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Abstract

This paper studies knowledge representation and reasoning in a polymorphically-
typed, multi-modal, probabilistic, higher-order logic. A detailed account of the syntax
and semantics of the logic is given. A reasoning system that combines computation and
proof is presented, and the soundness of the reasoning system is proved. The main ideas
are illustrated by a variety of examples and some applications to agents.
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1 Introduction

This paper is intended primarily as a contribution to knowledge representation and reasoning.
I argue in the paper that it is highly desirable that a logic intended for general-purpose
knowledge representation and reasoning be typed, modal, probabilistic, and higher-order:
types generally provide accurate modelling of applications and support important software
engineering requirements, modalities allow the modelling of epistemic and temporal aspects,
probabilistic reasoning is needed to handle uncertainty, and higher-orderness provides higher-
order functions for computation and also sets, multisets, and similar abstractions for modelling
individuals. Fundamentally, the issue is about the expressive power of the logic, that is, the
degree to which it enables designers to easily and accurately model applications; each of the
above four characteristics contributes greatly to increasing expressive power. In addition, it is
important that the reasoning mechanism of the logic be ‘manageable’; in the sense that, even
if the logic is not decidable, it is at least possible to easily prove that for each application the
associated reasoning tasks will terminate, perhaps with some guaranteed time and/or space
complexity.

The combinations of modal and higher-order, polymorphically-typed and higher-order,
and first-order and probabilistic have been studied extensively before. (See Section [8}) How-
ever, it appears that the combination of all four features is new; certainly, polymorphically-
typed, multi-modal, probabilistic, higher-order logic is rather more expressive than the logics
that are commonly used in computer science. I argue that this expressive power is extremely
useful in applications since it makes it possible to model applications in a language that is in-
tuitive and comprehensible, and that the computational cost one pays for working in such an
expressive logic (which is, of course, undecidable) is well worth the cost. In fact, I argue that
the logic is no more difficult to work with than, say, first-order logic, and that its expressive
power gives it plenty of advantages: it is rich enough to include the majority of applications
in logic programming, functional programming, HOL-like applications, model checking and
other applications of modal logic, symbolic machine learning, and so on.

While a whole array of applications does come within the purview of the logic presented
here, one particular class of applications strongly motivated the development and largely
explains the choice of topics in the paper. This broad class of applications concerns agent
systems. The concept of an agent in many respects has become the fundamental unifying
concept that underlies modern developments in artificial intelligence [RN02] and is surely
going to provide the foundation for more sophisticated forms of software engineering in the
future [Wo097]. Since almost any computer system doing something interesting can be usefully
thought of as an agent, I confine the following motivation to that application domain.

I now motivate the modal aspects of the logic. While modalities can have a variety of
meanings, what are of most concern here are epistemic and temporal modalities. For each
(sub)agent i in a system, there is a corresponding epistemic operator typically either K; or
B;. If ¢ is a formula, then the informal meaning of K,y is ‘agent ¢ knows ¢’, while the
informal meaning of B;y is ‘agent ¢ believes ¢’. These modalities allow one to capture quite
subtle facts about the knowledge and beliefs of agents. For example,

means that ‘if agent ¢ believes ¢, then agent i believes that agent j believes ¢’. Temporal
modalities are also useful. For example, here are some typical (past) temporal modalities:
@ (‘last’), B (‘always in the past’), ¢ (‘sometime in the past’), and S (‘since’). (There are
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also future versions of these.) Thus @¢ means informally that ‘@ held at the last (that
is, immediately preceding) time’. Putting the two kinds of modalities together, there are
formulas such as

®B,p — B;®yp

whose informal meaning is ‘if, at the last time, agent ¢ believed ¢, then agent i believes (now)
that ¢ held at the last time’. As part of an agent’s belief base, this kind of belief is genuinely
useful for determining which action to perform next, as I show later and has been discussed
widely in the literature, in [FHMV95], for example.

Furthermore, the logic allows modalities to be applied to arbitrary terms (not just formu-
las). So, for example, @ f, where f is a function, and B;42 are legitimate terms. Such terms
are called modal terms, in contrast with the conventional modal formulas. This extension
beyond the standard meaning of modalities will turn out to be very useful. For example, in
machine learning applications, there is a need for grammars to construct predicates for hy-
pothesis languages. Suitable grammars, called predicate rewrite systems, were studied in the
case of (non-modal) higher-order logic in [L1o03]. The setting there is extended here to the
modal case by allowing modalities to be applied to predicates. As another example, for belief
acquisition for agents, it is useful to allow modalities to be applied to functions. Examples to
illustrate both of these application areas will be given later.

Higher-order logic admits functions that can have other functions as arguments. This
feature is heavily exploited by modern declarative programming languages such as Haskell
[Jon03], the prelude for which largely consists of higher-order functions. For agent applica-
tions, two consequences of the use of higher-order logic are noteworthy. One is that there is a
class of terms which can be used systematically to represent individuals in applications and
this class neatly models (finite) sets and multisets as abstractions (therefore, the functions
that process sets and multisets are higher-order). Furthermore, a key idea here that a set is
a predicate allows extensional and intensional sets to be processed uniformly by higher-order
functions. The other consequence is that the higher-order nature of the logic provides the
basis of predicate rewrite systems which are a convenient grammar formalism for express-
ing hypothesis languages for the learning components of adaptive agents. These two uses
of higher-order logic are studied to some extent in this paper and, in much more detail, in
[L1o03].

Another feature is the polymorphic type system. It isn’t necessary to say much about the
need for a type system. Apart from other considerations, good software engineering practice
demands a type system to accurately model applications and avoid many typical programming
errors. (Parametric) polymorphism, in particular, is also needed for many common functions
that operate in a similar way on a variety of data structures. A programming language such
as Haskell provides a good illustration of the value of having a sophisticated type system.

As well as representing knowledge, it is necessary to reason with it. The reasoning system
introduced in this paper combines a theorem prover and an equational reasoning system. The
theorem prover is a fairly conventional tableau theorem prover for modal higher-order logic
similar to what is proposed in [Fit02]. The equational reasoning system is, in effect, a com-
putational system that significantly extends existing declarative programming languages by
adding facilities for computing with modalities. The proof component and the computational
component are tightly integrated, in the sense that either can call the other. Furthermore, this
synergy between the two is shown to make possible all kinds of interesting reasoning tasks.
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It turns out that, for agent applications, the most common reasoning task is a computational
one, that of evaluating a function call. In this case, the theorem-prover plays a subsidiary
role, usually that of performing some rather straightforward modal theorem-proving tasks.
However, in other applications it can just as easily be the other way around with the com-
putational system performing subsidiary equational reasoning tasks for the theorem prover.
The theoretical foundations for the reasoning system that are developed in the paper fully
support both cases.

In many applications, it is necessary to deal with uncertainty. One of the great advan-
tages of working in a higher-order logic is that it is expressive enough to easily encompass
uncertainty without any additional machinery. The key idea is to represent uncertainty by
densities (of measures). These are non-negative functions whose integral is one. Densities
can conveniently be manipulated by higher-order functions and can be included in theories.
In this way, it is straightforward to represent directly in a theory the probability that a par-
ticular assumption holds and also compute the probability that a theorem proved from such
assumptions holds. In the paper, the theoretical foundations of this approach to uncertainty
are developed in detail and illustrated by applications to agents.

Thus the paper introduces a polymorphically-typed, multi-modal, probabilistic, higher-
order logic for representing knowledge and reasoning about this knowledge in a large variety
of applications. The syntax and semantics of the logic, and a reasoning system that combines
computation and proof for the logic are presented in detail. The main ideas are illustrated
by a variety of examples and some applications to agents.

In the next section, the syntax of the logic is presented. Section [3] gives its semantics. In
Section [4 the logic is generalised to the polymorphic case. Section [5| contains a discussion
of grammars for generating predicates in hypothesis languages for learning applications. Sec-
tion [6] considers a probabilistic reasoning system that combines computation and proof, and
illustrates this with examples. Section [7| briefly discusses an approach to agent architecture
that exploits the logic and gives several agent applications. In Section [8] related work is
discussed. The last section gives some conclusions and future work.

2 Syntax

This section contains the definitions of types and terms in the logic. These definitions are
modal versions of the corresponding concepts in [L1o03] (but leaving out polymorphism which
is added later in the paper).

2.1 Types

Definition 2.1. An alphabet consists of three (mutually disjoint) sets:
1. A set T of type constructors.

2. A set € of constants.

3. A set U of variables.

Each type constructor in ¥ has an arity. The set ¥ always includes the type constructors 1
and {2 both of arity 0. A nullary type constructor is a type constructor of arity 0. 1 is the type
of some distinguished singleton set and {2 is the type of the booleans. Each constant in € has
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a signature (see below). Constants can be declared to be rigid. In the semantics introduced
below, rigid constants have the same meaning in every world. The set U is denumerable.
Variables are typically denoted by x,y, z, ... . For any particular application, the alphabet is
assumed fixed and all definitions are relative to the alphabet.

Types are built up from the set of type constructors, using the symbols — and Xx.

Definition 2.2. A type is defined inductively as follows.

