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Abstract. In this paper, some distances between KD45,, Kripke
models are introduced and investigated. We define several distances
between Kripke models, based on different criteria, inspired by var-
ious concepts such as bisimulation and propositional distances be-
tween valuations for different modal degrees. We study the proper-
ties of these distances. Such distances are useful for defining belief
change operators in multi-agent scenarios. We show that they can be
used to define belief revision operators based on the standard AGM
framework and suited to KD45,, Kripke models.

1 INTRODUCTION

Distance proves to be a key concept for a number of applications. Es-
pecially, in knowledge representation, distances between interpreta-
tions (or between formulas) is a central notion on which many belief
change operators (belief revision operators, belief merging operators,
etc.) are anchored. Such operators are governed by a principle of min-
imal change, which consists in selecting the most plausible models
of a given constraint (the new piece of information in case of belief
revision, or the integrity constraints in case of belief merging), given
the current beliefs of the agent(s).

In some applications, a plausibility relation can be easily obtained
from the input, so that it can be used to rule the change operator.
However, in many cases, no such plausibility relation is directly
available. In such cases, it makes sense to derive a plausibility re-
lation from a preset distance. Thus, for instance, in (finite) classical
propositional logic, the Hamming distance (also called Dalal distance
[10, 17]), that is defined as the number of propositional variables two
valuations differ on, is often considered. When one has no particular
information on the application and on the logical dependencies of the
propositional variables, it is a reasonable assumption to consider that
the more variable in common in two interpretations, the closer they
are. Accordingly, in the classical propositional setting, many revision
operators [10, 17, 20, 21], update operators [12, 16], merging opera-
tors [19, 18] and other change operators are actually distance-based
ones.

Belief change in classical propositional logic has received much
attention so far. However, in numerous applications, agents have not
only beliefs about the world, but also beliefs about the beliefs of
other agents, which makes classical propositional logic inadequate.
The typical semantic for multi-agent epistemic (actually, doxastic)
frameworks relies on KD45,, Kripke models. On the other hand,
though several approaches in epistemic logic settings aim at mod-
eling revision as a dynamic modality (see e.g., [22, 25, 5, 8, 24, 6]),
there are quite few works which tackled the problem of defining be-
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lief change for epistemic logics in the standard AGM framework (see
mainly [3, 9]).

As defining concrete revision operators for Kripke models is
nowadays expected (see [14]), our aim in this work is to define such
revision operators for finite KD45,, Kripke models. To do so, we first
investigate the notion of distance between such models. This turns
out to be a key step towards the definition of belief change operators
complying the standard AGM framework, and suited to multi-agent
scenarios.

As far as we know, only one distance has been pointed out so far
for measuring the extent to which Kripke models are different. This
distance was reported in [2] and concerned the revision of subjective
epistemic models. Subjective epistemic models represent the beliefs
of one agent about the world and about the beliefs of the other agents,
whereas KD45,, Kripke models represent the beliefs of an external
observer about the world and about the beliefs of the agents. To be
more precise, Aucher [2] presents a similarity degree between sub-
jective epistemic models, that can be straightforwardly translated into
a distance between KD45,, Kripke models.

In the following, we point out distances between KD45,, Kripke
models which are alternatives to this one. Such distances can also be
easily adapted to Aucher’s subjective models, and therefore be used
to define new revision operators in this setting as well [3]. Five new
distances between KD45,, Kripke models are investigated. Three of
them are based on a weakening of the standard bisimulation relation
between Kripke models. The other two rely on an aggregation of
the propositional distances between the set of valuations for different
modal depths in the two models.

Beyond standard distance properties (indistinguishability, symme-
try, subadditivity and nonnegativity), three additional properties, that
are sensible for distances between KD45,, Kripke models, are intro-
duced. In a nutshell, the first one expresses the fact that the higher
the modal depth of discordance (i.e., the higher the modal degree
of the formulas that are not satisfied in both models), the lower is
the distance between the two models. The second property expresses
that all discordances at a given modal depth should not be considered
as equivalent. This means that one has to go beyond the drastic di-
chotomous distance (same/different) between (the valuations of) the
worlds. The third property refines the second one by asking the dis-
tance between Kripke models to be based on a non-drastic distance
between the valuations of the worlds. When considering the applica-
tion of these distances for belief revision, we introduce a last prop-
erty, called boundedness property, that ensures that there are only
finitely many models to consider for computing the revision.

For each distance introduced, the properties of interest it satisfies
are identified. We show that three of them satisfy all the properties
under consideration and can be used as such for characterizing belief



revision operators based on the standard AGM framework, yet suited
to KD45,, Kripke models.

2 PRELIMINARIES

We are interested here in modeling the beliefs of several agents, each
of them having her own beliefs about the state of the world. Hence
we use a multi-agent epistemic logic. Let P be a finite, non-empty
set of propositional variables and A a finite, non-empty set of agents.
We consider the language £ containing the classical propositional
language augmented by a belief modal operator B, for each agent
a € A. Formally, L is defined as follows:

pu=plop|pAe|Bap

A formula of the form B,y is read “agent a believes that ¢ is
true”. The modal degree deg(y) is defined as usual [7]:

deg(p) =0 deg(p A1) = max(deg(p), deg(¢)))
deg(—~p) = deg(p)  deg(Bayp) = 1 + deg(p)

In order to give meaning to our formulas, and especially to opera-
tors B,, we use the standard KD45,, system for n agents [11]. Such a
system consists of the set of formulas in £ that can be derived using
the following axioms and inference rules:

(TAU) All instantiations of propositional tautologies

(K) (Bip ABi(p = v)) = By (Belief Distribution)
D) -B; L (Belief Consistency)
4) B;p = BBy (Positive Introspection)
(5) -Bip = B;—Bip (Negative Introspection)
(RM) From |E= ¢ = 9 and |= ¢ infer = (Modus Ponens)
(RN) From [= ¢ infer = By (Belief Generalization)

The same set of validities can be captured using a semantic ap-
proach. The most common representation in this system is based on
Kripke models, defined as follows:

Definition 1 (Finite Pointed Kripke Model). A finite pointed
Kripke model is a tuple (W, R, V, w) where W is a finite, non-empty
set of possible worlds, R = {R, | a € A}, where R, C W x W
is the binary accessibility relation on W for agent a, V. = {V,, |
v € W}, where V,, : P — {0, 1} is a valuation function that defines
the truth value of each propositional variable at the world v, and
w € W is the pointed world.

We sometimes use Rq(w) to denote the set of possible worlds
which are accessible from w for agent a, namely, R,(w) = {w’ |
(w,w") € Ra}.

Let M be a finite pointed Kripke model. We denote by M = ¢ the
fact that the formula ¢ is satisfied in M. This is defined as usual for
the propositional connectives, and as follows for the operators B,:
(W, R,V,w) = B,y if and only if V' € W if w’ € R, (w) then
(W, R, V') |= ¢

Two finite pointed Kripke models are equivalent if and only if they
are bisimilar, in the following sense:

Definition 2 (Bisimilarity). Let M = (W,R,V,w) and M' =
(W' R, V' w') be two finite pointed Kripke models. M and M’
are bisimilar, noted M = M', if and only if there is a bisimulation
ZCWxW.

Definition 3 (Bisimulation). Ler M = (W,R,V,w) and M’ =
(W' R, V', w') be two finite pointed Kripke models. Let Z C
W x W'. Z is a bisimulation if and only if (w,w') € Z and for
all (v,v') € Z:

1. Vo=V, and

2. if Ju € W such that (v,u) € Rq, then Iu' € W' such that
(v',u') € R, and (u,u’) € Z, and

3. if 3 € W such that (v',u') € Ry, then Ju € W such that
(v,u) € Rq and (u,u’) € Z.

Let K be the set of KD45,, finite pointed Kripke models. In what
follows, we refer to Kripke models as a short for models of /C.

A formula ¢ € L is valid (noted |= ) if and only if M = ¢, for
every finite pointed Kripke model M € K.

Two bisimilar models may have different number of worlds. This
means that, depending on how distances between two bisimilar mod-
els are computed, one may end up with a non-null distance. However,
we need to look at the very information conveyed by each model, and
not to be distracted by a particular representation. So we need to use
some kind of normal form. We take the corresponding minimal mod-
els, defined in the sequel, as “normal forms”.

With each KD45,, Kripke model, a minimal model which corre-
sponds to its bisimulation contraction can be associated [7]:

Definition 4 (Minimal Finite Pointed Kripke Model). Let M =
(W, R, V,w) be a finite pointed Kripke model. M is a minimal fi-
nite pointed Kripke model if and only if there is no model M' =
(W', R', V', w") such that M & M' and |W| > |[W’|.

Finite pointed Kripke models are similar to nondeterministic au-
tomata. But the latter can be transformed into deterministic ones eas-
ily. The resulting model is sometimes exponentially larger, though.
Given a finite pointed Kripke model M, the problem of finding a
minimal model associated with it is similar to the problem of mini-
mizing the number of states in a deterministic finite automaton. An
algorithm for it can be easily adapted from the one given in [15].
We note that, as in the deterministic finite automata case, the mini-
mal model is unique. We denote by p(M) the minimal finite pointed
Kripke model corresponding to M. We clearly have M < p(M).

The height of a possible world v in a finite pointed Kripke model
M, noted heightm(v), is the length of a shortest path between
the pointed world of M and v. The height of a model M (noted
height(M)) is, as usual [7], the largest n such that there is a world
of height n in M.

