. To
verify whether E1 and E2 are Jeffrey independent, we need to check, for example, whether
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PE1 pE2E2 q “ P pE2E2 q. Now, P pE2E2 q “

´ 81 “ 18 . Instead,
ÿ
P pE2E2 | EjE1 qPE1 pEjE1 q
PE1 pE2E2 q “
1
4

E

Ej 1 PE1

“

P pE2E2 X E2E1 q
PE1 pE2E1 q
E1
P pE2 q

P pE2E2 q
PE1 pE2E1 q
E1
P pE2 q
1{8 5
5
1
“7
“
‰ .
{8 6
42
8
This simple example shows that DPK is not commutative. Should this worry the agent
that intends to use DPK to update their beliefs? The answer is no; it is actually something
desirable. Since in DPK the partitions become finer as more data is collected, if PE1 ¨¨¨En´1 En
were to be equal to PE1 ¨¨¨En En´1 , that would mean that losing granularity in the partition of
the state space would yield no loss of information on the event A Ă Ω of interest. This is
undesirable: the more we know about the composition of Ω, the better we want our assessment
to be on the plausibility of event A. As Diaconis and Zabell point out in [5, Section 4.2,
Remark 2], “noncommutativity is not a real problem for successive Jeffrey updating”.
Before concluding this Remark, we point out how, despite the order in which new data is
collected matters for the updating process, the limit probability PẼ is the same regardless of
the order in which data is collected. Let us give an example.
Continuing the toy example from above, let A “ r 14 , 43 s be our set of interest. Suppose
ř
at time n “ 1 we observe x1 “ 1. We have that PE1 pAq “ E E1 PE1 P pA | EjE1 qPE1 pEjE1 q “
“

j

P pAq

PE1 pE2E1 q
E
P pE 1 q

“

2

Then, PE2 pAq “

1{2

5
7{8 6

ř

“

E

10
.
21

Ej 2 PE2

Then, suppose at time n “ 2 we observe x2 “ 2, x3 “ 3, x4 “ 4.

PE1 pA | EjE2 qPE2 pEjE2 q “ PE2 pE3E2 q “ 81 . Suppose instead that at
E1

E1

time n “ 1 we observe x1 “ 3. Then, the induced partition is E11 “ tE1 1 “ r 41 , 43 q, E2 1 “
ř
E1
E1
E1
1
P pA | Ej 1 qPE11 pEj 1 q “ PE11 pE1 1 q “ 81 .
r0, 14 q Y r 34 , 1su. We have that PE11 pAq “
E1
1
Ej PE1

Suppose then that at time n “ 2 we observe x2 “ 1, x3 “ 2, x4 “ 4. We have that the
E1
E1
E1
E1
E1
induced partition is E21 “ tE1 2 “ r 41 , 43 q, E2 2 “ r0, 18 q, E3 2 “ r 18 , 41 q, E4 2 “ r 34 , 1s, E5 2 “ Hu.
ř
E1
E1
E1
1
As we can see, E21 “ E2 . Then, PE21 pAq “
PE11 pA | Ej 2 qPE21 pEj 2 q “ PE21 pE1 2 q “ 81 . We
E2
1
Ej PE2

see how PE1 pAq ‰ P pAq, but PE2 pAq “ PE21 pAq “ PẼ pAq. This because despite the order
in which the observation are collected is different, in the limit the information conveyed by
the data around the plausibility of event A is the same, no matter the order in which data is
gathered. The following is the formal result.
Suppose we collect the elements of X in a different order in two different experiments.
We call pEn q and pEn1 q the sequences of finer partitions in the first and second experiments,
respectively. Call E˜ and Ẽ 1 the limit partitions for the first and second experiments, respectively. That is, they are the finest partitions compatible with the elements of X according
to DPK.
E11
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Proposition 5.4. Call PẼ :“ limnÑ8 PEn and PẼ 1 :“ limnÑ8 PEn1 . Then, PẼ “ PẼ 1 .
6. Working with sets of probabilities
In this Section, we generalize dynamic probability kinematics to dynamic imprecise probability kinematics. To do so, we first need to introduce the concepts of lower probability,
upper probability, and core of a lower probability.
Consider a generic set of probabilities Π on a measurable space pΩ, F q. The lower probability P associated with Π is defined as
P pAq :“ inf P pAq,
P PΠ

@A P F .

The upper probability P associated with Π is defined as the conjugate to P , that is,
P pAq :“ 1 ´ P pAc q “ sup P 1 pAq,

@A P F .

P 1 PΠ

Let us denote by ∆pΩ, F q the set of all probability measures on pΩ, F q. Lower probability P
completely characterizes the convex set
corepP q :“ tP P ∆pΩ, F q : P pAq ě P pAq, @A P F u
“ tP P ∆pΩ, F q : P pAq ě P pAq ě P pAq, @A P F u,
where the second equality is a characterization (see e.g. [4, Page 3389]). By complete
characterization, we mean that it is sufficient to know P to be able to completely specify
corepP q. To emphasize this aspect, some authors say that P is compatible with corepP q (see
e.g. [6]).
To generalize DPK to DIPK, we first prescribe the agent to specify a finite set of probabilities, then to compute the lower probability associated with it. The core of such lower
probability represents the agent’s initial beliefs. To update their beliefs, the agent computes
the DPK update of the elements of the finite set, obtaining an updated finite set. Their updated beliefs are represented by the core of the lower probability associated with the updated
finite set. We work with sets of probabilities because DPK is a prior sensitive procedure,
so probability sets allow for a robust analysis. In addition, we require the agent’s beliefs to
be represented by the core for two main reasons. The first, mathematical, one is to ensure
that the belief set can be completely characterized by the lower probability. The second,
philosophical, one is to further hedge against ambiguity. Indeed, it is immediate to see that
the finite set is contained in the core, so requiring this latter to represent the agent’s beliefs
corresponds to the agent adopting a “doubly robust” approach: not only is the agent incapable of specifying a single prior probability measure, but also specifying a finite set would
be too precise. From an information theoretic perspective, performing an analysis starting
with a finite set or with the core of a lower probability are two different problems. In particular, the second entails a higher initial degree of ignorance of the agent. We are aware
of this distinction, and for DIPK we choose to work with the core to achieve a more robust
outcome.
We start our analysis by specifying a set of prior probability measures on Ω. We call it
P ” PE0 Ă ∆pΩ, F q, and we require that it is finite. This makes it easy to specify. We then
consider P E0 , the lower probability associated with PE0 . The set representing the agent’s
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initial beliefs, then, is given by PEco0 “ corepP E0 q, where superscript co denotes the fact that
PEco0 is convex. The importance of this property is explained in Remark 4.
We then update every element in PE0 P PE0 using Jeffrey’s procedure explained in Section
4 (DPK), and we obtain
,
$
.
&
ÿ
PE0 pA | Ej qPE1 pEj q, @A P F , PE0 P PE0 .
PE1 :“ PE1 P ∆pΩ, F q : PE1 pAq “
%
E PE
j