1. If T is a type constructor of arity k£ and «q, ..., ax are types, then T «y ... is a type.
(For k = 0, this reduces to a type constructor of arity 0 being a type.)

2. If o and ( are types, then a — [ is a type.

3. If ay, ...,y are types, then ag X - -+ X ay, is a type. (For n = 0, this reduces to 1 being
a type.)

Notation. & denotes the set of all types obtained from an alphabet (& for ‘sort’).

The symbol — is right associative, so that « — # — ~ means a — (8 — ). Each variable
has a type. It is assumed that U contains infinitely many variables of each type and the sets
of variables of each type are pairwise disjoint.

Example 2.1. In practical applications of the logic, a variety of types is needed. For example,
declarative programming languages typically admit the following types (which are nullary
type constructors): 1, £2, Nat (the type of natural numbers), Int (the type of integers), Float
(the type of floating-point numbers), Real (the type of real numbers), Char (the type of
characters), and String (the type of strings).

Other useful type constructors are those used to define lists, trees, and so on. In the logic,
List denotes the (unary) list type constructor. Thus, if a is a type, then List « is the type of
lists whose elements have type a.

A useful property of a type is its order.
Definition 2.3. The order of a type is defined by induction as follows.

1. A type has order 0 if it is a type constructor of arity 0.

2. A type has order max{order(ay),..., order(ay)}, if it has the form T «; ... g, where
order(a;) is the order of oy, for i =1,... k.

3. A type has order max{order(ay),..., order(ay)}, if it has the form ag x - - - X a,, where
order(cy;) is the order of «;, fori =1,... n.

4. A type has order 1+max{order(«a), order((3)}, if it has the form o — 3, where order(a)
is the order of a and order(f) is the order of .

The order is defined for each type. For example, the order of (Int — Int — §2) X Real is

For the purposes of this paper, the rank of a type will be more much useful than its order.
Definition 2.4. The rank of a type is defined by induction as follows.

1. A type has rank 0 if it has the form T ag...ax or ag X -+ X ay,.
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2. A type has rank n + 1 if it has the form o — 3, where 3 is a type of rank n.

The rank is defined for each type. A type has rank n if it has the form
ap == ap = f3,

where § has rank 0. Intuitively, the rank of a type is the number of ‘top-level” arrows in the
type. Note that the rank of a type is generally quite different to its order. For example, the
rank of (Int — Int — §2) X Real is 0.

Much importance is traditionally attached to the class of terms that have type (2, that is,
the class of formulas. However, I will show that formulas can generally be replaced throughout
by a bigger class of terms called biterms and that this generalisation is useful. For example,
biterms can be arguments of the connectives and quantifiers. Moreover, the dual modalities
will be introduced and shown to be applicable to biterms. Also theories can consist of biterms,
not just formulas.

Next the type of biterms is introduced.

Definition 2.5. A biterm type of rank n (n > 0) is a type having the form
ap — - — oy — 2.
A biterm type is a biterm type of rank n, for some n > 0.

There is just one biterm type of rank O and that is 2. Note that, if n > 1, then
ay — -+ — ap — §2 is a biterm type of rank n — 1. Also, if « is any type, then
a— qp — -+ — ay — {2 is a biterm type of rank n 4 1.

Notation. If « = a1 — -+ — a;, — 2 is a biterm type of rank > 0, then t(«), the tail of «,
is defined by t(a) = ag — -+ — a,, — 2.

Thus t(ag — 2) = 2 and t(a; — ag — 2) = ag — 2.
Definition 2.6. A signature is the declared type for a constant.

The fact that a constant C' has signature « is often denoted by C': «.

Two different kinds of constants, data constructors and functions, are distinguished. In
a knowledge representation context, data constructors are used to represent individuals. In
a programming language context, data constructors are used to construct data values. In
contrast, functions are used to compute on data values; functions have definitions while data
constructors do not. In the semantics for the logic, data constructors are used to construct
models. As examples, the constants T (true) and L (false) are data constructors, as is each
integer, floating-point number, and character. The constants f, (cons) used to construct lists
(whose items have type «) are data constructors. All data constructors are rigid constants. In
typical applications, many functions are not rigid. For example, a function whose definition
is believed by agents may have a different definition for different agents and/or a different
definition for the same agent at different times (and therefore its meaning may vary from
world to world).

A predicate is a function having signature of the form a — (2, for some «.

The set € always includes the following rigid constants.

1. (), having signature 1.
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2. =4, having signature a — a — {2, for each type «.

3. T and 1, having signature {2.

4. -, having signature a — «, for each biterm type «.

5. Aas Va, —a, and «—, having signature o — o — «, for each biterm type a.
6. Y, and Il,, having signature o — {2, for each biterm type «.

The intended meaning of =, is identity (that is, =, z y is T iff  and y are identical), the
intended meaning of T is true, and the intended meaning of 1 is false. Usually, =, is written
as an infix operator.

The intended meanings of the connectives -, Ap, Vo, —n, and «— that operate on
formulas are as usual. The intended meanings of the connectives when their arguments have
biterm type of rank > 0 are given in Section I usually write Ay, Vo, —a, and «— as
infix operators.

The intended meanings of both Il and Y are the identity mapping on the booleans.
When the biterm type « has rank 1, the intended meanings of X, and II,, are that X, maps
a predicate to T iff the predicate maps at least one element to T and II, maps a predicate
to T iff the predicate maps all elements to T. The intended meanings of II, and X, when
« is a biterm type of rank > 1, are given in Section

Data constructors always have a signature of the form o1 — -+ — o, — (T 1 ... ax),
where T is a type constructor of arity k. The arity of the data constructor is n. A nullary
data constructor is a data constructor of arity 0.

2.2 Terms

The next task is to define the central concept of a term. For the modal part of the definition,
I assume there are necessity modal operators [J;, for : = 1,...,m.

Definition 2.7. A term, together with its type, is defined inductively as follows.

1. A variable in U of type « is a term of type a.

2. A constant in € having signature « is a term of type a.

3. If t is a term of type 8 and x a variable of type «, then Ax.t is a term of type a — S.
4. If s is a term of type o — 3 and ¢ a term of type «a, then (s t) is a term of type 3.

5. If t1,...,t, are terms of type a1, ..., a,, respectively, then (t1,...,t,) is a term of type
a1 X -+ X ay, (for n > 0).

6. If ¢ is a term of type o and ¢ € {1,...,m}, then O;t is a term of type a.

Notation. £ denotes the set of all terms obtained from an alphabet and is called the language
given by the alphabet.
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Example 2.2. The data constructors for constructing lists whose items have type « are
[la : List a and f4 : @ — List o« — List a , where f, is usually written infix. The term
[Ja represents the empty list and the term sf, ¢ represents the list with head s and tail
t, where the items have type a. Thus 47,45 87 6 81n¢ [t represents the list [4,5,6], and
At Bip Ctr [|r represents the list [A, B, C], where A, B, and C' are constants of some type
T, say.

The notation [], and f,, with the subscript « indicating the type of items, is cumbersome,
but is needed if one wants to explicitly distinguish the various constants. When polymorphism
is introduced in Section [4] the subscripts will be done away with (at the expense of possible
confusion about exactly which constant is intended).

Next the class of biterms, a class of terms that includes the class of formulas and allows
many concepts to be extended from formulas to biterms, is introduced.

Definition 2.8. A term of type {2 is called a formula.

Definition 2.9. A biterm of rank n is a term whose type is a biterm type of rank n.
A biterm is a biterm of rank n, for some n > 0.

Biterms are usually denoted by Greek symbols ¢, ¢, and so on.

A biterm of rank 0 is a term having type {2, that is, a formula; a biterm of rank 1 is a term
having type a3 — {2, for some «1; a biterm of rank 2 is a term having type a; — as — 2,
for some a1 and a; and so on. If ¢ is a biterm of rank n, then Az.p is a biterm of rank n + 1.
If ¢ is a biterm of rank n and (¢ t) is a term, then (¢ t) is a biterm of rank n — 1.

I now give definitions of the connectives and quantifiers applied to biterms, generalising
the case of formulas in [And86l p.163]. No subsequent use will be made in this paper of these
definitions; nevertheless, it is interesting to see how the connectives and quantifiers can be
defined using the more primitive notions of equality, T and L. (One can even define T and
L in terms of =g, if desired.)

Definition 2.10. The function =, : @ — « is defined by induction on the rank of « by

0 =n-n (=0 1)

“a Za—a AYAT(Tyq) (¥ 7)), where a has rank > 0.

The function A, : @« — a — « is defined by induction on the rank of a by

Ao =g-0-02 AWA2.(Ag.(g T T) =2 Ag.(9y 2))
Ao Za—a—a AYAZAT.(Aya) (¥ 7) (2 7)), where a has rank > 0.

The function V4 : @ — a — « is defined by
Va =a—a—a AY-AZ(Ta (Ao (Ta y) (Fa 2)))-

The function — : @ — a — « is defined by
—a =a—a—a \Y-AZ. (Vo (T y) 2).

The function «—, is defined similarly.
Now I consider the functions I1, and X,.
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Definition 2.11. The function I, : « — (2, where « is a biterm type of rank n > 0, is
defined by

I, =40 (=a Az1. .. Az, . T).