3 DISTANCES BETWEEN FINITE KRIPKE
MODELS

We start with the notion of distance:

Definition 5 (Distance). A distance between two Kripke models is a
mapping d from K2 to R which satisfies the following properties:

(DI) d(M,M") =0 iff M e M’ (indistinguishability)
(D2) d(M,M') = d(M M) (symmetry)
(D3) d(M, M") < d(M, M’y + d(M’',M") (subadditivity)
(D4) d(M,M') >0 (nonnegativity)

The following properties taken from [1] are consequences of prop-
erties (D1) — (D4):

Lemma 1. Let d be a mapping from K? to R. If d satisfies the prop-
erties (D1) — (D4), then d satisfies:

(DK1) If M = M’ then d(M, M') =0
(DK2) If M © M’ then d(M, M’) = o
(DK3) If M’ & M" then d(M, M') = d(M, M")
(DK4) If M’ & M" then d(M', M) = M” M)



Proof. Let M, M', M" € K and d be a distance between Kripke
models (d satisfies (D1) — (D4)).

Let us show that d satisfies (DK1). Suppose that M = M’, so we
have M « M’. (D1) allows us to conclude that d(M, M") = 0.

Let us show that d satisfies (DK2). The fact that d satisfies (D1)
allows us to conclude directly.

Let us show that d satisfies (DK3). Suppose that M’ < M". (D3)
gives us:

d(M, M) < d(M,M") +d(M", M") (1)
d(M,M") < d(M,M" +d(M',M") )

Moreover, (D2) and (D1) give us:
dM' M"Yy =dM",M") =0 3)
(1) and (3) lead us to:
d(M, M") < d(M, M") @
Similarly, (2) and (3) lead us to:
d(M,M") < d(M,M") (IT)

(I) and (I1) allow us to conclude that d(M, M’) = d(M, M").
Let us show that d satisfies (DK4). The fact that d satisfies (D2)
and (DK3) allows us to conclude directly. O

Lemma 2. Let d be a mapping from K2 to R. If d satisfies (D1)-(D4),
then d cannot satisfy:

(DKS) d(M,M") >

(M, M)+ d(M', M")
(DK6) d(M,M")

d
d(M,M’")+d(M’', M")
Proof. Let d be a distance (d satisfies (D1)-(D4)). Let us show that
d does not satisfy (DKS5).
Suppose that (DKS) is satisfied.
Let M, M’, M" three models not pairwise bisimilar.
So, by (D1), we have d(M,M') # 0, d(M,M") # 0 and
d(M’',M") # 0.
(DKS5) and (D3) give us, d(M, M") = d(M,M') + d(M',M"),
dM, M) = dM,M") + d(M",M') and d(M', M")
d(M' ;M) +d(M,M").
So we have d(M, M") = d(M, M")+d(M", M")+d(M', M) +
d(M, M") which leads to d(M", M"Y +d(M’', M) +d(M,M") =
0. From (D4), we should have d(M"',M') = d(M’',M) =
d(M, M") = 0, contradiction.

Let us show that d does not satisfy (DK6).
Suppose that (DKG6) is satisfied. So d satisfies both (D3) and (DKS).
This contradicts the fact that (DK5) is not satisfied. O

To define distances on KD45,, Kripke models we consider some
additional expected properties. First, we must introduce a modifica-
tion function that is used to change the valuation of a world w’ in a
model M to match the valuation 9.

Definition 6 (Modification Function). Ler M = (W, R,V,w),
w' € W, and ¥ a valuation. We denote by M (9 — w') the model
obtained by changing the valuation of w' by 9, defined as follows:

M@ — w') = (W, V', R,w) where
V' = {Volv # w'} U{Vi |Vp € P,V (p) = 9(p)}

We can now define the additional properties:

D5 VM = (W, V,R,w), Yw' ,w" € W, Vd,¢, if
heightn (w') < heightym(w”) and M = M (9 — w')
and M" = M(9 — w") with V,,y # 9 # Vi, then
d(M,M") > d(M,M").

D6) IM = (W,V, R,w), 3w’ € W, 39,9 such that M’ =
M@ — w')and M" = M(9" — w') with 9 # V,» #
¥, and d(M, M") # d(M,M")

(D7) There is a non-drastic propositional distance > dy such
that VM = (W,V, R,w), Yw' € W, V9,9, if M =
M@ — w')and M = M(¢¥ — w') and dv (9, V1) <
dv (¥, V) thend(M, M') < d(M,M").

(D5) expresses the fact that the higher the modal depth of discor-
dance (i.e., the higher the modal degree of the formulas that are not
satisfied in both models), the lower is the distance between the two
models. Basically, this property has to be evaluated by considering
the use of epistemic models for making strategic decisions. As a mat-
ter of illustration, consider a card game, or any imperfect information
game (like Cluedo, for instance). Then it is more harmful for a player
A to make a mistake about the beliefs of another player B (since this
piece of beliefs is used for making many strategic decisions), rather
than to be mistaken with the beliefs of B about the beliefs of A about
the beliefs of B.

(D6) expresses that not all discordances at modal degree k are
equivalent, which means that one has to do better than the drastic
dichotomous distance (same/different) between (the two valuations
of) two worlds. This distance, noted D, is define by: for all 9, ¥’
valuations over P, we have D(9,9’) = 0if ¥ = ¢’ and D(9,9’) =
1 otherwise.

(D7) stipulates that the distance between two models must be
based on a non-drastic propositional distance between valuations.
Clearly, (D7) is more demanding that (D6):

Proposition 3. Let d be a distance between Kripke models. If d sat-
isfies (D7), then d satisfies (D6).

Proof. Let d be a distance between Kripke models. Let M =
(W,V,R,w), M" and M" be three Kripke models, w’ € W such
that 191, 9¥2 two valuations distinct from V,,/, M’ = M (91 — w')
and M" = M (92 — w').

Assume that d satisfies (D7). Let dy be the underlying propositional
distance. Therefore, we have that, if dy (91, V) < dv (92, Vi),
then d(M, M') < d(M,M"). O

4 PREVIOUS DISTANCES BETWEEN KRIPKE
MODELS

In [1], some measures between Kripke models have been pointed out.
Those measures have not been primarily defined for KD45,, models
but can be adapted for this purpose, as follows.

Definition 7 (Kripke Distance [1]). Let M = (W, R, V,wo) and
M’ = (W,R',V,wo) be two Kripke models. Spmin(M,M') =
e (u(M), (M), with o (M, M") = 37, |Ra \ Ral.

Apart from not being symmetric, the fact that only the relations
of the two models M and M’ can be different for the distance to be
defined is too restrictive for our purpose. Indeed, d:,in does not sat-
isfy (D5), because it does not look at the depth of the worlds causing

2 A drastic propositional distance d is a distance between valuations such that
Ja € N* for which d(9,9') = 0if 9 = ¢’ and d(9,9') = « otherwise
(the usual drastic distance dp is recovered for o = 1).



the discordance between the models. And, as it does not check the
valuations of the worlds, it does not satisty (D6) nor (D7).

In [2], a notion of similarity degree between Kripke models,
based on the notion of n—bisimulation, is proposed. This similar-
ity degree can be directly transformed into a distance. The notion
of n—bisimulation we use is slightly different from the one from
[7, 2, 4]. We do not impose any condition for the 0-bisimulation,
thus allowing any model to be 0-bisimilar to another one, even if their
pointed worlds are different. Intuitively, two models are n-bisimilar
(with n > 1), noted M < M’, if they are equivalent until a height
of n — 1. Consequently, two n-bisimilar models satisfy the same for-
mulas with a modal degree at most n — 1.

Definition 8 (n-Bisimilarity). Let M = (W, R, V,w) and M’ =
(W' R, V' w') be two pointed Kripke models. M and M' are n-
bisimilar, noted M =, M !, if and only if there is a n-bisimulation
ZCWxW.

Definition 9 (n-Bisimulation). Ler M = (W, R, V,w) and M' =
(W', R, V', w') be two pointed Kripke models. Let Z C W x W':

o Z is a 0-bisimulation.
« Z is a 1-bisimulation if and only if (w,w') € Z and V,, = V. ,.
e Zisa (n + 1)-bisimulation (n > 1) if and only if (w,w') € Z
and for each (v,v') € Z:
1. V,=V! and

2. if Ju € W such that (v,u) € Rq, then Iu' € W' such that
(v',u') € R, and (u,v’) € Z, and

3. if ' € W' such that (v',u') € R, then Ju € W such that
(v,u) € Rq and (u,u) € Z,

and Z is a n-bisimulation.

The next lemma follows immediately from Definitions 2 and 8.
Lemmad4. (Vn € N, M e M) ifand only if M & M'.

Let us now recall the similarity degree proposed in [2]:

Definition 10 (Similarity Degree [2]). Let M = (W, R,V,w) and
M’ = (W' R, V' w') be two Kripke models, v € W andv' € W,
S and S’ two finite sets of possible worlds. Let n = |W| - |[W'| 4+ 1
and k € N. We define the similarity degree s* (M, M") between M
and M’ by:

< o(v,v) = max(L|(W,R,V,v)ye (W R V' V) and i €
[0;n])

- 0(8,9") = 3(avg{o(s,9")|s € S} + avg{o(5,s")|s" € S'})
where o(s,5") = max{o(s,s')|s’ € S’} and o(S,s") =
max{o(s,s’)|s € S}

- sP (M, M) = (o(w,w'), avg{o(Ra(w), Ra(w'))|a € A}, ...,
avg{U(Ral o -0 Rak(w)’Ral © -0 Rak(wl))wivai €
A and a; # ai+1}).3

o(v,v') measures a degree of similarity between the worlds v and
v’. Likewise, o(S, S") measures a degree of similarity between the
sets of worlds S and S’. To be more precise, o (v, S’) is the degree
of similarity of a world v with S’. The degree of similarity between
S and S’ is just the average of such degrees. s*(M, M) is a tuple
which represents how much two Kripke models are similar relatively
to their respective modal depth. See [2] for more details and justifi-
cations on this similarity degree.