1

After that, we compute P E1 , and so PEco1 “ corepP E1 q. Repeating this procedure, we build
two sequences, pPEn q and pPEcon q. Notice that for any n P N, the lower and upper probabilities
associated with PEn are equal to the lower and upper probabilities associated with PEcon ,
respectively, by construction. Call
)
!
PẼ :“ PẼ P ∆pΩ, F q : PẼ “ lim PEn , PEn P PEn .
nÑ8

That is, PẼ is the set of limits (in the total variation metric) of the sequences pPEn q whose
elements PEn are elements of set PEn representing the agent’s updated beliefs. Notice that
PẼ is finite and has the same cardinality as PEn , for every n. We are sure it is not empty by
Propositions 5.1 and 5.2. Then, by construction, we have that
˜
¸
dH pPEn , PẼ q “ max

sup dT V pP, PẼ q, sup dT V pPEn , P 1q

P PPEn

P 1 PPẼ

ÝÝÝÑ 0,
nÑ8

(4)

where dH denotes the Hausdorff metric, and, in general, dT V pP, Qq :“ inf QPQ dT V pP, Qq, for
all P P ∆pΩ, F q and all Q Ă ∆pΩ, F q. Such a convergence is true also for PEcon and PẼco .
Proposition 6.1. The following is true
dH pPEcon , PẼco q ÝÝÝÑ 0.
nÑ8

Before concluding this Section, let us highlight a characteristic of our updating method
involving sets of probabilities. Fix any n, and suppose En has ℓ ` 1 components. Pick
two probability measures
ř P1,En , P2,En P PEn . By the procedure describedřin Section 5, we
have that P1,En pAq “ Ej PEn P1,En´1 pA | Ej qP1,En pEj q and P2,En pAq “ Ej PEn P2,En´1 pA |
Ej qP2,En pEj q, for all A P F . By the mechanical procedure described in Section 4, then, we
have that P1,En pEj q “ P2,En pEj q “ QpEj q “ PX ptxj uq, for j P t1, . . . , ℓu, and P1,En pEℓ`1 q “
ř
ř
P2,En pEℓ`1 q “ 1 ´ ℓj“1 P1,En pEj q “ 1 ´ ℓj“1 P2,En pEj q. As we can see then, P1,En pAq and
P2,En pAq only differ by the conditional probability the priors P1,En´1 and P2,En´1 assign to A
given Ej , for all Ej P En . Of course this is true for every element of PEn , for all n. This means
that our procedure is sensitive to the prior: this shows how, to perform a robust analysis
using our method, it is crucial is to work with sets of probabilities.
Remark 4. Consider PEn , and take two of its components P1,En , P2,En . We have that
αP1,En pAq ` p1 ´ αqP2,En pAq P rP En pAq, P En pAqs, for some α P r0, 1s and all A P F , but
αP1,En ` p1 ´ αqP2,En R PEn . To this extent, upper and lower probabilities P En and P En are
not able to capture “holes” and “dents” in the set PEn . That is why we need the sequence of
convex sets pPEcon q to represent the agent’s belief updating procedure.
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Remark 5. For generic sets P, Q Ă ∆pΩ, F q, we have that
sup dT V pP, Qq “ sup inf dT V pP, Qq “ dT V pP , Qq,
P PP

P PP QPQ

where P is the upper probability associated with P and Q is the lower probability associated
with Q. The total variation distance is well defined (that is, it is indeed a metric) also when
computed between upper and lower probabilities, dT V pP , Qq :“ supAPF |P pAq ´ QpAq|. In
light of this, the interpretation we can give to equation (4) is the following: as we collect
more and more data points, the distance between the “boundary elements” P En and P En of
PEn and the “boundary elements” P Ẽ and P Ẽ of PẼ becomes progressively smaller.
7. Procedures to obtain and bound upper and lower probabilities
As we have seen in Section 6, upper and lower probabilities associated with PEcon encode all
the information contained in the set. In a sense, they summarize all the information in the
set. It is natural, then, that we focus our attention on P En and P En .
Let us start from the first round of belief updating. We specify PE0 “ tP1,E0 , . . . , Pk,E0 u Ă
∆pΩ, F q. Then, we compute P E0 . The set representing the agent’s initial beliefs is PEco0 “
corepP E0 q. The exhaustive procedure to update P E0 is given by the following.
(1) We collect data x1 , . . . , xn ;
(2) We update all the elements in PE0 according to the mechanical procedure in Section
4, so to obtain PE1 ;
(3) We calculate P E1 pAq “ inf P PPE1 P pAq, for all A P F .
P E1 and its conjugate P E1 are the updates to P E0 and P E0 , respectively.
This procedure holds for updating every P En to P En`1 and every P En to P En`1 , not just for
n “ 0.
In practice, step (2) appears to be the bottleneck of the algorithm: it may be computationally intensive to compute the DPK update of all the elements in PEn . To overcome this
shortcoming, we give a lower bound for the updated lower probability and an upper bound
for the updated upper probability that can be calculated without updating all of the elements
in PEn .
By (3), we know that for every PEn`1 P PEn`1 and every A P F ,
ÿ
(5)
PEn pA | Ej qPEn`1 pEj q.
PEn`1 pAq “
Ej PEn`1