Definition 2.12. The function X, : a — {2, where « is a biterm type of rank n > 0, is
defined by

Yo =an0 (Fa Ax1.. 0 Ay L),

where #, : @ — a — (2 is defined by #, =q4—a—n ATAY. 70T =4 Y).

To explain informally the intended semantics of II, and Y, a little more machinery is
needed. Let {X;} ; be a family of non-empty sets. Then the function

T: X - =X, = {T,1}

is defined by T 21 ... z, =T, for all x1,...,2,. If n =0, then T is just T. If n = 1, then
T is the function that maps each z; € X; to T, that is, the weakest predicate on X;.
Similarly, the function

1:X - =X, -{T,1}

is defined by 1L z1 ... z, = L, for all x1,...,2,. If n =0, then 1 is just L. If n = 1, then
AL is the function that maps each x1 € X to L, that is, the strongest predicate on Xj.

In the semantics given below, for each type « there corresponds a domain D,. For a type
of the form o — 3, the domain D,_.g is the collection of mappings from D, to Dg. If o is a
biterm type, then T and I are elements in D,.

Now the intended semantics of 11, and Y, can be given informally. The intended meaning
of I1, is the function from D, to Dy that maps T in D, to T and maps all other functions
in D, to L. The intended meaning of X, is the function from D, to Dy, that maps I in D,
to L and maps all other functions in D, to T.

The quantifiers can be defined for biterms. Let ¢ be a biterm of type § and x a variable
of type a. The universal quantifier V,, is introduced by the abbreviation

Vox.t = (a—p Ax.t)
and the existential quantifier 3, is introduced by the abbreviation
Jdozt = (Yaop Az.t).

Note that Vox.t and J,z.t are formulas (even when ¢ is a biterm that is not a formula).
Later I will show that J,2.t and —V,x.(— t) have the same meaning. Similarly, V,x.t and
—3a.(—g t) have the same meaning.

The possibility modalities that are dual to the necessity modalities are now introduced.
Let ¢ be a biterm of type a. Then the possibility modalities <; are introduced by the
abbreviation

<>7;t = (_‘a Dz’(_‘a t)),

fori=1,...,m. Note that while [J; can be applied to arbitrary terms, <; can only be applied
to biterms because negation only makes sense for biterms.
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Example 2.3. Condition 6 of Definition admits some rather odd looking terms. For
example, one can write [1;42 or [J; A, where A is a data constructor, or [J; f, where f is a
function, or even [J;(A,42). All these kinds of modal terms and many others will be useful
in practice.

Notation. As will have become apparent by now, the type subscripts on equality, the con-
nectives, and the quantifiers are intrusive. So, from now on, at the possible cost of some
imprecision at times, I will discard them. Thus =, (resp., 7o, Aay Vas —as “—as oy Zas
Vo, Ja) will be denoted by = (=, A, V, —, «—, IT, X, V¥, 3).

A term of the form (= ¢) is usually abbreviated to —t. So, for example, (= [0;(— t)) would
be shortened to —J;—t.

Application of modalities is right associative. Thus (0, (Oj, - - - (O;,t) - - - )) can be written
as DjIDjZ cee Djrt'

Vzxy....Voy,. is an abbreviation of (IT Azy.... Azp.@).

dz1.... 3z, is an abbreviation of (X Azj.... \xp.@).

Definition 2.13. A term is rigid if each constant in the term is rigid.

In the semantics below, rigid terms have the same meaning in each world.

In Definition a term of the form Az.t in Part 3 is an abstraction, a term of the form
(s t) in Part 4 is an application, a term of the form (¢1,...,t,) in Part 5 is a tuple, and a term
of the form [J;t in Part 6 is a box term.

More precisely, the meaning of Definition is as follows. Let € denote the set of all
expressions obtained from the alphabet, where an expression is a finite sequence of symbols
drawn from the set of constants €, the set of variables U, OJ;, for i = 1,...,m, and ‘(’, *)’,
‘A0 and ‘. Then £ is the intersection of all sets X C & x & satisfying the following
conditions.

1. If = is a variable in U of type a (as a variable), then (z, o) € X.
2. If C is a constant in € having signature «, then (C,«a) € X.
3. If (t,3) € X and z is a variable of type «, then (Az.t,a — (3) € X.

(
4. If (s,a — ) € X and (t,«) € X, then ((s t),) € X.
5. If (t1, 1), ..., (tn,an) € X, then ((t1,...,tn), a1 X -+ X ay,) € X (for n > 0).
6. If ({,a) € X and i € {1,...,m}, then (0;t,a) € X.

There is always at least one set satisfying these conditions, namely € x &. Thus the
intersection is well defined and it satisfies Conditions 1 to 6. Hence £ is the smallest set
satisfying Conditions 1 to 6.

Having made the meaning of Definition precise, it will be convenient to follow the
usual practice and refer to just the ¢ in some (¢, ) as being the term. Thus the type of the
term is sometimes suppressed. Since the type of a term is uniquely determined by the term,
as I show later, nothing is lost by this practice. This convention is applied immediately in
the next proposition.

Proposition 2.1. Let t € £. Then exactly one of the following conditions holds.
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1. t €.
.ted.

. t has the form Ax.s, where s € £.

2

3

4. t has the form (uv), where u,v € £.

5. t has the form (t1,...,tn), where ty,...,t, € L.
6

. t has the form O;s, where s is a term and i € {1,...,m}.

Proof. 1t is clear that at most one of the conditions holds. Now suppose t is a term that is
neither a variable, nor a constant, nor has the form A\z.s, (u v), (t1,...,t,) or O;s. Then
£\ {t} satisfies Conditions 1 to 6 in the definition of a term, which contradicts the definition
of £ as being the smallest set satisfying Conditions 1 to 6. Thus ¢ is either a variable, a
constant, or has the form Az.s, (uv), (¢1,...,t,) or O;s.

Suppose that ¢ has the form Az.s, but that s is not a term. Then the set of terms £\ {¢}
satisfies Conditions 1 to 6 in the definition of a term, which contradicts the definition of £
as being the smallest set satisfying Conditions 1 to 6. Thus s is a term. The arguments for
Parts 4, 5 and 6 are similar. ]

Proposition 2.2.
1. An expression of the form Ax.t is a term iff t is a term.

2. An expression of the form (s t) is a term iff s and t are terms, and s has type of the
form a — B and t has type a.

3. An expression of the form (t1,...,t,) is a term iff t1,..., t, are terms.
4. An expression of the form Ut is a term iff t is a term.

Proof. 1. If Ax.t is a term, then ¢ is a term by Part 3 of Proposition Conversely, if ¢ is a
term, then A\z.t is a term, since £ satisfies Condition 3 of the definition of a term.

2. Suppose that (s t) is a term. Then s and ¢ are terms by Part 4 of Proposition If
either s does not have type of the form a — (3 or ¢ does not have type «, then £\ {(s t)}
satisfies Conditions 1 to 6 in the definition of a term, which contradicts the definition of £
as being the smallest set satisfying Conditions 1 to 6. Conversely, if s and ¢ are terms, and s
has type of the form o« — 3 and ¢ has type «, then (s t) is a term, since £ satisfies Condition
4 of the definition of a term.

3. Suppose that (t1,...,t,) is a term. Then ¢i,...,t, are terms by Part 5 of Propo-
sition Conversely, if ¢1,...,t, are terms, then (¢1,...,¢,) is a term, since £ satisfies
Condition 5 of the definition of a term.

4. Suppose that [J;t is a term. Then ¢ is a term by Part 6 of Proposition Conversely,
if ¢ is a term, then [;t is a term, since £ satisfies Condition 6 of the definition of a term. [

Proposition 2.3. The type of each term is unique.
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Proof. Suppose that some term ¢ has types « and 3, where o # 3. If ¢ is neither a variable
nor a constant, by repeated use of Proposition [2.2 ¢ must contain a term s that is either a
variable or a constant with at least two distinct types. If s is a variable, one of these types
must be distinct from the type of the variable (as a variable). If ¢ is a constant, one of these
types must be distinct from the signature of the constant. In either case, let this type be ~.
Consider now the set £ with all those terms removed that contain s with type . This set is
strictly smaller than £ and satisfies Conditions 1 to 6 of the definition of a term, which gives
a contradiction. O

Notation. For each a € &, £, denotes the set of all terms of type . Thus £ = (J,cg La-

In a higher-order logic, one may identify sets and predicates — the actual identification is
between a set and its characteristic function which is a predicate. Thus, if ¢ is of type {2,
the abstraction A\z.t may be written as {z | t} if it is intended to emphasise that its intended
meaning is a set. The notation {} means {x | L}. The notation ¢ € s means (s t), where s has
type a — §2, for some a. Furthermore, notwithstanding the fact that sets are mathematically
identified with predicates, it is sometimes convenient to maintain an informal distinction
between sets (as ‘collections of objects’) and predicates. For this reason, the notation {a}
is introduced as a synonym for the type a — 2. The term (s t) is often written as simply
s t, using juxtaposition to denote application. Juxtaposition is left associative, so that r s ¢
means ((r s) t).

To prove properties of terms, one can employ the following principle of induction on the
structure of terms.

Proposition 2.4. Let X be a subset of £ satisfying the following conditions.