3 awvg denotes here the average mapping and o is used here for denoting
relation composition.

Based on this similarity degree, we can define a distance between
Kripke models. We add the distances between p(M) and p(M') rel-
ative to their modal depth, by recovering the element of the tuple
s"(u(M), u(M'")) corresponding to each depth. The distance be-
tween these two models at a depth p < k is given by the differ-
ence between 1 (the maximal degree) and the (p+1)th element of
sF(u(M), p(M)).

Definition 11 (Similarity Distance). Ler M = (W, R, V,w) and
M' = (W' R, V' w') be two Kripke models. Let n=|W |-|W' |4+1.

n

dAM, M) =3 (1 = s (u(M), n(M")))

=0

where s (u(M), u(M")) is the (i+1)th element of the tuple
8™ (u(M), p(M")).

The problem with those distances is that none of them satisfies the
expected properties introduced in the previous section:

Proposition 5. §,,:n, and dA do not satisfy any of (D5), (D6) or
(D7).

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V,w) be a Kripke model.

« We show that d.A does not satisfy (D5), (D6) nor (D7).

o First we show that d.4 does not satisfy (D5).
Consider the following example, P = {z,y}, W = {w, v},
R = {Rl,RQ} with Ry = {(w,v),(v,v)} and Ry, =
{(w,v), (v,w)}, Vi(z) = 0, Vao(y) = 1 and Viy(z) = 1,
Va(y) = 0.
Let ¥ be a valuation such that ¥(z) = 1 and d(y) = 0.
Let M1 = MW — w) and Mo = M(9 — wv). Let
k = |W|?> + 1 = 5. Thus, we have s°(u(M), 1
(0,1,1,1,1,1) and s°(u(M), u(M2)) = (%,0,0,0,0,0).
Therefore, we have dA(M, My) = 1 and dA(M, Mz) = 5.8.
We clearly have here that heighty(w) < heighty(v) and
dA(M, M) < dA(M, Mz). So dA does not satisfy (D5).

o We show that d.A does not satisfy (D6).
Let M; and M, be two Kripke models such that M; =
M(ﬁl — U) and Ms = M(’l92 — U) with Y1 55 Ve 7&
¥2 and heighty(v) = p. We clearly have height(M) =
height(M1) = height(M>). Let k = |[W|*> + 1. We have
sE(u(M), p(M1)) = 2 = sb(u(M), u(M2)). Following
Definition 10, iterating over s¥ gives us s¥(u(M), u(My)) =
sP(uw(M), u(Mz)) for all 5 € [0;k]. Thus dA(M, M) =
dA(M, M>).

o The fact that d.A does not satisfy (D6) allows us to conclude,
using Proposition 3, that d.4 does not satisfy (D7).

« We show that d,,,:, does not satisfy (D5), (D6) nor (D7).
The fact that the distance ¢, only compares the set of relations
between the models is sufficient to show that d,,» can not satisfy
(D5), (D6) nor (D7).

O

In the next section we introduce new distances that will be proved
to satisfy the expected properties.



5 FAMILIES OF DISTANCES BETWEEN
KRIPKE MODELS

In the following, we define several families of distances DZ,. Each
distance of a family DZ, is defined for finite Kripke models con-
taining at most m worlds. Whatever the finite set of models under
consideration, the existence of an m suited to it is ensured by the fact
that all the models it contains are finite. For each family of distances
we point out, all distances will be considered between the minimal
models associated with the two Kripke models considered at start
(note the use of the ¢ minimisation function in the definitions). This
is necessary to ensure that bisimilar models are at a null distance, as
expected.

5.1 Bisimulation Distances

Here we exploit the ideas behind bisimulation in order to define dis-
tances betweens Kripke models. First, we introduce a useful result,
namely that there is a rank k& from which a k-bisimulation implies a
(k + 1)-bisimulation since we consider a finite set IP of propositional
variables. In a first place, we prove a lemma which states that for two
Kripke models M = (W,R,V,w) and M’ = (W' R, V' w'),
if there is a n-bisimulation (n > 1) Z and (w,w’) € Z ,
then the existence of a sequence of n — 1 worlds w; such that
wRwi Rwa R - - - Rw,—1 implies the existence of a sequence of n—1
worlds w; such that w’' R'wi R'whR' - -+ R'w),_1, such that Z is a 1-
bisimulation and (w,—1,w;,_,) € Z, and conversely.

Lemma 6. Let M = (W, R, V,w) and M' = (W', R, V' w')
be two finite pointed Kripke models. Let Z C W x W', if Z is a
n-bisimulation (n > 1) and (w,w') € Z then:

1. if v € W such that wRa, - -+ Ra,,_,v, then ' € W’ such
that w'Ry, -+ Ry, v and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z'
and (v,v') € Z'.*

2. if W' € W’ such that w' Ry, --- Ry, _ v, then 3v € W such
that wRq, -+ R v and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z' and
(v,0') € Z'.

An—1

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V,w) and M’ = (W', R', V', w’) be two
finite pointed Kripke models and Z C W x W".

If Z is a 2-bisimulation and (w,w’) € Z, then Definition 9 allows
us to conclude.

Suppose that Vn > 1, if Z is a n-bisimulation and (w,w’) € Z,
then:

(1.1) if 3v € W such that wR,,;--- Rq,v, then 3v" € W’ such
———

(n—1)x
that w'Ry, - - -Rfl]. v’ and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z’ and
——_——
(n—1)x
(v,v') € Z'.
(1.2) if 30" € W’ such that w'R},, - - ~R;jv', then Jv € W such
—_————
(n—1)x
that wRq,; - - Ra ;U and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z’ and
(n—1)x

(v,0') € Z'.

If Z is a (n + 1)-bisimulation and (w, w’) € Z, then from defini-
tion 9, we have:

4 We use the notation wRq, -+ Ra, ;v to abbreviate

WRa, w1 Rayw2....wn—2Ra, ;0.

(2.1) if 3v € W such that (w,v) € Rq, then v’ € W’ such that
(w',v") € R, and Z is a n-bisimulation and (v,v) € Z.

(2.2) if I’ € W’ such that (w’,v") € R}, then Ju € W such that
(w,v) € R, and Z is a n-bisimulation and (v,v’) € Z.

(1.1) and (2.1) give us: if Jv € W such that wRv, then I’ € W’
such that w’ R'v’ and:

o if Ju € W such that vRq,- - - Ra,u, then Ju' € W’ such
—_———

(n—1)x
that v' Ry, - - - Ry, u' and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z’ and
—_——

(n—1)x
(u,u') € Z'.
o if 3u’ € W’ such that v'R,,, - - - szj o', then Ju € W such
(n—1)x
that vR,,;- - Ra,u and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z’ and
N———
(n—1)x
(u,u') € Z'.

(1.2) and (2.2) give us a similar result.

So we have, if Z is a (n + 1)-bisimulation and (w,w’) € Z, then:

o if 3v € W such that wR,,- - Ra;v, then Jv’ € W' such

—_——
n X
that w'Ry,, - - - R;jv' and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z’ and
—_——
n X
(v,v') € Z'.
. if 30" € W’ such that w'R,,, - ~Rfljv’, then v € W such
—_————
nxX
that wRa,- - Ra ;U and there exists a 1-bisimulation Z’ and
——
n X
(v,0') € Z'.

O

The following proposition, based on Lemma 6, shows that for a
given rank k, if two models are k-bisimilar, then they are (k + 1)-
bisimilar. k is taken here as the size of the largest set of worlds of
the two models, plus one. This result reinforces a similar result due
to Balbiani [2].

Proposition 7. Let M = (W, R, V,w) and M' = (W', R', V', w')
be two Kripke models containing at most m worlds. I[f M = | M,
then M < M'.

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V,w) and M' = (W' R, V' w') be two
Kripke models containing at most m worlds such that height(M) =
n and height(M’) =n — pwith0 < p < n.

Wehavem > n+1.Letk =n+2and Z C W x W’ such that Z
is a k-bisimulation and (w, w").

So we have M ©, M’, thus, from Lemma 6, we also have:

(1) if 3v € W such that wR,, - - - R, v, then 30" € W' such that
~—_————

(n+1)x
w' Ry, R;j v" and Z is a 1-bisimulation and (v,v’) € Z.

(n+1)x
(2) if I’ € W' such that w'Ry,, - - - R;j v’, then Jv € W such that
——

(n4+1)x
WRe; -+ Ro;v and Z is a 1-bisimulation and (v, v') € Z.
——

(n+1)x



Let us look closely at these two cases:

(1) if such a v exists, as height(M) = n, 3a < n + 1 such
that wRq, - - vRaj vRai/ e Ra],, v, then there is a v’, such that

ax (n—a+1)x
w' R, -+ Ro,v'Ry, -+ Ry ,v" and Z is a a-bisimulation and
. i f
aXx (n—a+1)x

(v,v') € Z witha > 1.
(2) by a similar reasoning, the same conclusion can be drawn.

Thus, Z is (at least) a (k+ 1)-bisimulation and (w,w’) € Z. Using a
simple induction, we show that Vi > k, M «, M ’. Lemma 4 allows
us to conclude that M < M.

The converse is trivially true. O

‘We now use the notion of n-bisimulation to define a family of dis-
tances Dan B To do so, we look at how deep the two Kripke models
under consideration are bisimilar, then we subtract that value to the
maximal possible value.

