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In two recent papers [1, 2] the relationship between (AGM) belief change and a particular
approach to verisimilitude (truthlikeness), namely the ‘basic feature approach’ (BF-approach), is
investigated. Basically, the BF-approach just deals with statements in conjunctive normal form,
where each conjunct is of the form p or ¬p, with p being an atom.

Here are some of the relevant key points pertaining to the BF-approach:

• Takes a classical propositional logic framework with n atoms p1, ..., pn. So there are 2n possible
states.

• The possible basic features are described using literals; either an atomic statement pi or its
negation, ¬pi. A literal is denoted ±pi.

• A constituent or state description describes a specific possible state and has the form ±p1 ∧
... ∧ ±pn.

• There is one true constituent C∗, corresponding to the one true or actual state.

• This framework is described by propositional language Ln. A conjunctive theory (or c-theory)
in Ln is a conjunction of k literals with k different atomic statements. They have the following
form: ±p1 ∧ ... ∧ ±pk, where 0 ≤ k ≤ n

• A literal ±pi occurring as a conjunct of a c-theory T is a basic claim (b-claim) of T . The set
of all the b-claims of a c-theory is referred to as the basic content (b-content) of T .

• t(T,C) is the true b-content of T with respect to constituent C (number of true b-claims in
T relative to the state described by C), while f(T,C) is the false b-content of T with respect
to C.

In [2] the following comparative notion of verisimilitude for c-theories is given:

Definition Given two c-theories T1 and T2, T2 is more verisimilar than T1 - in symbols, T2 >vs T1

- iff at least one of the following two conditions holds:

(Mt) t(T2, C∗) ⊃ t(T1, C∗) and f(T2, C∗) ⊆ f(T1, C∗)

(Mf ) t(T2, C∗) ⊇ t(T1, C∗) and f(T2, C∗) ⊂ f(T1, C∗)
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Also, a verisimilitude measure is ‘conjunctively monotonic’ (c-monotonic) given the following
definition:

Definition A verisimilitude measure V s is c-monotonic just in case V s satisfies the following
condition:

C-monotonicity. Given two c-theories T1 and T2, if T2 >vs T1 then V s(T2) > V s(T1).

As pointed out, a few known verisimilitude measures are not c-monotonic; Niiniluoto’s favoured
‘min-sum’ measure is one of them [2].

It turns out that my value aggregate measure [3] is also not c-monotonic:

Example Take a 9-proposition logical space, consisting of propositions {p1 − p9}. Let:

• C∗ = p1 ∧ p2 ∧ p3 ∧ p4 ∧ p5 ∧ p6 ∧ p7 ∧ p8 ∧ p9

• T1 = p1

• A = ¬p2

• T2 = T1 + A = p1 ∧ ¬p2

• t(T1, C∗) = {p1} ⊇ t(T2, C∗) = {p1}

• f(T1, C∗) = {} ⊂ f(T2, C∗) = {¬p2}

• So T1 >V s T2

• info() denotes the value aggregate equivalent of a verisimilitude measure

• info(T1) = 0.77 < info(T2) = 0.79167

I wonder what to make of this.
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