Also, by the intermediate step described in Remark 1, we know that, assuming the number
of components of En`1 is ℓ ` 1, for all PEn`1 P PEn`1 ,
PEn`1 pEj q “ QpEj q “ PX ptxj uq, @j P t1, . . . , ℓu,

PEn`1 pEℓ`1 q “ QpEℓ`1 q “ 1 ´

ℓ
ÿ

QpEj q.

j“1

So, for all PEn`1 P PEn`1 and all A P F , we can rewrite (5) as
ÿ
PEn pA | Ej qQpEj q.
PEn`1 pAq “
Ej PEn`1

(6)
(7)
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Notice that the fact that (6) holds for all PEn`1 P PEn`1 implies that, for all Ej P En`1 ,
P En`1 pEj q “ QpEj q “ P En`1 pEj q.

(8)

Both equalities in (8) hold because we implicitly assume that PX is known. That is, the
collected data are precise (i.e. with no missingness) and from a known generative model (i.e.
no inference required). If this assumption were to be relaxed, these equalities need not hold.
For any A P F , and any Ej P En , define
PB
En pA | Ej q :“ infco P pA | Ej q “ infco

P PPEn

P PPEn

and
B

P En pA | Ej q :“ sup P pA | Ej q “ sup
P PPEcon

P PPEcon

P pA X Ej q
P pEj q
P pA X Ej q
.
P pEj q

These are called the generalized Bayes’ conditional lower and upper probabilities [19], respectively. Then, we have the following.
Proposition 7.1. For any A P F and any n P N0 ,
ÿ
PB
P En`1 pAq ě
En pA | Ej qQpEj q

(9)

Ej PEn`1

and

P En`1 pAq ď

ÿ

B

P En pA | Ej qQpEj q.

(10)

Ej PEn`1

Corollary 7.1.1. For all n P N0 , all PEn`1 P PEcon`1 , and all A P F ,
ﬁ
»
ÿ
ÿ
B
P En pA | Ej qQpEj qﬂ .
PEn`1 pAq P –
PB
En pA | Ej qQpEj q,
Ej PEn`1

Ej PEn`1

The bounds we presented allow us to circumvent the bottleneck presented by step (2) in
B
the exhaustive procedure. This because it is easier to compute P B
En pA | Ej q and P En pA | Ej q,
for all A P F and all Ej P En`1 rather than first computing the DIPK update of PEn to PEn`1 ,
and then calculating P En`1 and P En`1 .
There are two other ways to define lower and upper conditional probabilities. The first
one, called geometric update, is such that for all n P N0 , all A P F , and all Ej P E0 ,
PG
En pA | Ej q :“

inf P PPEcon P pA X Ej q
inf P PPEcon P pEj q

“

P En pA X Ej q
P En pEj q

G

and P En pA | Ej q “

P En pA X Ej q
.
P En pEj q

The other one, called Dempster’s rule of conditioning, is the natural dual to the geometric
procedure. It differs from this latter from the operational point of view (see [6, Section 2]),
but since mathematically they are the same, we are not going to cover Dempster’s rule in
the present work.
An interpretation of how generalized Bayes’ and geometric rules come about when a generic
partition tEj u of Ω is available is the following. Let \ denote the union of disjoint sets, and
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P a generic lower probability. We know that lower probabilities are superadditive, so since
given any A P F we have that A “ \j pA X Ej q, it follows that
ÿ
P pAq ě
P pA X Ej q.
(11)
j

Now, P pAXEj q can be interpreted as the lowest possible probability attached to event AXEj ,
P pAXE q
in which case we retrieve generalized Bayes’ rule. It can also be rewritten as P pEj qj P pEj q;
in this latter case, we retrieve the geometric rule. It is worth noting that, for any lower
probability P , by [6, Lemma 5.3] we have that
G

B

P B pA | Bq ď P G pA | Bq ď P pA | Bq ď P pA | Bq.

(12)

for all A, B P F .
7.1. No free lunch. As we have seen in Proposition 7.1, generalized Bayes’ comes naturally
from our updating procedure. This because, as shown in Section 1.1, Jeffrey’s rule is a
generalization of Bayesian conditioning. Given the inequalities in (12), we can sharpen the
bounds we found using generalized Bayes’ rule by using the geometric rule, but this comes
at the cost of an assumption. As the proverb goes, there is no free lunch. We begin with a
lemma, followed by the result.
Lemma 2. For any n P N0 , the following are true.
ÿ
ÿ
PG
pA
|
E
qQpE
q
ě
j
j
En
Ej PEn`1

PB
En pA | Ej qQpEj q

Ej PEn`1

and
ÿ

G

ÿ

P En pA | Ej qQpEj q ď

B

P En pA | Ej qQpEj q.

Ej PEn`1

Ej PEn`1

Proposition 7.2. In the event that

PE

n`1

PE

pAXEj q

n`1

all Ej P E1 , the following hold
P En`1 pAq ě

pEj q

“

P En pAXEj q
P En pEj q

for all n P N0 , all A P F , and

ÿ

PG
En pA | Ej qQpEj q

ÿ

P En pA | Ej qQpEj q.