1. TCX.

2. ¢CX.

3. Ifte X and z €0, then A\x.t € X.

4. If s,t € X, s has type o — [ and t has type o, then (st) € X.
5 Ifty,....tn € X, then (t1,...,t,) € X.

6. Ift € X, then U;t € X.

Then X = £.

Proof. Clearly X satisfies Conditions 1 to 6 of Definition [2.7] Thus, since £ is the intersection
of all such sets, it follows immediately that £ C X. Thus X = £. O

In later inductive proofs about terms, Proposition [2.4] will be the basis of the induction
argument, but I will never explicitly state the appropriate set X — in all cases, this should be
immediately clear.

Definition 2.14. The free variables of a term are defined inductively as follows.

1. The variable z is free in x.

2. A constant contains no free variables.
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3. A variable other than x is free in Az.t if the variable is free in .
4. A variable is free in (s t) if the variable is free in s or .
5. A variable is free in (t1,...,t,) if the variable is free in t;, for some j € {1,...,n}.

6. A variable is free in [J;¢ if the variable is free in ¢.

Definition 2.15. A term is closed if it contains no free variables; otherwise, it is open.

Definition 2.16. Let ¢ be a biterm with free variables x1, ..., x,, where x; has type «;, for
1 =1,...,n, and where the leftmost free occurrences in ¢ of the variables are in the order
Z1,...,Zn. Then the universal closure of ¢, denoted V(¢), is the biterm Vx;i....Vz,.p.

Note that, provided ¢ has at least one free variable, V(y) is a formula, even when ¢ is

not a formula. If ¢ has no free variables, then V() is just ¢.

2.3 Occurrences

The concept of an occurrence of a subterm of a term will be needed. Let Z denote the set of
integers, ZT the set of positive integers, and (Z™)* the set of all strings over the alphabet of
positive integers, with € denoting the empty string.

Definition 2.17. The occurrence set of a term ¢, denoted O(t), is the set of strings in (Z*)*
defined inductively as follows.

1. If ¢ is a variable, then O(t) = {e}.
2. If t is a constant, then O(t) = {&}.
3. If ¢ has the form Ax.s, then O(t) = {e} U{lo| o € O(s)}.
4. If t has the form (u v), then O(t) = {e} U{lo| o€ O(u)} U{20 | o' € O(v)}.
5. If ¢ has the form (¢1,...,t¢,), then O(t) = {e} U {io;i | 0; € O(t;)}.
6. If t has the form [O;s, then O(t) = {e} U {lo |0 € O(s)}.
Each o € O(t) is called an occurrence in t.

More precisely, O is a function O : £ — 2(Z)" from the set of terms into the powerset of
the set of all strings of positive integers. The existence and uniqueness of O depends upon that
fact that £ is well founded under the substring relation and hence Proposition applies: O
is defined directly on the minimal elements (that is, constants and variables) and is uniquely
determined by the rules in the definition for abstractions, applications, tuples, and box terms.

Definition 2.18. If ¢ is a term and o € O(t), then the subterm of t at occurrence o, denoted
t|o, is defined inductively on the length of o as follows.

1. If o = ¢, then t|, = t.
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2. If o = 10/, for some o', and t has the form Az.s, then t|, = s|,.
If o = 10/, for some o/, and ¢ has the form (u v), then t|, = ul,.
If 0 = 20/, for some o', and t has the form (u v), then t|, = v|y.
If o = id/, for some o, and t has the form (¢1,...,t,), then t|, = t;|, for i =1,... n.
If o = 10/, for some o', and t has the form [;s, then t|, = s|,.

A subterm is a subterm of a term at some occurrence. A subterm is proper if it is not at
occurrence €.

Note that a variable appearing immediately after a A in a term is not a subterm since the
variable appearing there is not at an occurrence of the term.
An induction argument shows that each subterm is a term.

Definition 2.19. An occurrence of a variable z in a term is bound if it occurs within a
subterm of the form Ax.t.

A variable in a term is bound if it has a bound occurrence.

An occurrence of a variable in a term is free if it is not a bound occurrence.

For a particular occurrence of a subterm Ax.t in a term, the occurrence of ¢ is called the
scope of the Ax.

An induction argument shows that a variable is free in a term iff it has a free occurrence
in the term.

Definition 2.20. For a particular occurrence of a subterm [J;t in a term, the occurrence of
t is called the scope of the [J;.
An occurrence is modal if it occurs within the scope of a subterm of the form [J;t.

A related concept is that of the modal path to an occurrence in a term. Intuitively, this
is the sequence of indexes of the modalities that are encountered on the path from the root
of the term down to the occurrence.

Definition 2.21. If ¢ is a term and o € O(t), then the modal path to o in t is defined
inductively on the length of o as follows.

1. If o = ¢, then the modal path is empty.

2. If o = 10/, for some o', and t has the form Az.s, then the modal path to o in ¢ is the
same as the modal path to o in s.
If o = 10/, for some o', and ¢ has the form (u v), then the modal path to o in ¢ is the
same as the modal path to o' in u.
If o = 20/, for some o', and ¢ has the form (u v), then the modal path to o in ¢ is the
same as the modal path to o in v.
If o = id/, for some o, and ¢ has the form (¢1,...,t,), then the modal path to o in ¢ is
the same as the modal path to o' in ¢;, fori =1,...,n.
If o = 10/, for some o', and t has the form [J;s and the modal path to ¢’ in s is p, then
the modal path to o in ¢ is ip.
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2.4 Substitutions

Next substitutions are introduced.

Definition 2.22. A substitution is a finite set of the form {zy/t1,...,x,/t,}, where each x;
is a variable, each t; is a term distinct from x; and having the same type as z;, and x1,..., Ty,
are distinct.

Each element x;/t; is called a binding. The set {z1,...,z,} is called the domain of the
substitution. The set of free variables in {t1,...,t,} is called the range of the substitution.

The empty substitution containing no bindings is denoted by {}.

Let @ be a substitution and ¢ a term. Then 6|, is the substitution obtained from 6 by
restricting the domain of § to just the free variables appearing in t.

Intuitively, the concept of instantiating a term ¢ by a substitution 0 = {x1/t1,...,x,/tn},
is simple — each free occurrence of a variable x; in t is replaced by t;. But there is a technical
complication in that there may be a free variable y, say, in some t; that is ‘captured’ in this
process because, after instantiation, it occurs in the scope of a subterm of the form Ay.s
and therefore becomes bound in ¢6. Free variable capture spoils the intended meaning of
instantiation and hence it is necessary to avoid it. There are two approaches to this: one can
disallow instantiation if free variable capture would occur or one can rename bound variables
in the term ¢ to avoid free variable capture altogether. The latter approach is adopted here.

Definition 2.23. Let ¢ be a term and 0 = {z1/t1,...,x,/t,} a substitution. The instance
t0 of t by 0 is defined as follows.

1. If t is a variable z;, for some i € {1,...,n}, then z;0 = ;.
If t is a variable y distinct from all the x;, then y6 = y.

2. If t is a constant C, then C0 = C.

3. (a) Iftis an abstraction Az.s such that, for all ¢ € {1,...,n}, z; is free in Az.s implies
z is not free in t;, then

(Az.5)0 = Ax.(30|rz.5)-

(b) If ¢ is an abstraction Az.s such that, for some i € {1,...,n}, x; is free in Az.s and
z is free in t;, then

(Az.5)0 = Ay.(s({2/y} U blxa.s))-

(Here y is chosen to be the first variable of the same type as = that does not appear
in Az.s or O|\z.s.)

4. If t is an application (u v), then (u v)f0 = (uf v6).
5. If t is a tuple (t1,...,t,), then (t1,...,t,)0 = (t16,...,t,0).

6. If t is a box term [;s, then (O;s)0 = 0;(s6).
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More precisely, what is being defined in Definition [2.23]is a function
T:£x60 - £

such that T'(¢,0) = t6, for all t € £ and 0 € ©, where £ is the set of all terms and O is the set
of all substitutions. To establish the existence of T', the principle of inductive construction on
well-founded sets given by Proposition is employed. The difficulty that has to be coped
with is that, for example, for (uf v0) to be well-defined, it is not only necessary that uf and v6
be terms, but that they have appropriate types. To set up the application of Proposition
consider first the substring relation < on £ and extend this to a relation <2 on £ x © defined
as follows: (s,0) <2 (t,%) if s < t. It is easy to see that <2 is a well-founded order on £ x ©.
The minimal elements of £ x © are tuples of the form (¢, ), where ¢ is either a variable or
a constant. Second, two partitions are defined: {£, X O},ce is a partition of £ x © and
{La}ace is a partition of £. Then it needs to be checked that the two conditions concerning
consistency in Proposition [A.4] are satisfied. First, each minimal element is consistent since
each instance of a variable or constant is defined to be a term of the same type. Second, by
considering the last four cases in Definition [2.23] it is clear that the rule defining 7" has the
property that if (s,) is consistent, for each (s, 1) <2 (¢,0), then (¢, ) is consistent. Thus, by
Proposition the function T' exists, is unique, and satisfies the condition T'(£, x ©) C £,,
for all a € &. The latter condition states exactly that if ¢ is a term of type « and 6 a
substitution, then 6 is a term of type a.