Definition 12 (n-Bisimulation-based Distance). Let M =
(W,R,V,w) and M' = (W', R, V' w') be two Kripke models
containing at most m worlds. We denote by dAN'B(M, M') the dis-
tance between M and M’, defined as follows:

dANB(M, M') = (m+1)—max(i | u(M) 2, p(M"), i € [0; m+1])

An illustration of this distance (and the other distances introduced
in the paper) can be found in the forthcoming Example 1.

It is easy to check that dNB satisfies (D5). Indeed, the purpose
of this distance is to look at how deep the two models are bisimilar.
Thus, when the modal depth of difference increases, the distance be-
tween the models decreases. But since we do not consider valuation
of the worlds, B does not satisfy (D6) nor (D7).

Proposition 8.

1. dNB satisfies (D1)-(D4).
2. dN B satisfies (D5).
3. dNB satisfies neither (D6) nor (D7).

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V,w), M' = (W', R, V' w') and M" =
(W', R", V" w'") be three Kripke models.

Let us show that d\/ B satisfies (D1).
Suppose that AN'B(M, M') = 0. From the definition of dNB,
dNB(M,M') = 0 if and only if max(i | M <, M andi €
[0;m 4+ 1]) = m + 1. The fact that for each model M of M we
have height(M) < m allows us, using Proposition 7, to conclude
that dNB satisfies (D1).

Let us show that dN/ B satisfies (D2).
Letn = m+ 1. Let py = max(i | M2, M"andi € [0;n]) and
p2 = max(i | M' e, M and i € [0;n])}, the definition 9 allows us
to establish that p; = po. Thus, INB(M, M') = n—p1 = n—pa =
ANB(M', M).

Let us show that dNB satisfies (D3).
Let n = m + 1. Assume that, there are some x,y, z € N such that
Me M, M M’,MﬁyM”,M¢ M",M'<_M" and
M' ¢, M ",
We want to show thatn — x < n — y +n — 2. To do so, we use an
inductive reasoning. Induction Base: 0 =n—xz <n—-—y+n—=z
for x = y = 2z = n. Induction Hypothesis: there are some 1, j, k
suchthatn —x <n—y+n—zforall: <z <n,j7 <y <nand
k < z < n. Induction Steps: We have several cases to consider:

x+1 y+1

. Letz=i—1l,y=j—landz =k — 1.
n—i<n—j+n—=~k
n—i+1<n—j+n—k+2
n—(C—-1)<n—-(j—1)4+n—(k—1)
n—xcz<n—y+n—=z
2. lete=i—1,y=j7—1land z = k.
n—i1<n—j+n—=~k
n—t+1<n—j+n—-k+1
n—(G—-1)<n—-(G-1)+n—-k
n—zr<n—y+n-—=z
3. Lletx=i—1l,y=jandz=Fk — 1.
n—i<n—j+n—=~k
n—i+1<n—j4+n—k+1
n—(Gi—-1)<n—j+n—(k—1)
n—zz<n—y+n-—=z
4, Letz =4, y=j—landz =k — 1.
n—i<n—j+n—=~k
n—t<n—j+n—k+2
n—i<n—(j—1)4+n—(k—1)
n—zrz<n—y+n—=z

5. Letx =4, y=7j—land z = k.

n—i1<n—j+n—=~k
n—i<n—j+n—k+1
n—i<n—(—-1)4+n—k
n—xcr<n—y+n—=z

6. Letx =4, y=jandz =k — 1.
n—i<n—j+n—=~k

n—i<n—j+n—k+1
n—i<n—j+n—(k—-1)
n—xz<n—y+n-—=z
7. Letx =41—1,y=jand z = k.

(a) Assume that ¢ > k (and thus, ¢ — 1 > k). Hence, we have
n— (i —1) < n — k. From this and n — j > 0 we can deduce
thatn — (i —1)<n—j+n—k.

(b) Assume that ¢ < k. We have M <, | M’ but M #, M’
Then M ¢, | M" (because i < k and M’ <, M"). We also
have M =, M" but M =, M". Assume j > i, we have M /
o, M" (because M #, M’ and M’ ©, M"). Thus M ¥, M,
we have a contradiction. Therefore, we have 7 < 7 — 1. So,
fromn —j > n — (i — 1) and n — k > 0 we can deduce that

n—(t—-1)<n—j+n—k.

Hence,n —z<n—y+n—=z.



By definition, dA/B satisfies (D4).

Let us show that dN B satisfies (D5).
Let ¥ be a valuation, n = m + 1 and M1 = M — v)
and My = M(¥ — wu) with heightym(v) < heightym(u) and
Vi # 9 # V.. We clearly have here height(M) = height(M;) =
height(M>2). Let k = maz(i|u(M) <, u(M1) and ¢ € [0;n]) and
k' = max(i|p(M) <, p(Msz) and ¢ € [0;n]). From this, we have
k < k'. Thus we have 1 (n — k) > 1 (n — k') We can conclude that
AN B(M, M) > dANB(M, M>).

Let us show that dN'B does not satisfy (D6).
Letn =m+ 1, M1 = M(¥1 — v) and My = M (92 — v) with
Y1 # Vi, # J2. We clearly have here height(M) = height(M;) =
height(M3). Let k = max(i|u(M) <, p(M1) and ¢ € [0;n]) and
k' = max(ilp(M) <, p(Mz) and i € [0;n]). From this, we have
k = K’. Following the same reasonning that the previous point, we
can conclude that AN B(M, M) = AN B(M, Ms).

The fact that dA'B does not satisfy (D6) allows us to conclude,
using Proposition 3, that it does not satisfy (D7).

O

The next distance is based on an approximation of the notion of
bisimulation in which the valuations of the worlds may differ. Thus,
two models quite close to each other are considered as e-bisimilar. In
this case, we first use a propositional distance d between valuations
from 21 x 2/ to N, supposed to satisfy the usual distance proper-
ties (indistinguishability, symmetry, subadditivity and nonnegativity)
[23].

Definition 13 (de-Bisimilarity). Let d be a propositional distance.
Lete € N. Let M = (W, R, V,w) and M' = (W', R, V' w') be
two Kripke models. M and M' are de-bisimilar, noted M ©%¢ M’,
if and only if there is a de-bisimulation Z C W x W',

Definition 14 (de-Bisimulation). Let d be a propositional distance.
Lete € N. Let M = (W, R, V,w) and M' = (W', R, V' w') be
two Kripke models. Let Z C W x W'. Z is a de-bisimulation if and
only if (w,w') € Z and for all (v,v') € Z:

1. d(V,,Vy) < eand

2. if 3u € W such that (v,u) € Rq, then Ju' € W’ such that
(v',u') € R, and (u,u’) € Z, and

3. if W € W' such that (v',u') € Ry, then Fu € W such that
(v,u) € Rq and (u,u’) € Z.

Similarly to the m-bisimulation (family of) distance(s), we can
use the notion of de-bisimulation to establish a family of distances
Dﬁf Ba e seek here for the smallest possible ¢ so that both models
are de-bisimilar.

Definition 15 (de-Bisimulation-based Distance). Let d be a propo-
sitional distance. Let ¢ € N. Let M = (W, R,V,w) and M’ =
(W' R, V' w') two Kripke models containing at most m worlds.
We denote by dEBq(M, M) the distance between M and M’, de-
fined as follows:

dEB4(M, M') = min{e | p(M) = u(M')}.

It is clear that the distance d€B4 does not satisfy (D5). Indeed,
here, we seek for an epsilon regardless of the depth of the discor-
dance between the models. But, as we somehow check the valuations
of the worlds causing the discordance, if a non-drastic propositional
distance d is used, d€ By satisfies (D7) and thereby (D6).

Proposition 9.

1. Given any propositional distance d, d€ By satisfies (D1)-(D4).
2. dEBg does not satisfy (D5) in general.
3. For any non-drastic distance d, d€ By satisfies (D6) and (D7).

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V,w), M' = (W', R, V', w') and M" =
(W" R", V" w") be three Kripke models.

Let us show that d€ B, satisfies (D1).

From the definition of d€Bg4, we have, d€B4(M, M’) = 0 if and
only if min(e | M ©%¢ M') = 0. Hence M ©%° M’. The definition
14 allows us to conclude that M < M’.

Let us show that d€ B, satisfies (D2).

The fact that the e-bisimulation is symmetric allows us to conclude
directly.

Let us show that d€B, satisfies (D3).

Assume that d : V' x V' — N, and that there are some z,y,z € N
such that M ©4® M M ==Y M, M «bY M', M 43Y=1 M7,
M/ ﬂd,z M“, M/ ﬁd,z—l M//.

We want to show that z < y + z. To do so, we use an induction
reasoning. Induction Base: x < y+ z for x = y = z = 0. Induction
Hypothesis: there are some ¢, j, k such that z < y + z for all
0<i<z0<j<yand0 <k < z. Induction Steps: We have
several cases to consider:

1. Letx = 4,y = j and z = k + 1. In this case, we clearly have
r<y+z.

2. Letx =14,y =j+ 1 and z = k + 1. In this case, we clearly have
r<y+ 2.

3. Letx =4,y = j + 1 and z = k. In this case, we clearly have
z<y+z.

4. Letz =i+ 1,y = j+ 1 and z = k. In this case, we clearly have
r<y+z

5. Letz =i+ 1,y =j+ 1land z = k + 1. In this case, we clearly
have z <y + 2.

6. Letz =i+ 1,y = jand z = k + 1. In this case, we clearly have
z<y+z.

7. Letx =i+ 1,y =7jand z = k.

(a) Assume that ¢ < j (and thus, ¢ + 1 < j). Hence, we have
i+1<j+k

(b) Assume that ¢ > j. Hence we have
Mﬁd’i+l M// and M ﬁd’i M// (*)

We prove a Lemma.