(13)

Ej PEn`1

and
P En`1 pAq ď

G

(14)

Ej PEn`1

Condition

PE

n`1

PE

pAXEj q

n`1

pEj q

“

P En pAXEj q
P En pEj q

in Proposition 7.2 requires that the relative lower prob-

ability assigned to A X Ej with respect to the one assigned to Ej , for all A P F and all
Ej in the updated partition, has to stay constant when we perform the DIPK update of a
probability set. In a sense, this condition is an assumption governs the dynamic of the lower
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probability assignment. Since Lemma 2 implies that
»
ﬁ
ÿ
ÿ
G
–
PG
P En pA | Ej qQpEj qﬂ
En pA | Ej qQpEj q ,
Ej PEn`1

Ej PEn`1

»

Ă–

ÿ

PB
En pA | Ej qQpEj q,

ÿ

Ej PEn`1

Ej PEn`1

B

ﬁ

P En pA | Ej qQpEj qﬂ ,

the extra cost of the assumption in Proposition 7.2 helps retrieve tighter bounds for P En`1 pAq
and P En`1 pAq, and also obtain a tighter interval around PEn`1 pAq, for all A P F and all n P N0 .
8. Behavior of updated sets of probabilities
In the imprecise probabilities literature, three concepts are crucial regarding the behavior
of updated sets of probabilities. They are contraction, dilation, and sure loss. In this Section,
we adapt the definition of these phenomena to our updating procedure, and we give sufficient
conditions for them to take place.
Fix some n P N. We say that PEcon contracts with respect to PEcon´1 for some A P F if
P En pAq ě P En´1 pAq and P En pAq ď P En´1 pAq. It strictly contracts if the inequalities are
strict. In addition, we say that sequence pPEcon q contracts for some A P F if for any n P N, we
have that P En pAq ě P En´1 pAq, P En pAq ď P En´1 pAq, and the inequalities are strict for some
n.
Dilation is defined analogously, by inverting the inequality signs.
Finally, we say that PEcon exhibits sure loss with respect to PEcon´1 for some A P F if P En pAq ą
P En´1 pAq or P En pAq ă P En´1 pAq.
Despite being similar to the classical definitions of contraction, dilation, and sure loss – see
e.g. [6, Section 3] – our definitions differ slightly to take into account our updating procedure.
For this reason, we find results that in a classical imprecise probabilities setting may be
impossible. For example, as shown in [6, Section 5.1], in a classical imprecise probabilities
setting, generalized Bayes’ rule cannot contract nor induce sure loss. Instead, we have the
following.
Proposition 8.1. For any n P N, sufficient conditions for PEcon to contract with respect to
PEcon´1 for some A P F are the following
ÿ
ÿ B
PB
P En´1 pA | Ej qQpEj q ď P En´1 pAq.
pA
|
E
qQpE
q
ě
P
pAq
and
j
j
En´1
En´1
Ej PEn

Ej PEn

Notice that we obtain strict contraction if the inequalities are strict. We have the same
results if we use geometric lower conditional probabilities instead of the generalized Bayes’
ones, provided that the assumption in Proposition 7.2 holds.
We also have the following.
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Proposition 8.2. For any n P N, sufficient conditions for PEcon to exhibit sure loss with
respect to PEcon´1 for some A P F are the following
ÿ B
ÿ
P
pAq
or
P En´1 pA | Ej qQpEj q ă P En´1 pAq.
PB
pA
|
E
qQpE
q
ą
E
j
j
n´1
En´1
Ej PEn

Ej PEn

Again, we obtain the same conditions if we use geometric lower conditional probabilities
instead of the generalized Bayes’ ones, provided that the assumption in Proposition 7.2 holds.
Giving a sufficient condition for dilation without directly computing P En pAq and P En pAq is
less straightforward. This because, unlike contraction and sure loss for which the upper and
lower probabilities from DIPK updating are conservative bounds to the exhaustive methods,
the same bounds cannot be used to sufficiently establish dilation. We have the following.
Proposition 8.3. For any n P N and some A P F , if there exist Ps,En , Pk,En P PEcon such that
P En´1 pAq ě Ps,En pAq and P En´1 pAq ď Pk,En pAq, then PEcon dilates with respect to PEcon´1 for A.
We obtain strict dilation if the inequalities in Proposition 8.3 are strict. As we can see, we
do not need to directly compute P En pAq and P En pAq. We only need to find Ps,En´1 , Pk,En´1 P
PEcon´1 such that their updates satisfy the assumptions in Proposition 8.3.
We can give a result, similar to Proposition 8.3 that provides sufficient conditions for PEcon
to contract with respect to PEcon´1 for some A P F . This is interesting because, contrary to
what we have in Proposition 8.1, we do not use the notions of lower and upper conditional
probabilities. It is less useful from a computational perspective, though, since it requires the
computation of both P En pAq and P En pAq.
Proposition 8.4. For any n P N and some A P F , if there exist Ps,En´1 , Pk,En´1 P PEcon´1 such
that P En pAq ě Pk,En´1 pAq and P En pAq ď Ps,En´1 pAq, then PEcon contracts with respect to PEcon´1
for A.
We obtain strict contraction if the inequalities in Proposition 8.4 are strict.
Notice that we cannot give a result similar to Propositions 8.3 and 8.4 for sure loss because
we cannot require any assumption on any PEn´1 P PEcon´1 , PEn P PEcon to make them “sit in
between” P En pAq and P En´1 pAq, or P En pAq and P En´1 pAq.
9. An application to survey sampling studies
Survey questions typically standardize their answers into a finite number of bins. For
example, a simple questionnaire, consisting of just one question about age, can have the
following choices:
(1) under 18;
(2) 18 to 64;
(3) 65 and above,
for which X1 “ t1, 2, 3u, and the corresponding partition is Ĕ1 “ tr0, 18q , r18, 65q , r65, 8qu.
A second simple questionnaire, either newly administered or as a follow up to the previous,
can refine this into
(1) under 18;
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(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

18
21
45
65

17

to 20;
to 44;
to 64;
and above,

for which X2 “ t1, 2, 3, 4, 5u, and the corresponding partition is E˘2 “ tr0, 18q , r18, 21q , r21, 45q ,
r45, 65q , r65, 8qu. E˘2 is a refinement of E˘1 , although X2 does not have a particular bearing to
X1 since the nestedness of options is not preserved (it can be, if needed). A third questionnaire can have two questions, add to the five-category age question a second question about
race, with answers
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