Proposition 2.5. Lett be a term and 0 = {x1/t1,...,2,/tn} a substitution. Then a variable
x is free in t0 iff x is free in t and distinct from all x; or, for some i € {1,...,n}, x is free
i t; and x; is free in t.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of .

Let t be a variable x;, for some ¢ € {1,...,n}. Then z;0 = t;, and the result follows. Let
t be a variable y distinct from all the x;. Then yf = y, and the result follows.

Let t be a constant C'. Then C8 = C, and the result follows.

Let t be an abstraction Az.s such that, for all ¢ € {1,...,n}, z; is free in Az.s implies =
is not free in t;. Then (Az.s)0 = Az.(s0]5,.5). Suppose that {z;,,...,z;, } is the set of x; that
are free in Az.s. Then

z is free in (Az.s)0
iff 2 # x and z is free in s6|y,.s [(A2.5)0 = Ax.(50|rz.5)]
iff z # x and (z is free in s and distinct from z;,, ..., x;, or,
for some i € {i1,...,ix}, z is free in ¢; and x; is free in s) [induction hypothesis]

iff z is free in Az.s and distinct from all x; or,

for some i € {1,...,n}, z is free in ¢; and z; is free in Ax.s
[for all i € {1,...,n}, a; is free in Az.s implies « is not free in ¢;].
Let t be an abstraction Az.s such that, for some i € {1,...,n}, x; is free in A\zx.s and x is

free in ¢;. Then (Az.s)0 = Ay.(s({z/y} U0b|rz.5)). Suppose that {z;,, ...,z } is the set of z;
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that are free in Az.s. Then

z is free in (Az.s)0

iff 2 #y and 2 is free in s({z/y} Ubres) [(A2.5)0 = Ay.(s({2/y} U blxes))]

iff z # y and (z is free in s and distinct from x and z;,,...,z;, or,
for some i € {i1,...,ix}, z is free in ¢; and x; is free in s or z = y and x is free in s)
[induction hypothesis]

iff z is free in Az.s and distinct from all x; or,

for some i € {1,...,n}, z is free in ¢; and x; is free in Az.s.
Let t be an application (u v). Thus (u v)§ = (uf v8). Then

x is free in (u v)6

iff x is free in uf or x is free in v8 [(u v)8 = (ub v0)]

iff (x is free in u and distinct from all z; or,
for some i € {1,...,n}, z is free in ¢; and z; is free in u) or
(z is free in v and distinct from all z; or,
for some i € {1,...,n}, z is free in ¢; and x; is free in v)
[induction hypothesis]

iff = is free in (u v) and distinct from all x; or,

for some i € {1,...,n}, x is free in ¢; and z; is free in (u v).

If ¢ is a tuple (t1,...,t,), then the proof is similar to the preceding part.
Let t have the form (j;s. Thus (0;s)0 = O;(s#). Then

x is free in (O;s)0

iff « is free in s [((;s5)0 = 0O;(s0)]

iff x is free in s and distinct from all z; or,
for some i € {1,...,n}, z is free in ¢; and z; is free in s
[induction hypothesis]

iff z is free in [;s and distinct from all z; or,

for some ¢ € {1,...,n}, z is free in ¢; and x; is free in O;s.
O
Proposition 2.6. Let t be a term and 0 a substitution. Then t0 = t0);.
Proof. 1If t is a variable or a constant, the result is obvious.
Suppose t is an abstraction Az.s such that, for all i € {1,...,n}, z; is free in A\z.s implies
x is not free in ¢;. Then (Ax.s)8 = \z.(s0]xr.s) = (A2.9)0|rp.s-
Suppose t is an abstraction Az.s such that, for some ¢ € {1,...,n}, x; is free in Az.s and

x is free in t;. Then (Az.s)0 = A\y.(s({z/y} UbO|rz.s)) = (A2.5)0|rz.s- (Note that, for both
(Ax.s)0 and (Ax.s)0|x..s, the same variable y is chosen.)
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Suppose t is an application (u v). Then

v)o
uf v8) [Part 4 of Definition [2.23]

(u

= (

= (ub|y, v0|,) [induction hypothesis]

= (ub|(y v) V¥ (uv)) [induction hypothesis]
= (uv)0](, ) [Part 4 of Definition [2.23].

If t is a tuple or has the form [;s, the proof is similar to the preceding case. O

Proposition 2.7. Let t be a term and 0 = {x1/t1,...,xn/tn} a substitution such that, for
1=1,...,n, x; is not free int. Then t0 =t.

Proof. By Proposition td = t{}. An easy induction argument on the structure of ¢ then
shows that t{} = t. O

Proposition 2.8. Let \x.s be a term and 0 = {z1/t1,...,xn/tn} a substitution such that,
fori=1,...,n, x; is free in Ax.s. Then the following hold.

1. If, for all i, x is not free in t;, then

(Az.s)0 = Ax.(s0).

2. If, for some i, x is free in t;, then

(Ay.5)8 = Ay.(s({z/y} U 0)),
where y is the first variable of the same type as x that does mot appear in A\x.s or 6.
Proof. The result follows easily from Definition since O|yz.s= 6. O

Propositions [2.6] and 2-§ can simplify proofs of results involving substitutions. Typically,
one can show that without loss of generality a substitution can be restricted to the free
variables appearing in some term, by using Proposition Then Proposition [2.8]shows that
for application of the substitution to an abstraction only the simpler cases in that proposition
need be considered. For an illustration of this approach, see the proof of Proposition [3.29]
below.

2.5 Term Replacement

For the equational reasoning introduced in Section [6], it will be necessary to replace subterms
of terms by other terms.

Definition 2.24. Let ¢ be a term, s a subterm of ¢ at occurrence o, and r a term. Then the
expression obtained by replacing s in t by r, denoted t[s/r],, is defined by induction on the
length of o as follows.

If the length of o is 0, then t[s/r], = r.

For the inductive step, suppose the length of 0 is n+ 1 (n > 0). There are several cases
to consider.

If o = 10, for some o', and ¢ has the form Azx.w, then (A\x.w)[s/r], = Az.(w[s/7]).
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If o = 10/, for some o', and ¢ has the form (u v), then (u v)[s/r], = (u[s/7]s V).

If o = 20, for some o/, and ¢ has the form (u v), then (u v)[s/r], = (v v[s/r],).

If o = id, for some i € {1,...,n} and o, and ¢ has the form (¢1,...,¢,), then
(tl, N ,tn)[S/T‘]O = (t1, N ,ti[S/T‘]Ol, ey tn).

If o = 10/, for some o', and t has the form [;q, then (0;q)[s/7], = O;i(q[s/7]er)-

Proposition 2.9. Let t be a term, s a subterm of t at occurrence o, and r a term. Suppose
that s and r have the same type. Then t[s/r], is a term of the same type as t.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the length n of o.

Suppose first that n = 0. Thus ¢ is s and t[s/7], is 7, so that t[s/7], is a term of the same
type as t.

Suppose next that the result holds for occurrences of length n and o has length n + 1.
Thus t has the form Az.w, (uv), (t1,...,t,) or O;s.

Consider the case when ¢ has the form Az.w and o = 10/, for some o’. Then (Az.w)[s/r], =
Az.(w[s/r]y). By the induction hypothesis, w[s/r]|, is a term of the same type as w. Hence
(Azx.w)[s/r], is a term of the same type as Az.w.

The other cases are similar. O

Replacing a subterm s in a term ¢ by a term r is quite different to applying a substitution:
subterms are replaced, not just free variables; and it is common, even desirable, for free
variables in the replacement term 7 to be captured in ¢[s/r], after replacement. Usually, all
free variables in r are free variables in s, so that there is no new free variable that could be
captured, but there is no reason to insist on this here.

2.6 «a-Conversion

Sometimes it is convenient to be able to rename bound variables. In the next definition, the
relation -, corresponding to a-conversion is introduced for this purpose.

Definition 2.25. The rule of a-conversion is as follows: Az.t =4 Ay.(t{z/y}), if y is not free
in t and x does not occur freely in t in a subterm of the form Ay.s.

In the preceding definition, the bound variable x in the abstraction is replaced by the
bound variable y. The condition that y not be free in ¢ ensures the meaning of Ax.t is
preserved under the renaming. The condition that x does not occur freely in ¢ in a subterm
of the form Ay.s ensures that no further renaming will be necessary when the substitution
{z/y} is applied to t. Clearly, if y does not occur in Az.t at all, both these conditions are
satisfied.

Definition 2.26. The relation —,, is defined by u — u[s/t], if s is a subterm of u at
occurrence o and s >, t.

Let La be the reflexive, transitive closure of —,,.

Let <, be the reflexive, symmetric, and transitive closure of —.

Definition 2.27. If s <, t, then s and ¢ are said to be a-equivalent.

Note that a-equivalent terms differ only in the names of (some of) their bound variables.
Also a-equivalent terms must have the same type.

Proposition 2.10. Let t and t' be terms. Then the following hold.
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1. Ift =o t/, then t' =, t.
2. Ift < t!, thent =, t'.