Lemma 10. Let M, M' and M" be three Kripke models and
d a propositional distance. If M ©%% M' and M' «%=2 M,
then M e®=1te2 ",

We also have M %7 M’ and M’ ©%* M". From Lemma 10,
we have
M e®BITF M (k)

. From (x) and (%*), we can deduce that ¢ + 1 < j + k.
Hence, x <y + 2.

By definition, d€ By satisfies (D4).

Let us show that d€34 does not satisfy (D5).
Consider the following example, P = {z,y}, W = {w,v}, R =
{R1, Rz} with Ry = {(w,v), (v,v)} and Ry = {(w,v), (v,w)},
Vw(z) =0, Vi (y) = 1and V,(z) = 0, Vo (y) = 0.
Let ¥ be a valuation such that ¥(z) = 1 and ¥(y) = 0. Let



My, = M(® — w) and Ma = M(¥ — v). We clearly have
Vw # ¢ # V, and heightm(w) < heighty(v). Let d be the
drastic distance, we can see that d€Bq(M, M) = d(Vy,9) =1 =
d(V,,9) = dEB4(M, M>). Let d be a non-drastic distance, we can
easily adapt ¥ such that d(Vi,,9) > d(V,,?) and conclude that
dEBq(M, M1) > dEB4(M, Mz). Which contradicts (D5).

Let us show that d€B, satisfies (D7) for any non-drastic distance

d.
Let d be a non-drastic propositional distance. Let ¥1 and 92 be
two valuations. Let M; and M, be two Kripke models. Assume
that M7 = M(91 — v) and My = M(J2 — wv) such that
d(91,Vy) < d(¥2,V,). By definition of d€Bg, we clearly have
dEB4(M, M) = d(¥1,Vy) and dEBy(M, Ms) = d(J2, V). This
allows us to conclude that dEB4 (M, M1) < dEBq(M, Mo).

The fact that, for any non-drastic distance, d€B, satisfies (D7)
allows us to conclude, using Proposition 3, that it satisfies (D6) as
well.

O

The ideas of the two previous “weak” bisimulations can be taken
together:

Definition 16 (de-n-Bisimilarity). Let d be a propositional dis-
tance. Let ¢ € N Let M = (W,R,V,w) and M' =
(W' R, V', w') be two Kripke models. M and M' are de-
n-bisimilar, noted Mﬁ‘ff M', if and only if there is a de-n-
bisimulation Z C W x W',

Definition 17 (de-n-Bisimilation). Ler d be a propositional dis-
tance. Let ¢ € N. Let M = (W,R,V,w) and M' =
(W' R, V' w') be two Kripke models. Let Z C W x W'. :

o Z is a de-0-bisimulation.

e Z is a de-1-bisimulation if and only if (w,w’) € Z and
d(Vw,V))) <e

o Z is ade-(n+ 1)-bisimulation if and only if (w,w") € Z and for
all (v,v') € Z:

1. d(V,,V))) <eand

2. if Ju € W such that (v,u) € Rq, then Iu' € W' such that
(v',u') € R, and (u,u’) € Z, and

3. if I € W’ such that(v',v') € R, then 3u € W such that
(v,u) € Rq and (u,u) € Z,

and Z is a de-n-bisimulation.

Clearly, we can also take advantage of the notion of de-n-

bisimulation to establish another family of distances D:f NB;. Here,
for each depth p, we look for the smallest € such that both models are
de-p-bisimilar. We also apply a discounting factor vy € (0; 1] to each
of these distances. Thus, the more a difference between two models
is at a high depth, the less it is important for the distance between
them.

Definition 18 (de-n-Bisimulation-based Distance). Let d be a
propositional distance. Let ¢ € N. Let M = (W, R,V,w) and
M’ = (W' R, V' w') be two Kripke models containing at most
m worlds. Let v € (0;1]. We denote by dENB) (M, M") the dis-
tance between M and M, defined as follows:

dENBY(M, M') = " (min(e | (M) =5 p(M')) x 07Y)

i=1

It is easy to show that, for a small enough discounting factor,
dEN B satisfies (D5). Like we did it with d€Bq, we check the valu-
ations of the worlds causing the discordance. Hence, again, if a non-
drastic propositional distance d is used, dEN'B) satisfies (D7) and
(D6).

Proposition 11.

1. Given any propositional distance d, and any discounting factor -,
dEN B satisfies (D1)-(D4).

2. Given any propositional distance d, there is a X € (0; 1] such that,
forall v < X\ dENB] satisfies (DS5).

3. For any non-drastic distance d, dEN B satisfies (D6) and (D7).

Proof. Let M = (W,R,V,w), M’ (W', R, V', w') and
M" = (W" R", V" w") be three Kripke models. Let n =
max(|W/|, [W'|) + 1.

Let us show that dENB] satisfies (D1).
From the definition of dEN'B]], we have, dENB) (M, M') = 0
if and only if Vi € [1;n],min(e | M=>°M’) = 0. Hence,
M <%0 M'. Definition 17 allows us to conclude that M« M.
Thus, from Proposition 7, we have M = M.

Let us show that dEN B satisfies (D2).
The fact that the e-n-bisimulation is symmetric allows us to conclude
directly.

Let us show that dEN B satisfies (D3).
Following the same reasoning as third point of the proof of the propo-
sition 9, using the following Lemma

Lemma 12. Let M, M’ and M" be three Kripke models. Let d
be a propositional distance. For all i in N, if Mﬁf’sl M’ and
M' =32 M, then M 35172 M,

we deduce that dENB] satisfies (D3).

By definition, dEN B satisfies (D4).

Let us show that, there is a A € (0; 1] such that, for all v < A,
dEN B satisfies (D5).
Let M, and M> be two Kripke models such that M1 = M (¢ — v)
and My = M (¥ — wu) with py = heightam(v) < heighty(u) =
pe and Vi, # ¢ # V,. Assume that dENB] (M, M) <
dENB) (M, M>) for all v € (0;1].

By the definition of dENB], we have dENB] (M, M)
S mine | p(M)ENT L) x AD) and
IENB), (M, Ma) = Y7 (mine | u(M) = (M) x

7(1_1)). By construction of M; and Mo, we have
dENBy, (M, My) = 30, (dv(v,9) x ~G=D)  and
dENB) (M, M;) = Y7 (dv(u,9) x v"9). Thus, we
have
> (dv (v,9) x AT <3 (dv (u, 9) x 40TY)
i=p1 i=p2
dy(v,9) x Y () <dv(u9) x Y ()
i=p1 1=p2
_ A(n—p1+1)
dy (v,9) x 4@ (A <
e
(pa—1) 1_7(n*p2+1)
dv (u,9) x v '(ﬁ)

dv(v,9) x (Y"1 7 —4™) <dv(u,9) x (v =4 (%)



Now, assume that v = % where @ = min{dy (w,w’") # 0},
B = max{dv (w,w")} and n = max(height(M), height(M")) +
2. Note that, as height(M) = height(M;) = height(Mz), we can
use the same n. We have n > p2 > p1 < 0and 0 < a < S.
Furthermore, assume that dv (v, ¥) = a and dy (u, ¥) = S.

From (%) we have

X \(p1-1) _ X n O \(py—1) [ QX n
@ X ()P - () < B ()7 = ()
aP1 (nﬂ)(nfprkl) _ a(n+1) < a(szl)(nﬁ)(n7P2+1) N a"ﬁ
(nB)" - (nB)"

oPt (nﬂ)(n_p1+l) BEPNC S < a(Pz—l)(nﬁ)(n_p2+1) By
Pl (nﬁ)(nfpﬂrl) Ta"f < a(szl)(nﬁ)(nfszrl) + a(n+1)(**)

o Asf > a, wehave " > oV (1) ;
o As 8 > «, we have

5(172—101—1) > qP2=p1=1)
B(pz—m) > a(FQ_Pl_l)/B
(n@)(m—m) > oé(m—m—l)ﬁ
Pt (nﬂ)(pzfm) > a(m*l)ﬁ
ot (nf) " > a2V () T (2)

From (1) and (2) we deduce that a?! (n8)" P11 4 o"3 >
P27V (pg)(n=p2Hl) 1 o ("+1) which contradicts (x). This con-
tradiction, taken with the fact that we took the minimal value for
dv (v, ) and the maximal one for dy (u, ), allows us to conclude
that dEN B satisfies (D5).

Let us show that dENB] satisfies (D7) for any non-drastic dis-

tance d.
Let d be a non-drastic propositional distance. Let ¥1 and 92 be
two valuations. Let M; and M> be two Kripke models. Assume
that M1y = M(%1 — v) and M = M(92 — v) such that
d(%1,Vy) < d(¥2,Vy). Let heightm(v) = p. Thus, we have
(n—p) xd(91,Vy) < (n—p) x d(92, Vy). Furthermore, we have
(n—p) x d(V1, Vo) x Z?:p+1(7(i71)) < (n—p) x d(D2, Vy) x
S+ (7" 7). Therefore, the definition of dEA'B], allows us to
conclude that dENB] (M, M1) < dENB (M, My).

The fact that, for any non-drastic distance, dEN B satisfies (D7)
allows us to conclude, using Proposition 3, that it satisfies (D6) as
well.

O

5.2 Tree-based Distance

We define a family of distances between Kripke models based on the
tree models that correspond to them.

The idea is to unveil the Kripke models into trees and to compare
how much these trees can be matched, by looking at the best match-
ing.