White (W);
Black (B);
Asian and pacific islander (A);
Other or two or more (O),

for which X3 “ X2 ˆ t1, 2, 3, 4u, and the corresponding partition is Ĕ3 “ E˘2 ˆ tW, B, A, Ou.
How do we connect these progressively more refined surveys to our model? Let X “ X3 ,
the finest partition of concern as defined the three questionnaires taken together. A random
batch of subjects were interviewed on their age and race, and we obtained the following
unique reports x1 “ p1, 1q, x2 “ p1, 2q, x3 “ p1, 3q, x4 “ p1, 4q, x5 “ p5, 1q, x6 “ p5, 2q, x7 “
p5, 3q, x8 “ p5, 4q, invoking the corresponding partition
E1 “ tE1 “ pr0, 18q, W q , E2 “ pr0, 18q, Bq , E3 “ pr0, 18q, Aq , E4 “ pr0, 18q, Oq ,
E5 “ pr65, 8q , W q , E6 “ pr65, 8q , Bq , E7 “ pr65, 8q , Aq , E8 “ pr65, 8q , Oq ,
E9 “ Ωz Y8j“1 Ej u.
Then, we have that PE1 pEj q “ QpEj q “ PX ptxj uq, for j P t1, . . . , 8u, and PE1 pE9 q “ QpE9 q “
ř
1 ´ 8j“1 QpEj q. The above observations allow to compute PE1 pAq mechanically for every
A P F.
We first attempt to make sense of these observations in light of the first survey questionnaire, consisting of just three age categories. The outcomes in relation to the first survey are
obtained by letting
E˘1 “ tĔ1 “ Y4j“1Ej , Ĕ2 “ Y8j“5Ej , Ĕ3 “ E9 u.
ř
ř
Putting PĔ1 pĔ1 q “ 4j“1 QpEj q, PĔ1 pĔ2 q “ 8j“5 QpEj q, PĔ1 pĔ3 q “ PE1 pE9 q “ QpE9 q allows
to compute PĔ1 pAq mechanically for every A P F .
We proceed to interview a second batch of randomly chosen subjects, who provided 12
more unique reports x9 “ p2, 1q, x10 “ p2, 2q, x11 “ p2, 3q, x12 “ p2, 4q, x13 “ p3, 1q, x14 “
p3, 2q, x15 “ p3, 3q, x16 “ p3, 4q, x17 “ p4, 1q, x18 “ p4, 2q, x19 “ p4, 3q, x20 “ p4, 4q. Taken
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together, the two batches of reports invoke the partition
E2 “ tE1 “ pr0, 18q, W q , E2 “ pr0, 18q, Bq , E3 “ pr0, 18q, Aq , E4 “ pr0, 18q, Oq ,
E5 “ pr65, 8q , W q , E6 “ pr65, 8q , Bq , E7 “ pr65, 8q , Aq , E8 “ pr65, 8q , Oq ,
E9 “ pr18, 21q, W q , E10 “ pr18, 21q, Bq , E11 “ pr18, 21q, Aq , E12 “ pr18, 21q, Oq ,
E13 “ pr21, 45q, W q , E14 “ pr21, 45q, Bq , E15 “ pr21, 45q, Aq , E16 “ pr21, 45q, Oq ,
E17 “ pr45, 65q, W q , E18 “ pr45, 65q, Bq , E19 “ pr45, 65q, Aq , E20 “ pr45, 65q, Oq ,
E21 “ Hu.
Thus we have that PE2 pEj q “ QpEj q “ PX ptxj uq, for j P t1, . . . , 20u, and PE2 pE21 q “ 0. This
allows to compute PE2 pAq mechanically for every A P F .
With this, we would like to update our opinion by making sense of the reports in light of
the second survey, consisting five age categories. Let
E˘2 “ tĔ1 “ Y4 Ej , Ĕ2 “ Y8 Ej , Ĕ3 “ Y12 Ej ,
j“1

Ĕ4 “

j“5

Y16
j“13 Ej , Ĕ5

j“9

Y20
j“17 Ej , Ĕ6

“
ř8

“ E21 “ Hu,
ř
and put PĔ2 pĔ1 q “ j“1 QpEj q, PĔ2 pĔ2 q “ j“5 QpEj q, PĔ2 pĔ3 q “ 12
j“9 QpEj q, PĔ2 pĔ4 q “
ř16
ř20
j“13 QpEj q, PĔ2 pĔ5 q “
j“17 QpEj q, PĔ2 pĔ6 q “ 0. This allows us to compute PĔ2 pAq
mechanically for every A P F .
We now further update our opinion relative to the combination of the third survey, consisting of 5 ˆ 4 “ 20 unique age-race categories. Since we have already seen all the elements
x in X , there is no need to observe new data points, but we adopt the finer partition E˘3 “ E2
and directly apply our method.
This example is set up in a way that the three surveys offer successively finer partition
of the state space. To derive result for the first two surveys calls for an extra “coarsening
step”, by gathering the more informative observations into the coarser partition in which
they belong. This slight variation allows for the use of dynamic probability kinematics when
dealing with the update of initial opinions given by the results of a survey sample analysis
where increasingly finer questions, or two or more “dimesions” are surveyed. Notice that
dT V pPĔn , PEn q Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8, and so pPĔn q converges in the total variation metric to PẼ .
The generalization of this variation to our method to sets of probabilities is straightforward.
We consider a finite set P of probability measures, compute the lower probability associated
with it, and set P co equal to the core of such lower probability. P co represents the agent’s
initial opinions. To update it, we update all of the elements P P P to PĔ1 , so to obtain set PĔ1 .
We then compute its lower probability P Ĕ1 , and set PĔco “ corepP Ĕ1 q. After that, we proceed
1
along the lines of what we did in Section 6. It is immediate to see that dH pPĔn , PẼ q Ñ 0 as
n Ñ 8, and that dH pPĔco , PẼco q Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8. Equivalent results to those in Sections 7 and
n
8 can be found for the variation to our method by replacing pPEcon q with pPĔco q.
ř4