Proof. 1. Suppose that A\z.r =, Ay.(r{z/y}). Thus y is not free in r and = does not occur
freely in 7 in a subterm of the form Ay.s. Note that z is not free in r{z/y} and y does not
occur freely in 7{z/y} in a subterm of the form Az.s. Also A\z.((r{x/y}){y/x}) = Ax.r. Hence
Ay (r{z/y}) =a Az.T.

2. It suffices to show that if t —, ¢/, then ' —,, t. But this follows immediately from
Part 1. ]

2.7 Composition of Substitutions

The definition of the composition of two substitutions is now given. In preparation for this,
three useful results involving a-equivalence and substitutions are proved.

Proposition 2.11. Let \x.s be a term and 6 = {x1/t1,..., 2, /tn} a substitution such that,
for some i € {1,...,n}, x; is free in Ax.s and x is free in t;. Then there exists a variable y
such that A\x.s = \y.(s{z/y}), (Ax.5)0 = (A\y.(s{x/y}))0 and, for all i € {1,...,n}, x; is
free in \y.(s{x/y}) implies y is not free in t;.

Proof. Choose y to be the first variable of the same type as x that does not appear in Az.s
or O|xz.s- Then y is not free in s and x does not occur freely in s in a subterm of the form
Ay.r. Hence Az.s =, A\y.(s{z/y}).

Clearly, for all i € {1,...,n}, z; is free in \y.(s{z/y}) implies y is not free in ¢;. Thus
(Ae-8)0 = Ay.(s({z/y} U Blre.s)) = Ay ((5T2/5 )0 (ataraty) = O (s{2/y1)0. 0

Proposition 2.12. Let t and t' be terms that are a-equivalent and 6 a substitution. Then t0
is a-equivalent to t'0.

Proof. Suppose that 6 is {x1/t1,...,2,/ty,}. The proof is by induction on the structure of ¢.

If t is a variable or a constant, then the result is obvious.

Suppose that ¢ has the form Az.s. Then t' has the form \y.r, where A\z.s «——, A\y.r. By
Proposition m it can be assumed without loss of generality that, for all i € {1,...,n}, z;
is free in Az.s implies z is not free in ¢;, and xz; is free in Ay.r implies y is not free in ¢;.

There are two cases to consider.

(a) t’ has the form A\z.r, where s «— 7.

By the induction hypothesis, SQ\Ax.séa 70| xz.s- Then

(A\x.s)0
= )\ZL‘.(SQ|)\I_5)

PN Az.(r0])z.r) [induction hypothesis, since 0]y, s= 0|xz.r]
= (Az.r)6.

(b) ¢’ has the form \y.r, where z # y.
Since \z.s <4 Ay.r, it follows that A\z.s «—, Az.w =o Ay.(w{z/y}) ——q Ay.r, for some
term w. Thus, by Part (a), it suffices to show that (Az.w)f «—, (Ay.(w{z/y}))d. For this,
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note that y is not free in wé|y,.,, and x does not occur freely in wh)|y, ., in a subterm of the
form Ay.v. Hence

(Ax.w)é
= Az.(wl|)\p.0)
=a MY (WO rz.w){2/Y})
= Ay ((w{a/y 1Oy (wie/u))
= (Ay.(w{z/y}))0.

Suppose that ¢ has the form (ti,...,t,). Let ' be a term such that ¢t «—, t. Thus
t'=(t,...,t), where t; «——, t;, for i = 1,...,n. By the induction hypothesis, ;0 «— .0,

ybn
fori=1,...,n. Then

(t1y...,tn)0
= (t16,...,t,0)
s, (t16,...,t6) [induction hypothesis]
= (t),...,t,)0.

If t has the form (u v) or O;s, the proof is similar to the preceding case.

Proposition 2.13. Let 6 and ¢ be substitutions. Then the following hold.

1. There are only finitely many variables x1,..., Ty such that (x;0)p # x;, for i =
1,...,m.

2. t{z1/(210) ¢, ..., xm/(xmB)p} is a-equivalent to (t0)p, for all terms t.

Proof. 1. For any variable x that does not occur in a binding of the form x/t in 6 or ¢, it is
clear that (z6)y = x.

2. Using Proposition [2.12] it can be assumed without loss of generality that no bound
variable in ¢ appears in 0 or ¢. The proof then proceeds by induction on the structure of the
term 7.

If t is a variable or a constant, the result is obvious.

Suppose that ¢ has the form Az.s. Let z;,,...,z;, be those z; that are free in Axz.s. Put
0" = 0|xz.s and " = p|xz.(s0r)- Let zj,,..., 2, be those x; such that (2;0")¢" # x;. Then

Ax.s){x1/(x10)p, ..., Tm/(xmb) e}

Az (s{z1/(210)¢, ... Tm/(@mb)@}|ra.s)
= Az.(s{x;, /(,0)p, . .. ,xip/(z:ipﬂ)ga})

Az (s{zyy [(2,0) ¢, . .. ,:Cip/(xiﬁ/)go/})
= Mo.(s{zj, /(2,0)¢', ..., 25,/ (25,0')¢'})
>, Mx.((s8')¢’) [induction hypothesis]
= ()
= ((\z.s)0)p.
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If ¢ has the form (t1,...,t,), then

(t1,. . to){z1/(10)0, . ..y /(Xm0) 0}
= (ti{x1/(x10)p, ..., zm/(@m0)e}, ... to{z1/(210)0, ..., Zm/(Xm0)p})
o ((t10)), ..., (tnh)p) [induction hypothesis|
= (t16,...,t,0)¢
= ((t1,...,tn)0)e.

If t has the form (u v) or ;s, the proof is similar to the preceding case. O

Here is an example to show that a-equivalence cannot be replaced by identity in Part
2 of Proposition [2.13] This is because bound variables may need to be renamed when a
substitution is applied.

Example 2.4. Let ¢t be Az.y, 0 be {y/x}, and ¢ be {z/z}. Then td = \w.z, say, where w is a
fresh variable. Thus (t0)p = Aw.z. Now z1 is y and z9 is z. Thus t{z1/(x16)¢, z2/(x20)p} =

(Azy){y/z,x/z} = Av.z # (t0)¢.
Now the definition of composition can be given.

Definition 2.28. Let 6§ and ¢ be substitutions. Then the composition 60 of 6 and ¢ is the
substitution {x1/(z10)p,...,Tm/(xmb)e}, where x1,..., x,, are the finitely many variables
such that (z;0)¢ # x;, for i =1,...,m.

According to Proposition if a-equivalence rather than identity is sufficient for the
particular situation (and it nearly always is), one can calculate ¢(f o) by calculating (t0)p
instead.

2.8 Matching

For the computation system introduced below, given terms s and ¢, there will be a need to
determine whether or not there is a substitution 6 such that s is (a-equivalent to) t. This
motivates the next definition.

Definition 2.29. Let s and ¢ be terms of the same type. Then a substitution 6 is a matcher
of s to t if sf is a-equivalent to ¢t. In this case, s is said to be matchable to t.

It follows immediately from the definition and the fact that «—, is an equivalence relation
that, if # and @ are matchers of s to ¢, then s «—, s6'.
Here is a useful alternative formulation of the definition of matcher.

Proposition 2.14. Let s and t be terms of the same type. Then a substitution 0 is a matcher

of s to t iff there exist a sequence of terms so = 8,81,...,S, and an increasing subsequence
i1,.-.,0m of the sequence 1,...,n such that

1. there exists a substitution 0;; such that s;;,—10;; = si;, for j=1,...,m,

2. 8i1 ——q i, fori € {1,...,n}\ {i1,. . im},

3. 8y —yg, t, and
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4. 0=20;0---00; .
Proof. Suppose first that 6 is a matcher of s to t. In this case, put n = 1 and 6; = 0. Then
Conditions 1 to 4 are clearly satisfied.

Conversely, suppose that there exist a sequence of terms sy = s,s1,...,s, and an in-
creasing subsequence i1, ..., 1, of the sequence 1,...,n satisfying Conditions 1 to 4. By re-
peated application of Proposition it follows that (...(s6;,)...)6;, «——q Sn. By Propo-
sition $(0y 0 -+ 00;,) ——a (... (s00i,)...)0;,,. Thus s(@; -0, ) ——q t, and so
0;,° -+ o0;  is a matcher of s to t. O]

The matching algorithm in Figure [1| determines whether one term is matchable with
another. Note that the inputs to this algorithm are two terms that have no free variables in
common. It is usual to standardise apart before applying a unification algorithm so doing
this for matching as well is not out of the ordinary. If this condition were to be dropped, the
algorithm in Figure [1| would need modification.

function Match(s,t) returns matcher 6, if s is matchable to ¢
failure, otherwise;

inputs: s and ¢, terms of the same type with no free variables in common;

0= {};
while s # t do

o0 := occurrence of innermost subterm containing symbol at leftmost point
of disagreement between s and t;

if s|, has form Az.v and t|, has form Ay.w % where x # y

then

s = s[Azw/Az.(v{x/2})]o; % where z is a variable not in s or ¢
t = tAyw/Az.(w{y/z})]o;

elseif s|, is a free occurrence of a variable x and there is no free occurrence
of x in s to the left of o and each free occurrence of a variable in ¢|,
is a free occurrence in ¢

then
0 :=0-{x/t|o};
s = s{z/t|o};

else return failure;

return 6,

Figure 1: Algorithm for finding a matching substitution

I now turn to establishing the correctness and termination of this algorithm.