Definition 19 (Tree Model). Ler M = (W, R, V,wo) be a finite
pointed Kripke model. The tree model corresponding to M is a tuple
(W', R', V' wo) where:

(i) W' = {wo} U {o = woaiwias- - aGn_1Wn—1anWn |
(w07w1) € Ray,.. ., (wn*hwn) € Rﬂn}
(i) R ={R, |a €A}

(iii) R, = {(o,0aw) | o,caw € W'}
(iv) Vi (P) = Vi (p)
(V) Voaw(p) = Vu(p)

Definition 20 (Tree Function). Ler M = (W, R, V, wo) be a mini-
mal finite pointed Kripke model. We denote by T(M) the tree model
corresponding to M.

Proposition 13. Let M = (W, R, V, wq) be a minimal finite pointed
Kripke model. T(M) is bisimilar to M.

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V, wo) be a minimal finite pointed Kripke
model and M’ = (W' R, V', wo) the corresponding tree model.
Let Z C W x W', such that Z = {(wo, wo)} U{(w,caw’) | Jo’ €
W' such that ¢ = o’a;w}. By construction of M, it is clear that Z
is a bisimulation. Thus, M < M. O

Assume that we want to measure the distance between M and M'.
First, we generate the corresponding tree models A and A’. We take
advantage of the Hamming distance d;, to compare valuations. We
measure the distance between the roots of two trees and make the
sum with the distance between the sub-trees of A and A’ as follows:
for each sub-tree o of A, we recursively seek for the sub-tree o’ of
A’ whose distance with « is the smallest. Once all pairs («, a') are
found, we make the sum of the distances and apply a discounting
factor y € (0; 1]. Note that an « can only match one o. In the event
that a sub-tree o does not have a corresponding sub-tree, we make
it correspond to a fictitious sub-tree 7 which, is at a distance dpqz
of o, where dyqz is the maximum Hamming distance between two
valuations.

Let DET ™" be a family of distances defined on a finite set M of
finite tree models containing at most m worlds.

Definition 21 (Tree-based Distance). Let M = (W, R, V,w) and
M’ = (W' R, V' w') be two tree models containing at most m
worlds. Let v € (0;1].

AT7" (M, M') = h(w,w') - 4" ()

3 AT (r(u(MD), (u(M)))

where
ifw=morw =7

d'IILLZIL'
h(w, w') =

dp(Va, V;)/) otherwise

AT (r(u(M)), T(u(M"))) = min (3 d7’7r7<<W7R’V’v>’>)
“ 7 beB;”’“’/(v,v/)Ez, <W: R: V:’U/>
By = {blb € P((Ra(w) U {r}) x (R} (w')) U{r}) and

Rq(w) C dom(b) and R, (w') C img(b)}

For a small enough discounting factor, d7 7" satisfies (D5). And,
as we compare the valuations of the worlds causing the difference
between the models, d7 77 satisfies (D7) and so (D6).

Proposition 14.

1. Given any discounting factor vy, dT w7 satisfies (D1)-(D4).
2. 3 € (0;1] such that ¥y < X\, dTr" satisfies (D5).
3. Given any discounting factor vy, dT " satisfies (D6) and (D7).

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V,w), M' = (W', R, V' w') and M" =
(W" R", V" w") be three tree models.

Let us show that d7#” satisfies (D1). Suppose that
dT=Y(M,M') = 0. From the definition of d7n”,



dT =" (M,M') = 0 if and only if
h(w,w/) . ,yheightM(w) =0V, = ‘/12/ because ,yheightM(w) # 0
dTrl(r(M),7(M')) =0,Vi € N & Va € A,
if v € Rq(w), then I’ € R, (w’) such that
h(’U,’U/) . ,yheightM(v) =0
if v’ € R, (w'), thenv € R, (w) such that
h(’U,’U/) . ,yheightM('u) =0
So we have d7 77 (M, M") = 0 if and only if M < M’. Thus d7 7"
satisfies (D1).

Let us show that d7 7" satisfies (D2).

Note that when the distance d77”(M,M’) is calculated, we

can use the relation b of each level of the tree to build a new

relation 3 C W x W' for the whole model. Note also that

dT="(M,M') = > h(v,v") - yheightm(v) , where 3 is this

(v,v")ep

new relation. Let d77Y (M, M) = Y
(v,v")€B1

h(v',v) - yheightyr (v').

h(U,U,) . ,_yheightM(v)

anddTn"(M',M)=

(v',v)€B2
With an induction on the height of the tree, we show that from X to
Y the relation b is the same as from Y to X.

Here, /1 = [52, moreover, h (the Hamming distance) satisfies

(D2), which means that d7 77 (M,M’') = S h(v,0') -
(v,v")€EP

,yheightM(v) — Z h(’UI,’U) . 'thightM'(U/) _ dTTl’W(M,,M).

(v’ ,v)€PB2
Thus d7 77 satisfies (D2).

Let us show that d7 7”7 satisfies (D3).

Let dTn"(M,M') = S h(v,v") - yheiEMt () gpd
(v,v') €1
dTn"(M',M") = S R, 0") - APeiEhtw () guch
(v’ v"")€B2

that 51 = {(v,v")Jv € W U {e} and v € W' U {¢}} and
B2 = {(v',v")]v' € W U {e} andv” € W"’ U {e}}. Let B3 =
{(v,v")|F" € W' Ue such that (v,v") € By and (v',0v") € B2}.
Note that >0  h(v,v") - yheishtM®) > gy (M, M),
(U’U//)Eﬁs

because (33 is not necessarily the best relation possible to minimize
the sum. Furthermore, we have h(v,v") < h(v,v") + h(v',v"),
for each v € W U {e}h,v' € W U {e},v" € W' U {e},
because h is subadditive. Thus, >  h(v,v") - yReisbtm(®) <

(v,v'")€EBs3

Z h(’U, ’U/) . ,yheightM(v) + Z

(v,v")€B1 (v’ v"")EB2
So, T (M, M") < dTx" (M, M’) + dT=" (M, M")).

h(vl7vll) . ,yheightl\,y(u’).

Let us show that d7 77 satisfies (D4). h being non-negative, it is

easy to see that the same is true for >  h(v,v’). Thus d7 7" is
(v,0")€eB
non-negative.

Let us show that, there is a A € (0;1] such that, for all v < A,
dT w7 satisfies (D5).
Let M; and M3 be two Kripke models such that there corresponding
tree models contains at most m worlds. By fixing A = m, we
ensure that, for all v < A, a discordance at a height p can not be offset
by any errors at a height at least p + 1. Indeed, with this discounting
factor, even if two models M and M’ differ on one propositional
variable of the valuation of the pointed world and the models M and
M"" differ on all propositional variables of the valuation of all the
worlds except the pointed one, this « ensure that d7 77 (M, M') >
dT77(M,M'"). Thus dT 7 satisfies (D5).

Let us show that d7 7" satisfies (D7).

Let 991 and 2 be two valuations. Let M7 and Ms be two Kripke
models. Assume that M1 = M (91 — v) and M2 = M (92 — v)
such that d(¢1, Vo) < d(¥2, V4). Let heightm (v) = p.

Thus, we have (n — p) x d(¥1,V,) < (n — p) X d(V2, Vo).
Furthermore, we have (n—p) xd(91, Vo) X377 1) (v Y < (n—
p)xd(P2, Vo) x 3301y (v*~V Therefore, the definition of d7 77,
allows us to conclude that 777 (M, M) < dT =" (M, Mz).

The fact that d7 w7 satisfies (D7) allows us to conclude, using
Proposition 3, that it satisfies (D6) as well.

O

5.3 Worlds Sets Distance

Finally, we define a family of distances D;inws‘} . Each distance of
this family is based on distances d between sets of worlds®, which
is itself based on a propositional distance (also noted d) between the
valuations associated with the worlds. Here we calculate, for each
height p, the distance between the two sets of valuations at a height
p. We also apply a discounting factor v € (0; 1] to each of the inter-
mediate distances.

Definition 22 (Worlds Sets Distance). Let M = (W, R, V,w) and
M’ = (W' R, V', w') be two Kripke models containing at most m
worlds and d be a distance between world sets. Let v € (0;1]. We
denote by AWS] (M, M") the distance between M and M’, defined

as follows:
AWS (M, M")=F (o0 (u(M), p(M"))), ..., on (n(M), n(M")))

where:
oo(M,M") = d({w}, {w'});
o1(M,M") = avg{d(Ra(w), Ry(w")) | a € A};

on(M, M,) = avg{d(Railo- : 'ORain(w)7 R:lilo' : 'OR;M(U}/))
| ai), # @iy € Al

m

o) = (i),

i=0

F(oo, ...

For example, we can take advantage of the Hausdorff distance [13]
that we adapt to KD45,, models.

Definition 23 (Hausdorff Distance). Let W and W' be two sets of
worlds. We define the Hausdorff distance between W and W' by:

max(min(dp, (w, w")|w’ € W)|w € W))

H(W,W') = max , P
max(min(d(w, w')|w € W)lw' € W)

We denote by dWS7, the distance defined by Definition 22 using
the Hausdorff distance between worlds sets.

For any propositional distance d and a small enough discount-
ing factor, dWS]] satisfies (D5). As we check the valuations of the
worlds using a non-drastic distance d, dWS] also satisfies (D7) and
so (D6). Contrastingly, if a drastic propositional distance D is used,
dWS7, does not satisfy (D7) nor (D6). Indeed, in this case, we do
not look at the discordance between the valuations of the worlds.

Proposition 15.

1. Given any propositional distance d and any discounting factor ~,
dWS] satisfies (D1)-(D4).

5 d is supposed to satisfy the usual distance properties (indistinguishability,
symmetry, subadditivity and nonnegativity).