n

10. Conclusion
In this paper, we presented the dynamic probability kinematics (DPK) and dynamic imprecise probability kinematics (DIPK), a pair of methods to dynamically update subjective
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beliefs stated in terms of precise and imprecise probabilities based on Jeffrey’s rule of conditioning. In the case of DIPK, we provided bounds for the upper and lower probabilities
associated with the updated sets, and studied their set-specific behavior including contraction, dilation, and sure loss. An example of survey sampling studies is used to illustrate the
application of the proposal.
In the future, we plan to deal with imprecise or inconsistent data collection, in the spirit
of [13]. This happens when PX that characterizes the distribution of the random variables
driving the updating process is not known or is incompletely specified. A way to account for
this could be to specify a vacuous prior for PX , i.e. a prior belonging to the maximal set of
probabilities defined on X . We also plan to further generalize DPK and DIPK by allowing
the range X of the random variables driving the updating process to be uncountable.
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Appendix A. Proofs
Proof of Proposition 3.1. We begin by showing that PE is a probability measure. We verify
the Kolmogorovian axioms for a probability measure. First, we have that PE pAq ě 0, for
all A P F . This comes by its definition, since it is defined as the summation of products of
nonnegative quantities. Second, we have that PE pΩq “ 1. This comes from the following
ÿ
ÿ
PE pΩq “
P pΩ | Ej qPE pEj q “
PE pEj q “ 1.
Ej PE

Ej PE

Finally, we have
ř that if tAi uiPI is a countable, pairwise disjoint collection of events, then
PE pYiPI Ai q “ iPI PE pAi q. This because
ÿ
PE pYiPI Ai q “
P pYiPI Ai | Ej q PE pEj q
Ej PE

“

ÿ P prYiPI Ai s X Ej q
PE pEj q
P pEj q
E PE
j

ÿ P pYiPI rAi X Ej sq
“
PE pEj q
P
pE
q
j
Ej PE
ÿ ř P pAi X Ej q
iPI
“
PE pEj q
P pEj q
E PE
j

“

ÿ
ÿ ÿ P pAi X Ej q
PE pEj q “
PE pAi q .
P pEj q
iPI
iPI E PE
j

20

Michele Caprio and Ruobin Gong

We now show that PE is a Jeffrey’s posterior for P . We use [5, Theorem 2.1]: it states
that P ‹ is a Jeffrey’s posterior for P if and only if there exists a constant B ř
ě 1 such that
P ‹ptωuq ď BP ptωuq, for all ω P Ω. Fix any ω P Ω. We have that PE ptωuq “ Ej PE P ptωu |
Ej qPE pEj q. Call Eω the element in E such that tωu X Eω ‰ H. Then, we have that
ÿ
PE pEω q
PE ptωuq “
P ptωu | Ej qPE pEj q “
P ptωuq.
(15)
P
pE
q
ω
E PE
j

pEω q
` 1s. We have that PE ptωuq ă Bω P ptωuq. Consider then the wellNow, let Bω :“ r PPEpE
ωq
ordered collection tBω uωPΩ . If we let B :“ supBω1 PtBω u Bω1 , we conclude that PE ptωuq ă
BP ptωuq, for all ω P Ω.


Let us discuss about the ratio

PE pEω q
P pEω q

in (15). In the analysis in Section 3, we made a tacit

pEω q
assumption, that is, P pEj q “ 0 ðñ Ej “ H, Ej P E. This is needed for the ratio PPEpE
to
ωq
be well defined for all ω P Ω. Notice that if there is an Ej P E such that Ej “ H, this means
pEω q
that no ω belongs to Ej , so the ratio PPEpE
is well defined for all ω P Ω.
ωq

Proof of Lemma 1. If. Let E “ H. Then, PE pEq “ 0.
Only if. Let PE pEq “ 0. Notice that, since X “ ImX pDompXqq, we have that PX ptxuq ą
0, for all x P X . By the mechanical procedure in Section 4, we have that PE pEj q “ PX ptxj uq,
for all j P t1, . . . , nu. Then, because PX ptxuq ą 0, for all x P X , we get that PE pEj q ą 0, for
all j P t1, . . . , nu. This leaves us with the fact that the only E P Eřthat can have probability
0 is En`1 “ pYnj“1Ej qc . Then, we have that 0 “ PE pEn`1 q “ 1 ´ nj“1 PE pEj q, which implies
ř
ř
that nj“1 PE pEj q “ 1. This in turn implies that nj“1 PX ptxj uq “ 1. But this latter holds if
and only if Ynj“1xj “ X . This implies that Ynj“1 Ej “ Ω, and so En`1 “ Ωc “ H.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. We have two cases.
Case 1 Let X be finite, that is, Yℓj“1xj “ X , for some ℓ. Then, suppose at time T P N
we observe all xj ’s in X . Then, ET “ tE1 , . . . , Eℓ , Eℓ`1 “ Hu and Et “ ET , for all t ě T . In
turn, this implies that PET “ PEt , for all t ě T . This concludes the proof for the finite X
case.
Case 2 Let now X be countable. We first show that p∆pΩ, F q, dT V q is a complete space,
where ∆pΩ, F q is the space of probability measures on pΩ, F q, and dT V is the total variation
metric induced by the total variation norm. Let us call MpΩ, F q the linear space of all
bounded (signed) measures on pΩ, F q. As shown in [1, 14], this is a Banach space with
respect to the total variation norm
}µ}T V :“ supp|µpAq| ` |µpAc q|q.
APF

Hence, pMpΩ, F q, }¨}T V q is complete. Define now f : MpΩ, F q Ñ R, µ ÞÑ f pµq :“ µpΩq. This
map is continuous, |f pµq´f pνq| ď }µ´ν}T V . Hence, M1 pΩ, F q :“ tµ P MpΩ, F q : f pµq “ 1u
is a closed subspace of MpΩ, F q. The space of all non-negative measures M` pΩ, F q :“ tµ P
MpΩ, F q : µ ě 0u can be characterized as M` pΩ, F q “ tµ P MpΩ, F q : }µ}T V ´ f pµq “
0u, and so it is a closed subspace of MpΩ, F q as well. The space of probability measures
∆pΩ, F q “ M1 pΩ, F q X M` pΩ, F q is then a closed subspace of a complete space, hence
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complete itself. Notice also that the total variation distance dT V between two probability
measures µ, ν P ∆pΩ, F q is the metric induced by the total variation norm,
dT V pµ, νq :“ }µ ´ ν}T V “ 2 sup |µpAq ´ νpAq|.
APF