Proposition 2.15. Let s and t be terms of the same type with no free variables in common.
If s is matchable to t, then the algorithm in Figure|l| terminates and returns a matcher of s
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to t. Otherwise, the algorithm terminates and returns failure.

Proof. The algorithm does terminate since all terms obtained from ¢ by changing the names
of bound variables have the same fixed length as ¢ and, in each iteration of the loop, the point
of disagreement moves strictly to the right.

Suppose first that s is not matchable to . In this case, the algorithm cannot return
successfully, since this would imply that s was matchable to ¢, by Proposition Thus,
since the algorithm terminates, it must return failure.

Suppose now that s is matchable to t. Let ¢ be a matcher of s to ¢, so that sy is
a-equivalent to t. Now, at each step of the algorithm, either a further change of a bound
variable is made to s and t or else a further binding of the form {z/t|,} is applied to s. Let
the sequence of terms obtained by the algorithm starting from s by either changing a bound
variable or else by applying a binding at each step be so(= s),s1,s2,... . Similarly, let the
sequence of terms obtained starting from ¢ by either changing a bound variable or else doing
nothing be to(=t), t1,ta,... . I will show by induction on the number n of steps so far of the
algorithm that there exists a substitution 7, such that the domain of 7, is a subset of the
free variables in s, the range of 7, is a subset of the free variables in ¢, and s, 7, Aa ty, for
n=0,1,....

For n = 0, put m9p = ¢|s. Then s,m, <L>a to, since s <L>a t. Since s and t have no free
variables in common, the domain of 7y is the set of free variables in s and the range is the
set of free variables in t.

Next suppose that the result holds for n so that the domain of 7, is a subset of the free
variables in s, the range of m, is a subset of the free variables in ¢, and $,7m, «——q tn. For
the (n + 1)th step, there are two cases to consider.

If the disagreement is such that the (n + 1)th step of the algorithm is a change of
bound variables, put 7,11 = m,. Then s, L@ Sn, so that spi1mp41 qu SnTn+1,
by Proposition Now $pTnt1 = SnTn, SnTn ot (by the induction hypothesis), and
th ——a tn+1. Hence spp1mn41 PN (AR

Suppose next that the disagreement does not involve a change of bound variables. Then
the condition immediately following the else if must hold. That is, the disagreement must
be at a free occurrence o of a variable x and there must be no free occurrence of x in s, to
the left of 0o and each free occurrence of a variable in t¢,|, must be a free occurrence in t,;
otherwise, it would not be true that s,m, <L>a tn. Thus 7, must contain a binding of the
form {x/r}, where r is a-equivalent to ty|,. Put my41 = 7, \ {z/r}. Clearly the domain of
Tn+1 1S a subset of the free variables in s and the range of 7,1 is a subset of the free variables
in t. Thus m, = {x/r}omy4+1. Also

Sn+1Tn+1
= (sn{z/tnlo})Tnt1

sy (sn{z/r})mpy1  [Proposition since r is a-equivalent to t,|,]
o sn({x/r}omny1) [Proposition

= SpTp

4 t, [induction hypothesis]

= tn+1-

This completes the induction argument.
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In effect, it has been shown that in the case that s is matchable to ¢, the algorithm cannot
terminate with failure.

Now suppose that s is matchable to ¢ and the algorithm terminates at the nth step
with s, = t,. Let the sequence of bindings obtained by the algorithm be 6;,,...,6; . Put
0 =0;,0---00; . Then Conditions 1 to 4 of Proposition are satisfied, so that # is a
matcher of s to t. Finally, it is clear from the algorithm that the domain of 6 is a subset of
the free variables of s. O]

Here are three examples to illustrate the matching algorithm.

Example 2.5. Let s be Ax.(f = (g y 2)) and t be A\z.(f z (¢ A B)), where f, g, A, and B are
constants with suitable signatures. Then the successive steps of the algorithm are as follows.

0. Aig-(f z(9y2)) A;:-(f z (9 A B))

L dw.(fw(g y z))  Aw.(fw(g 4 B)) {y/A}
2. dw(fwlgAz) dw(fwlgAB)) {z/B}
3. Aw.(fw(gAB)) Iw.(fw(gAB))

(The arrows indicate the points of disagreement and the substitutions in the last column are
the substitutions applied at that step in the algorithm.) Thus Az.(f = (g y z)) is matchable
to A\z.(f z (¢ A B)) with matcher {y/A}-{z/B}.

Example 2.6. Let s be (f = (g z)) and ¢t be (f y (g A)). Then the successive steps of the
algorithm are as follows.

0. (f 7 (gz) (f 1T/ (g 4) {z/y}
L (fyl(g .?)) (fy(g 1;1))

Thus (f = (g x)) is not matchable to (f y (g A)), since there is a free occurrence of y in s to
the left of the point of disagreement. Note that, in contrast, s and ¢ are unifiable.

Example 2.7. Let s be Az.(f 2 y z) and t be Az.(f © A (¢ «)). Then the successive steps of
the algorithm are as follows.

0. /\x(fxg{z) /\l’(f&?z?(Ql’)) {y/A}
1. /\x.(f:cA,%) /\J:.(fa:A$gm))

Thus \z.(f = y z) is not matchable to A\z.(f A (g x)), since z has a free occurrence in (g )
but this occurrence is not free in A\z.(f x A (g z)).

2.9 Representation of Individuals

In this subsection, the application of the logic to the representation of individuals is studied.
The main idea is the identification of a class of terms, called basic terms, suitable for repre-
senting individuals in diverse applications. The most interesting aspect of the class of basic
terms is that it includes certain abstractions and therefore is wider than is normally consid-
ered for knowledge representation. These abstractions allow one to model sets, multisets, and
data of similar types, in a direct way. To define basic terms, one first needs to define normal
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terms, so the discussion starts there. This section is brief since this topic is covered in detail
in [L1o03].

First, some motivation. I use the term ‘individual’ to mean an item worth identifying
and representing in an application; other terminology for the same idea includes ‘object’ and
‘instance’. How should individuals be represented? Well there are many possible data types
for this, including integers, natural numbers, floats, characters, strings, and booleans; tuples;
sets; multisets; lists; trees; and graphs. Put this way, there does not appear to be much
structure in the way these data types are put together to represent individuals. However, it
turns out that the data types above can be grouped into three major classes, constructor-
based ones, abstractions, and tuples, and this grouping is the basis of the definition of basic
terms. The first and third classes of data types are already widely used; for example, in
functional programming languages. It is the second class which includes sets and multisets
that is the most interesting of the three, so I consider it in more detail.

How should a (finite) set or multiset be represented? First, advantage is taken of the
higher-order nature of the logic to identify sets and their characteristic functions; that is,
sets are viewed as predicates. With this approach, an obvious representation of sets uses
the connectives, so that Az.(x = 1) V (z = 2) is the representation of the set {1,2}. This
kind of representation works well for sets. But the connectives are, of course, not available
for multisets, so something more general is needed. An alternative representation for the set
{1,2} is the term

Av.if x =1 then T else if x = 2 then T else L,
and this idea generalises to multisets and similar abstractions. For example,
Ax.if © = A then 42 else if x = B then 21 else 0

is the multiset with 42 occurrences of A and 21 occurrences of B (and nothing else). Thus
abstractions of the form

Az.if x =ty then s1 else ... if x =1, then s, else s

are adopted to represent (extensional) sets, multisets, and so on.

However, before giving the definition of a normal term, some attention has to be paid to
the term sy in the previous expression. The reason is that sy in this abstraction is usually
a very specific term. For example, for finite sets, sg is L and for finite multisets, sg is O.
For this reason, the concept of a default term is now introduced. The intuitive idea is that,
for each type, there is a (unique) default term such that each abstraction having that type
as codomain takes the default term as its value for all but a finite number of points in the
domain, that is, sg is the default value. The choice of default term depends on the particular
application but, since sets and multisets are so useful, one would expect the set of default
terms to include L and 0. However, there could also be other types for which a default term
is needed.

For each type constructor 7" and types a4, . . ., ag, I assume there is chosen a unique default
data constructor C such that C has signature of the form oy — -+ — 0, = (T a1 ... ax). For
example, for (2, the default data constructor could be L, for Int, the default data constructor
could be 0, and for List «, the default data constructor could be [|, for all a.

In the following, let N denote the set of natural numbers.
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Definition 2.30. The set of default terms, ®, is defined inductively as follows.

1. If C is a default data constructor of arity n and t¢1,...,t, € ©® (n € N) such that
Cti...tp,el,thenCty...t, €D.

2. If t € ® and x € Y, then \z.t € D.
3. If ty,...,t, € ® (n € N), then (t1,...,t,) € D.

Definition 2.31. For each a € &, define ©, = {t € © | t has type a} .
Now normal terms can be defined.

Definition 2.32. The set of normal terms, N, is defined inductively as follows.

1. If C is a data constructor of arity n and t1,...,t, € M (n € N) such that C' ¢ ...t, € £,
then C't1...t, € M.

2. Ifty,...,t, €N, 81,...,8, €N (n €N), sg €D and
Az.if © =ty then s else ... if x =t, then s, else sg € £,
then

Ax.if © =ty then sq else ... if x =t, then s, else s € N.