(M)

Figure 1: Four Kripke models

Ds) | D6 | D7)
1/2 | My, My | My, Ms | My, My | My, M5 | My, My | Msg, M. dNB v x X
J= 1, M2 1, V3 1, V4 2, M3 2, Mg 3, Mg # #
ANB 6 5 5 6 6 5 d€Bg X |V # v "
dEB,, 1,000 4,000 1,000 4,000 1,000 3,000 dENB] | V7 | vV
dENB] 0,938 1,750 0,438 2,250 0,938 1312 AT VA v Vi
dT 2,500 1,000 0,500 3,500 3,000 1,000 5 5 = 7
dWS, 0,500 0,125 0,469 0,625 0,969 0,469 AW, v v v
dWVS], 0,500 0,500 0,469 1,000 0,969 0,719

Table 1: Distances between models of Figure 1

2. Given any propositional distance d, I\ € (0; 1] such thatVy < A,
dWS] satisfies (D5).

3. And, for any non-drastic distance d, dAWS] satisfies (D6) and
(D7).

Proof. Let M = (W, R, V,w), M' = (W', R, V' w') and M" =
(W" R", V" w'") be three Kripke models.

Let us show that dWS]] satisfies (D1).
By definition, we have M £ M’ if and only if 3Z C W x W' such
that (w,w’) € Z and V(v,v") € Z:

LV, =V,

2. if 3u € W such that (v,u) € Rg, then 3u’ € W' such that
(v',u') € R, and (u,u’) € Z.

3. if 3u’ € W’ such that (v',u') € Ry, then Ju € W such that
(v,u) € R, and (u,u’) € Z.

As d satisfies (D1), this is equivalent to, d({w}, {w'}) = 0 and
Va € A, d(Rq(w), R, (w')) = 0.
Likewise, Vag # ait1, d(Rag 0"+ -0Ra, (W), Ry 0 -oRy, (w') =
0.
Which gives us, F(oo(M,M'),...
AWS] (M, M").

Let us show that JWS] satisfies (D2).

yoo(M,M") = 0 =

The fact that d satisfies (D2) tells us that VQ,Q' sets
of worlds, d(Q,Q) = d(,Q). Thus, VQ,Q sets
of worlds, > d(Q,Q) = > d(Q,Q). Which leads
us  to  F(oo(M,M'),oc1(M,M"),...,0n(M,M")) =
Floo(M' M), 01(M', M), ...,on(M', M)), so

AWS] (M, M) = dWS](M’, M).
Let us show that dWS]] satisfies (D3).

The fact that d satisfies (D3) tells us that > d(Raq(w), R, (w')) <
achA

> [d(Ra(w), Ry (w'))+d(Ry(w'), Ry (w"))]. So ao(M, M")) <
a€ch
O’o(M, M’) + U()(M/, M").
Likewise, Vi, o; (M, M") < o;(M,M') + o;(M', M").
We clearly have dWS](M,M") < dWS](M,M') +
dws, (M', M").

The fact that d satisfies (D4), allows us to conclude that dWS]
satisfies (D4).

Table 2: Distances and some properties they satisfy. /
means satisfied by the distance, /7 means satisfied for a
small enough discounting factor, +/ # means satisfied if a
non-drastic distance is used, and X means not satisfied.

Let us show that, there is a A € (0;1] such that, for all v < A,

dWS] satisfies (D5).
Let M; and M, be two Kripke models such that there
corresponding tree models contains at most m worlds. Let
dmin = min(d(Q,Q') > 0]Qand Q' two sets of worlds) and
dmaz = maz(d(Q, Q)| and Q' two sets of worlds). By fixing
A= W-HW)%’ we ensure that, for all v < A, a discordance at
a height p can not be offset by any errors at a height at least p + 1.
Indeed, with this discounting factor, even if two models M and M !
differ on one propositional variable of the valuation of the pointed
world and the models M and M" differ on all propositional vari-
ables of the valuation of all the worlds except the pointed one, this y
ensure that WS (M, M') > dWS] (M, M"). Thus dWS] satis-
fies (D5).

Let us show that dWS] satisfies (D7).

Let ¢; and 92 be two valuations, M; and M be two Kripke mod-
els and d a non-drastic distance between sets of worlds. We can as-
sume that d is based on a non-drastic propositional distance dy . As-
sume that M1 = M (%1 — v) and My = M (92 — v) such that
dv(Vv,’ﬁl) < dv(Vs, 192). Let heightM(v) =p.

Thus, we have o;(M, M) = 0 = o0,(M, Ms), for all i #
p. Furthermore, we have op,(M,M:) = avg{d(Q,2)|Q =
Rail 00 Rain (w)791 = Rail -0 Rain (w) and Qi ;é
iy, € A} and op(M, M2) = avg{d(2,Q22)|Q2 = Ra, o0
Ra;, (w),Q2 = R, 0-++0 Rq, (w)anda; # ai,, € A}.
If v & Q, then d(2,Q21) = 0 = d(2,Q2). If v € Q, then
d(Q,0) = dv(Ve,01) < dv(Ve,¥2) = d(2,9Q2). This gives
us o,(M,M;) < op(M,Ms) and allows us to conclude that
dWS] (M, M1) < dWS] (M, M3).

The fact that WS satisfies (D7) allows us to conclude, using
Proposition 3, that it satisfies (D6) as well.

O

5.4 Comparing Distances

Our distances capture different intuitions about how close two Kripke
models are. A key question when dealing with distances d is to de-
termine how fine-grained they are. Stating it formally calls for the
following notion of refinement:



Definition 24 (Refinement). Let di and da be two distances. di
is at least as fine as da (denoted di > do) if and only if Va, b, c,
if di(a,b) < di(a,c) then dz(a,b) < da(a,c) and if di(a,b) =
d1(a,c) then d2(a,b) = da2(a, c).

Basically, a distance refines another one if it allows to obtain a
finer distinction between models. So, if a distance can be refined by
another (sensible) one, this can be seen as a flaw of the first, that does
not do the full discrimination work.

We can show that there is no such refinement relation between the
distances we have introduced:

Proposition 16. dN'B, dEB, dENB]!, dT 7, dWS], and AWS,

are pairwise incomparable with respect to > 5.

This result shows that we have obtained six truly different types of
distances.

Let us now illustrate the differences between these distances on a
small example.

Example 1. Consider the four models in Figure 1. The differences
between My and Mo are in wi and wh (height = 1). In the first
model agent 1 believes 0001 and agent 2 believes 1000, and in the
second model agent 1 believes 0011 and agent 2 believes 1100. The
difference between My and M3 is in w4 (height = 2). The differ-
ences between M and My are in w4, wy' and w¥' (height = 2).
Table 1 reports the distances between those models. One can check
that AN'B, d€Ba, dENB], dT ", dWS], and WS, do not order
these four models in the same way. Note also that the discounting
factor v = 1/2 is not small enough to ensure that (DS5) is satisfied
by each distance.

Another way to compare the distances under consideration is to
focus on the satisfaction of expected properties (D5)-(D7). Table 2
summarizes the obtained results.

6 USE OF DISTANCES FOR BELIEF REVISION

We show now how the families of distances considered in the pre-
vious sections can be exploited to revise Kripke models, or more
generally finite sets of Kripke models.

Revising a Kripke model by a formula could lead to several (but a
finite number of) models, being able to take account for such sets is
indeed essential in order to possibly iterate the revision.

Let a be a formula such that deg(a) = p and M’ be a finite
set of (finite, pointed KD45,,) Keipke models containing at most m/’
worlds.

In this case, each distance d of a family Dfn is defined on a finite
set M of finite Kripke models containing at most m worlds such
that m = maz(m’, |A|P - |P["*1). Doing so, we ensure that we can
compare all models of M’ with the models of a.

We denote by Mod(«) the set of Kripke models M that satisfy
a. The revision of M by « is a set of Kripke models, noted M o
a. We expect from the revision operator o that it satisfies a set of
rationality conditions, reminiscent of those proposed by Katsuno and
Mendelzon in the case of classical propositional logic [17]:

(R1) Moa C Mod(c)
(R2) if M N Mod(a) # 0, then M o« = M N Mod(«)
(R3) if Mod(c) # 0, then M o # )
(R4) if Mod(a) = Mod(3),then Moa = Mo
(RS) (Moa)N Mod(B) C Mo (aAp)
(R6) if (M o) Mod(8) # 0,
then Mo (A ) C (Mo a) N Mod(B)

In the case of classical propositional logic, Katsuno and Mendel-
zon gave a representation theorem for characterizing all revision op-
erators satisfying the expected conditions. This theorem is based on
the concept of faithful assignment. It is interesting to adapt this con-
cept to our framework to obtain conditions which are sufficient to
ensure the rationality of a revision operator:

Definition 25 (Faithful assignment). A faithful assignment is a
mapping that associates with any finite set M of Kripke models a
pre-order < aq on the set of Kripke models, such as:

o if My € M and My € M, then My >~ Ms ;
o if M1 € M and My & M, then M1 < Ma ;
o ifMIZMQy then §M1:§M2

We have the following result:

Proposition 17. Let o be a revision operator that associates with any
finite set M of Kripke models and any formula o of L a set of Kripke
models. If there exists a faithful assignment that associates with each
finite set of Kripke models M a neetherian® total pre-order < pq such
that M o o = min(Mod(a), <am) , then o satisfies (R1)-(R6).

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of the representation the-
orem in [17] except that interpretations are replaced by finite sets of
KD45,, pointed finite Kripke models and propositional formulas are
replaced by formulas of L.