Factor 2 can be dropped without loss of generality, and p∆pΩ, F q, dT V q is still a complete
space.
Now, to show that limnÑ8 PEn exists and is well defined, we need to show that pPEn qn is
a Cauchy sequence. That is, we need to show that dT V pPEn´1 , PEn q goes to 0 as n Ñ 8.
Let us assume, without loss of generality, that we collect only one data point at a time.
Then, the number of elements of partition En are n ` 1, for all n P N. Let us denote by EjEn
the elements of partition En . E1En , . . . , EnEn are the elements induced by all the observations
En
:“ pYnj“1 EjEn qc .
x1 , . . . , xn available at time n, and En`1
Notice now that we can write
ÿ
PEn´1 pA | EjEn qPEn pEjEn q,
PEn pAq “
EjEn

for all A P F , by (3), and
PEn´1 pAq “

ÿ

PEn´1 pA | EjEn qPEn´1 pEjEn q,

EjEn

for all A P F , by the fact tht PEn´1 is a probability measure. Then, we have that
ˇ
ˇ
dT V pPEn´1 , PEn q :“ sup ˇPEn´1 pAq ´ PEn pAqˇ
APF
ˇ
ˇ
ˇ
ˇ
ˇÿ
“
‰ˇ
En
En
En ˇ
ˇ
PEn´1 pA | Ej q PEn´1 pEj q ´ PEn pEj q ˇ
“ sup ˇ
APF ˇ En
ˇ
Ej
ÿ
ˇ
ˇ
PEn´1 pA | E En q ˇPEn´1 pE En q ´ PEn pE En qˇ
ď sup
APF

ď

j

j

j

EjEn

ÿˇ
ˇ
ˇPEn´1 pE En q ´ PEn pE En qˇ
j

j

(16)

EjEn

ˇ
ˇ ˇ
ˇ
En ˇ
En
q .
q ´ PEn pEn`1
“ ˇPEn´1 pEnEn q ´ PEn pEnEn qˇ ` ˇPEn´1 pEn`1

(17)

Equation (16) is true because PEn´1 pA | EjEn q P r0, 1s, for all j, for all A P F . Equation (17)
is true because, given our assumption that we only observe one new data point at a time, we
E
have that Ej n´1 “ EjEn , for all j P t1, . . . , n ´ 1u, and
E

En
n´1
” EnEn Y pYnj“1 EjEn qc .
pYj“1
Ej n´1 qc ” EnEn´1 “ EnEn Y En`1

In turn, given the update procedure described in Section 4, this implies that the only elements
of En that PEn´1 and PEn do not agree on – that is, the only elements of En that are not assigned
En
the same probability by both PEn´1 and PEn – are EnEn and En`1
.
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ˇ
ˇ
En ˇ
En
q goes to 0 as n Ñ 8. This because
q ´ PEn pEn`1
Now, we first notice that ˇPEn´1 pEn`1
pYnj“1xj qc Ñ X c “ H as n Ñ 8, so PX ppYnj“1xj qc q Ñ PX pHq “ 0 as n Ñ 8. In turn, this
En
qÑ
implies that PEn pEn`1
ˇ 0 as nEÑ 8.
ˇ
Let us now focus on ˇPEn´1 pEnn q ´ PEn pEnEn qˇ. Fix any ǫ ą 0, and consider N such that
E
PEN´1 pENN´1 q ď ǫ.
E
EN
EN
EN
Notice that ENN´1 “ EN
Y EN
`1 , so PEN´1 pEN q ă ǫ by the monotonicity of probability
measures.2 Notice also that
E

EN
EN
ǫ ě PEN´1 pENN´1 q “ PEN pEN
q ` PEN pEN
`1 q

(18)

E

This is true because PEN´1 pEj N´1 q “ PEN pEjEN q for all j P t1, . . . , N ´ 1u by construction:
once we observe xj , we do not change the probability we assign to tω P Ω : Xpωq “ xj u in
EN
From (18)
we have that PEN pEN
q ă ǫ. But then we can conclude that
ˇfuture iterations.
ˇ
E
E
ˇPE pE N q ´ PE pE N qˇ ă ǫ, and it will stay smaller than ǫ, for all n ě N. This shows that
N
N ˇ
ˇ N´1 EN
ˇPEn´1 pEnn q ´ PEn pEnEn qˇ goes to 0 as n Ñ 8, and hence concludes the proof.


˜ this means that Y
Proof of Proposition 5.2. If H P E,
Ej PẼ ztHu Ej “ Ω, which implies that
Yj xj “ X , where txj uj is the collection of data points we gathered. Then, since we observed
all the elements of X , and given the procedure in Sections 3 and 4 to refine the partition, it
is immediate to see that Ẽ cannot be further refined.

Proof of Proposition 5.3. Notice that k, ℓ ă 8 because we assumed #X , #Y ă 8. Then,
k ă ℓ follows immediately from our assumption and #X ă #Y.

Proof of Proposition 5.4. We first point out that E˜ “ E˜1 . This because, no matter the order
in which we collect data points xj P X , in the limit we collect all of them. So if E˜ is finer
than Ẽ 1, this means that there exists an ω that is mapped by X into two different values, a
contradiction. If instead E˜ is coarser than Ẽ 1, this means that Ẽ can be further refined, which
contradicts Proposition 5.2.
Then, the claim follows by the uniqueness of the limit of a sequence.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Recall that dH pPEn , PẼ q goes to 0 as n Ñ 8 by construction, since
every element in the finite limit set PẼ is a limit of an element in set PEn . Then, after
realizing that dH pPEn , PẼ q “ dH pPEcon , PẼco q, the claim follows. This realization comes from
the fact that, by construction, the “boundaries” of PEn and those of PEcon coincide, for all
n. That is, upper and lower probabilities associated with PEn are equal to those associated
with PEcon , for all n. This is also true – again by construction – for the limit sets PẼ and PẼco .
Then, since the Hausdorff metric measures the distance between the “boundary elements” P En
and P En , and the “boundary elements” P Ẽ and P Ẽ , we immediately see how dH pPEn , PẼ q “

dH pPEcon , PẼco q.
EN
cannot be equal to ǫ because that would imply that EN
`1 “ H, which would in turn imply that X is
finite, and this would contradict the assumption we made for Case 2.

2It
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Proof of Proposition 7.1. Fix any A P F and any n P N0 . Notice that
P En`1 pAq :“

PEn`1 pAq “

inf

PEn`1 PPEco

n`1

inf

PEn`1 PPEco
n`1
PEn PPEcon

PEn`1 pAq.

Then, we have that
P En`1 pAq “

inf co

ÿ

PEn`1 PPE
n`1 Ej PEn`1
PEn PPEcon

ě

ÿ

PEn`1 PPE
n`1
PEn PPEcon

ÿ

PEn`1 PPEco
n`1
PEn PPEcon

Ej PEn`1

ě

Ej PEn`1

ÿ

“

Ej PEn`1

ÿ

“

Ej PEn`1

ÿ

“

Ej PEn`1

“

ÿ

»

PEn pA | Ej qPEn`1 pEj q

inf co

“

inf

PEn pA | Ej q

PEn pA | Ej qPEn`1 pEj q

inf co

—
–

PEn`1 PPE
n`1
PEn PPEcon

—
–

PEn`1 PPEco
n`1
PEn PPEcon

»

„

inf

inf

PEn PPEcon

inf

‰

(19)

PEn`1 pEj q

(20)

PEn`1 PPEco
n`1
PEn PPEcon

ﬁ

ﬃ
PEn pA | Ej qﬂ P En`1 pEj q

(21)

ﬁ

ﬃ
PEn pA | Ej qﬂ QpEj q

(22)



PEn pA | Ej q QpEj q

PB
En pA | Ej qQpEj q.

Ej PEn`1

The inequality in (19) comes from the well known fact that the sum of the infima is at
most equal to the infimum of the sum. The inequality in (20) comes from the fact that for
differentiable functions, the product of the infima is at most equal to the infimum of the
product. Equation (21) comes from the fact that
inf

PEn`1 PPEco
n`1
PEn PPEcon

PEn`1 pEj q “

inf

PEn`1 PPEco

PEn`1 pEj q “ P En`1 pEj q.

n`1

Finally, equation (22) comes from (8). A similar argument – together with the facts that the
supremum of the sum is at most equal to the sum of the suprema, and that for differentiable
functions, the supremum of the product is at most equal to the product of the suprema –
gives us the stated upper bound for P En`1 pAq.

Proof of Corollary 7.1.1. Immediate from Proposition 7.1 and the definitions of upper and
lower probabilities.

Proof of Lemma 2. Immediate from the inequalities in (12).
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Proof of Proposition 7.2. Pick any A P F and any n P N. Then, the following holds
ÿ
P En`1 pAq ě
P En`1 pA X Ej q

(23)

Ej PEn`1

“

ÿ

Ej PEn`1

“

ÿ

Ej PEn`1

“

ÿ

P En`1 pA X Ej q
P En`1 pEj q
P En`1 pEj q

P En pA X Ej q
P En`1 pEj q
P En pEj q

(24)

PG
En pA | Ej qP En`1 pEj q

(25)

PG
En pA | Ej qQpEj q.

(26)

Ej PEn`1

“

ÿ

Ej PEn`1

The inequality in (23) comes from equation (11). Equation (24) comes from our assumption.
Equation (25) comes from the definition of geometric rule’s lower conditional probability.
Equation (26) comes from (8).
A similar argument gives us the stated upper bound for P En`1 pAq.

ř
B
Proof of Proposition 8.1. By Proposition 7.1, we have that P En pAq ě
Ej PEn P En´1 pA |
Ej qQpEj q, so if
ÿ
PB
En´1 pA | Ej qQpEj q ě P En´1 pAq,
Ej PEn

ř
B
then P En pAq ě P En´1 pAq. A similar reasoning gives us that Ej PEn P En´1 pA | Ej qQpEj q ď
P En´1 pAq implies P En pAq ď P En´1 pAq. In turn, we obtain the desired contraction.

ř
B
Proof of Proposition 8.2. By Proposition 7.1, we have that P En pAq ě
Ej PEn P En´1 pA |
Ej qQpEj q, so if
ÿ
PB
En´1 pA | Ej qQpEj q ą P En´1 pAq,
Ej PEn

ř
B
then P En pAq ą P En´1 pAq. A similar reasoning gives us that Ej PEn P En´1 pA | Ej qQpEj q ă
P En´1 pAq implies P En pAq ă P En´1 pAq. In turn, we obtain the desired sure loss.

Proof of Proposition 8.3. Fix any n P N and consider some A P F . By the definitions of
lower and upper probabilities, we have that Ps,En pA1 q, Pk,En pA1 q P rP En pA1 q, P En pA1 qs, for all
A1 P F . Then, if our hypotheses hold, we have that, for the set A we have chosen,
P En´1 pAq ě Ps,En pAq ě P En pAq
and
P En´1 pAq ď Pk,En pAq ď P En pAq.
This concludes the proof.
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Proof of Proposition 8.4. Fix any n P N and consider some A P F . By the definitions of
lower and upper probabilities, we have that Ps,En´1 pA1 q, Pk,En´1 pA1 q P rP En´1 pA1 q, P En´1 pA1 qs,
for all A1 P F . Then, if our hypotheses hold, we have that, for the set A we have chosen,
P En pAq ě Pk,En´1 pAq ě P En´1 pAq
and
P En pAq ď Ps,En´1 pAq ď P En´1 pAq.
This concludes the proof.
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