Assume that there is a faithful assignment that maps M to a
ncetherian total pre-order <. We define a revision operation o by
Mo a = Min(Mod(a), <a). We show that o satisfies postulates
(R1)-(R6). It is obvious that postulate (R1) follows from the defini-
tion of the revision operation o. It is also obvious that postulates (R3)
and (R4) follow from the definition of the faithful assignment.

We show postulate (R2). It suffices to show that if M N Mod(c)
is not empty then M N Mod(a)) = Min(Mod(a), <am). M N
Mod(a) € Min(Mod(c), <) follows from the conditions of the
faithful assignment. To prove the other containment, we assume that
M € Min(Mod(c),<,) and M ¢ M N Mod(c). Since M N
Mod(c) is not empty, there is a KD45,, Kripke model M’ such that
M’ € MN Mod(c). Then M £ a4 M’ follows from the conditions
of the faithful assignment. Morover, M’ <xq M follows from the
conditions of the faithful assignment. Hence, M is not minimal in
Mod(a) with respect to <. This is a contradiction.

We show postulates (R5) and (R6). It is obvious that if (M o
a) N Mod(B3) is empty then (R6) holds. Hence, it suffices to
show that if Min(Mod(a),<am) N Mod(B3) is not empty then
Min(Mod(a), <m)NMod(8) = Min(Mod(aAB), <) holds.

Assume that M € Min(Mod(a),<am) N Mod(B) and
M ¢ Min(Mod(aAB), <am). Then, since M € Mod(aAS), there
is a KD45,, finite Kripke model M’ such that M’ € Mod(a A )
and M’ < M. This contradicts M € Min(Mod(a), <pm).
Therefore, we obtain Min(Mod(a),<ym) N Mod(B) C
Min(Mod(a A B), <m).

To prove the other containment, we asume that M €
Min(Mod(aw N 8),<m) and M ¢ Min(Mod(a),<m) N
Mod(pB). Since M € Mod(B), M ¢ Min(Mod(a),<m)
holds. Since we assume that Min(Mod(a), <aq) is not empty,
suppose that M’ is a KD45, finite pointed Kripke model of
Min(Mod(a), <m) N Mod(B). Then M’ € Mod(a A ) holds.
Since we assume that M € Min(Mod(a A ), <am) and < is

6 A pre-order on a set E is ncetherian if there is no sequence of element of E
that is infinite and strictly decreasing for the pre-order.



total, M <aq M’ holds. Thus M € Min(Mod(a), <a follows
from M’ € Min(Mod(c), <a). This is a contradiction. O

Given a distance d between Kripke models and a finite set of

Kripke models M, we note for any Kripke models M, d(M, M) =

min (d(M, M’)) and height(M) = maz (height(M)). As M
M’eM MeM

is finite, we can ensure that d(M, M) and height(,M) are defined.
On this basis, one can easily associate with d and M a total pre-
order < by stating that My <aq M- if and only if (M1, M) <
d(Ma, M).

To ensure that <4 is ncetherian, we consider two additional con-
ditions on d :

Definition 26 (Bounded distance). A distance d is said to be
bounded if and only if for all finite set of Kripke models M, for all
Sformula o of L such that deg(a)) = k, for all Kripke models M>
such that

o My satisfies o ;
o height(Ms) > max(k + 1, height(M)),

there is a Kripke model M such that

o M, satisfies o ;
o height(M1) < max(k + 1, height(M)) ;
o d(Mi, M) < d(Mz, M).

Definition 27 (Minimal model condition). A distance d between
Kripke models satisfies the minimal model condition if and only if
Sor all models My and Ma, d(Mi, M) = d(pu(Mi), p(Mz)).

When d is bounded, for any model M2 € Mod(«), we know
that there is a model M; € Mod(c) such that height(M;) <
maz(deg(a) + 1, height(M)) and d(M1, M) < d(M2, M). Yet,
there is a finite number of models M; of Mod () (up to bisimula-
tion) verifying height(M1) < maz(deg(a) + 1, height(M)), this
ensure that <, is ncetherian.

Definition 28 (Revision Operator). Let d be a bounded distance
verifying the minimal model condition. Let M be a set of KD45,,
finite pointed Kripke models and let o be a formula. We assign to
M a neetherian total pre-order SdM on KD45,, finite Kripke mod-
els defined as follows: My <%, My if and only if d(My, M) <

d(Mz, M).
The revision operation o4 associated with
this pre-order §?\A is defined semantically:

M oy a = min(Mod(c), <%).

So M is closer to M than M’ when its distance with the models
of M is lower than the distance of M’ with the models of M.

Proposition 18. Let d be any bounded distance verifying the mini-
mal model condition. The operator oq satisfies (R1)-(R6).

Proof. From proposition 17, it suffices to show that the assignment
defined in Definition 28 is a faithful assignment. Clearly <% is a
total pre-order because < is a total pre-order. We are going to show
that it is faithful.

o If M € Mand M’ € M then d(M, M) = d(M', M) = 0 by
definition of §7\4. So we can not have M <§l\,1 M.

o If M € Mand M’ ¢ M then d(M, M) = 0and d(M', M) =
k with k > 0. So d(M, M) < d(M', M), ie M <%, M.

e Finally, if M = M’ then clearly <4,=<%. O

The last point is to check whether some of the distances introduced
satisfy the relevant conditions. Fortunately, this is the case:

Proposition 19. dNB, déBy, dENB] , dTn” and dWS], are
bounded and satisfy the minimal model condition.

Proof. Let us give the proof for dENB] (the proofs for the other
distances are similar).

Let ¢ be a formula of £ such that deg(p) = k. Let M =
(W, R,V,wo) and My = (W2, Ra, Vo, wd) be two Kripke mod-
els such that height(M) = k', M, satisfies ¢ and height(M2) >
max(k + 1,k").

o If M = ¢, if suffices to take M, = M.

e Else, let £ = max(k + 1, k") and M; be the restriction of M to
(noted (M | k)) define as usual [7]. So My = (W1, R1, Vi, w})
such that W7 = {w € WQ‘ height( w) < Ii}, Ri=RaN (W1 X
Wh), Vi = {Vi € Valw € Wi} and wg = wg. Thus, M; is a
copy of Mo up to a modal depth of «. Clearly, M, satisfies ¢ and
height(M1) < k.

« We show that dENB] is bounded. To do so, we show that
dENB] (M, M) < dENB] (M, Mz). We have two cases to
consider:

1. If all the differences between M and M- are at a depth higher
than , then, clearly, M |= ¢ so we have a contradiction.

2. If some of the differences between M and M, are at a depth
lower than k, then, by definition of dENB], the fact that
height(M1) < height(M2) implies that dENB; (M, M) <
dENB] (M, My).

From the definition of these distances, it is obvious that they sat-

isfy the minimal model condition. O

Consequently, we can define AGM revision operators on the sets
of KD45,, models based on the five distances dN'B, d€Bq, dENB],
dTn" and dWSJ,. The distances dEN'B]!, dT " et WS, appear
as the most interesting ones (among those considered here), because
they also satisfy all the expected properties (D1)-(D7).

We now illustrate the five revision operators corresponding to
these distances.

Example 2. Let us consider the Kripke model My in Figure 2. In
this situation, agent 1 believes —x N\ y, agent 2 believes x N\ —y and
agent 3 believes x N\ y. Agent 1 believes that agents 2 and 3 believe
x Ay, agent 2 believes that agent 1 believes x N y and that agent 3
believes —~x Ny, agent 3 believes that agents 1 and 2 believe —x N\ y.

Figure 2: Finite Kripke Model Before Revision

Let us look at the outcome of the revision of this model by the
SJormula o« = x A\ B1(—y) A Ba(—z) A Bs(—z A —y) for our five
revision operators OgnB, OdeB CagNB) OdTr and oy 57 . We
are revising the model by changing the real world and beliefs about
the real world of the three agents.



Figure 3 shows two Kripke models M1 and M. Although both
models M and Ms are selected as models resulting of the revision 7
by operators ogn B, 0deB, and o g zr, Mo is the only model result-
ing from the revision of Mo by « for the revision operators o4 s,
and OdTr7.

Figure 3: Finite Kripke Models After Revision

Let us consider ogng. Since the valuation of the pointed world
must change to satisfy «, all the models of o are equidistant from
Mo. Let us now consider oqep, and CdENB) Since the valuation of
the world accessible for agent 3 must completely change (from xy
to TY) to satisfy o, this time again, all models of o are equidistant
Sfrom Mo. Finally, for og7~ and o 4,57 , as the associated distances
consider the valuation of each world at each height of the model, the
closest model is one which coincides with Mo but for the valuations.
Thus, dTw" and dWSJ, appear as the most appropriate distances
for defining distance-based revision operators.

In [2] the modeled revision is a subjective revision, which means
that the new information is received by one of the agents of the sys-
tem (thus, after the revision, subjective models of this agent will be
modified). Here, the revision which is defined is that of the observer
of the multi-agent system, which describes the real world and the
beliefs of the agents.

7 Conclusion

In this paper we have investigated distances between KD45,, Kripke
models. The aim was to characterize revision operators based on
these distances. We have identified properties that expected distances
should satisfu, introduced distances verifying those properties, and
showed that these distances are incomparable with respect to refine-
ment. Then, we have showed that the representation theorem in terms
of faithful assignment defined by Katsuno and Mendelzon [16] can
be adapted to define the revision of a KD45,, Kripke model by a for-
mula. Finally, we have showed that all the distances we defined can
be used to define distance-based revision operators.

Clearly enough, the distances defined here make sense for other
classes of Kripke models than KD45,, ones. However it is not clear
that the set of expected properties should remain the same. Identify-
ing reasonable conditions to be satisfied by distances when revising
for example preferences, programs, etc. is a perspective for further
research.
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