3. If t1,...,t, € MM (n € N), then (t1,...,t,) € N.

Part 1 of the definition of the set of normal terms states, in particular, that individual
natural numbers, integers, and so on, are normal terms. Also a term formed by applying a
data constructor to (all of) its arguments, each of which is a normal term, is a normal term.
As an example of this, consider the following declarations of the data constructors Circle and
Rectangle.

Clircle : Float — Shape
Rectangle : Float — Float — Shape.

Then (Circle 7.5) and (Rectangle 42.0 21.3) are normal terms of type Shape. However,
(Rectangle 42.0) is not a normal term as not all arguments to Rectangle are given. Normal
terms coming from Part 1 of the definition are called normal structures and always have a
type of the form T a; ... ay.

The abstractions formed in Part 2 of the definition are ‘almost constant’ abstractions
since they take the default term sy as value for all except a finite number of points in the
domain. (The term s is called the default value for the abstraction.) They are called normal
abstractions and always have a type of the form § — ~. This class of abstractions includes
useful data types such as (finite) sets and multisets. More generally, normal abstractions can
be regarded as lookup tables, with sg as the value for items not in the table.

Part 3 of the definition of normal terms just states that one can form a tuple from normal
terms and obtain a normal term. These terms are called normal tuples and always have a
type of the form a1 X -+ X .
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Normal terms are not quite what is wanted because, for example, they do not give a
unique representation of sets. The problem is that the items of the set can appear in any
order in a normal term representing the set. The obvious solution is to define a total order
on normal terms and then use this order to give a unique representation of sets and other
abstractions. The details of the definition of this are given in [LIo03]. Assuming that this
total order < is available, basic terms can now be defined.

Definition 2.33. The set of basic terms, B, is defined inductively as follows.

1. If C is a data constructor of arity n and ty,...,t, € B (n € N) such that C' ¢;...t, € £,
then C' t1...t, € B.

2. Ifty, ...ty € B, 81,...,8, EB 1 < -+ <y, s, €D, forl <i<n(neN), speD
and

Ax.if © =ty then sq else ... if x =t, then s, else sy € £,
then

Azx.if x =t then sy else ... if x =t, then s, else sy € B.

3. If t1,...,t, € B (n € N), then (t1,...,t,) € B.

The basic terms from Part 1 of the definition are called basic structures, those from Part
2 are called basic abstractions, and those from Part 3 are called basic tuples.

Definition 2.34. For each a € &, define B, = {t € B | ¢ has type a} .

The sets {B4}acs play an important role in knowledge representation. For example, for
a particular application, the representation space of each class of individuals would be B,,
for some choice of a € &. This approach is systematically followed in the remainder of the
paper. Further illustrations of the use of basic terms are in [LIo03].

3 Semantics

This section gives the model theory for the logic.

3.1 Interpretations

Definition 3.1. A domain set for an alphabet is a collection {Dy}oce of non-empty sets
satisfying the following conditions.

1. If o has the form T oy ... ag, then D, = {C d;...d, | C is a data constructor having
signature o1 — -+ — 0y, — (T a1 ...ax), and d; € Dy, for i =1,...,n}.

2. If a has the form 3 — ~, then D, is the collection of mappings from Dg to D,.

3. If « has the form a7 x --- X ay, for some n > 0, then D, is the cartesian product
Da, X -+ X Dy,,. In particular, Dy is the distinguished singleton set.
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For each a € &, D,, is called a domain.

Definition 3.2. A frame is a pair (W, {R;}!") consisting of a non-empty set W and a set
of binary relations {R;}*, on W.
Each element of W is called a world and each relation R; is called an accessibility relation.

Definition 3.3. An augmented frame for an alphabet is a triple (W, {R;}!";,{Datacs),
where (W, {R;}") is a frame and {D, },ece is a domain set for the alphabet.

Definition 3.4. A waluation with respect to an augmented frame (W, {R;}1,{Dqs}aca) is
a mapping V that maps each pair consisting of a constant having signature o and a world
in W to an element of D, (called the denotation of the constant in the world) such that if a
constant C' is rigid, then V(C,w) = V(C,w’), for each w,w" € W.

Definition 3.5. An interpretation for an alphabet is a quadruple (W, {R;}1"1,{Da}acs, V),
where (W, {R;}!"{,{Da}acs) is an augmented frame for the alphabet and V is a valuation
with respect to this augmented frame such that the following conditions are satisfied.

1. For a data constructor C : 07 — -+ — 0, — (T a1...ax) and w € W, V(C,w) is the
element of Dy, ... ;. (T a;...a)) defined by

V(C,w)dy...dy=Cdy...dn,
where d; € Dy, (i=1,...,n).
2. For=:a—a— 2 and w e W, V(=,w) is the element of D,_,, . defined by

T ifz=y

V(:,w)my:{

1 otherwise,
for all x,y € D,.

3. For m:a— aand w € W, V(—,w) is the element of D,_,, defined by

T iffdi...dp=L1
V(i-w) fdi ... d,=
( ) [ {J_ otherwise,
forall fe Dy andd; € Dy, (i=1,...,n), wherea=a; — -+ — a, — 2, and n > 0.
4. For N: oo — a— aand w € W, V(A w) is the element of D,—,q—q defined by

T iffdy...dy=Tandgdy ... dp=T

1 otherwise,

V(inw) fgdr ... dn:{
for all f,g € Dy and d; € Dy, (i = 1,...,n), where « =y — -+ — a, — {2, and
n > 0.
5. ForV:a—a— aand w e W, V(V,w) is the element of D,_,q—q defined by

T iffdy...dpy,=Torgdy ... d,=T

V(v, di ... d, =
(Vow) fgdi {J_ otherwise,

for all f,g € Dy and d; € Dy, (i = 1,...,n), where a« = gy — -+ — a, — {2, and
n > 0.
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6. For — :a —a — aand w € W, V(—,w) is the element of D4 defined by

T iffdy ... d, =1 di ... d,=T
V(—,w) fgdi ... dy= i b oo

1 otherwise,
for all f,g € Dy and d; € Dy, (i = 1,...,n), where « = oy — -+ — a, — {2, and
n > 0.

7. For ¥:a— 2 and w e W, V(X,w) is the element of D,_, defined by

T if f#£ L
1 otherwise,

V(X,w) f= {

for all f € D, where « is a biterm type.

8. For IT : @ — 2 and w € W, V(II,w) is the element of D,_.(, defined by

for all f € D, where « is a biterm type.

In effect, the connectives and quantifiers are given their usual fixed meanings in each
world. Similarly, the data constructors have their usual fixed free interpretations in each
world. For other constants, their meaning may change from world to world.

Note that I am using here the constant domain semantics, in contrast to the varying
domain semantics [FM98]. It may seem restrictive to employ the constant domain semantics
but it turns out that, for many applications, the issues of keeping track of function definitions
that vary over time and vary from agent to agent completely overshadow the subtleties of
whether objects may come into, or go out of, existence. In other words, for many applications,
the simpler constant domain semantics easily suffices. In any case, it is shown in [FM98,
p.105-107] that each semantics can simulate the other.

Definition 3.6. A pointed interpretation is a pair of the form (I,w), where I =
(W AR, {Da}tacs, V) is an interpretation and w a world in W.

3.2 Denotations

The next task is to define the denotation of a term with respect to an interpretation, world,
and variable assignment. This is rather standard except for the case of modal terms. I begin
with some intuition that shows how to proceed in this case.

If ¢ is a formula, then the meaning of [J;t in a world is T if the meaning of ¢ in all
accessible worlds is T, its meaning is L if the meaning of ¢ in all accessible worlds is L, and,
in the other cases, the meaning of [J;t is conventionally defined to be L. This suggests an
obvious extension to terms ¢ whose type has rank 0: if ¢ has the same meaning in all accessible
worlds, then the meaning of [J;¢ should be this common meaning; otherwise, the meaning of
[;t should be some default value. This definition then becomes the base case of an inductive
definition on the rank of the type of ¢ of the semantics of a modal term [J;t. Here is the
machinery to do this.
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Let {X;}7, (n > 0) be a family of non-empty sets and z some distinguished element in
Xy that is called the default value. Let F be a set of functions, where
f:Xn_>(Xn—1_>(Xn—2_>"'_>X0)"')7
for each f € F. (If n = 0, the meaning is that each f belongs to Xj.)

Definition 3.7. Define M(F) : X,, — (X1 — (Xp—2 — -+ — Xp)---) by induction on n
as follows:

(a) If n =0, then M(F) € Xy is defined by

x  if there exists x € Xg, foreach f € F, f ==z

M(F) = {
(b) If n > 0, then M(F) : X,, — (Xp—1 — (Xp—2 — -+ — Xp) -+ -) is defined by

M(F)(x) = M{f (@)} rer),

for each z € X,,.

zo otherwise.

If there exists f € F such that f = g, for all g € F, then clearly M(F) = f.
The function M will be used to give meaning to modal terms.

Definition 3.8. Let a be a type of rank 0. Then the default value in D, is some distinguished
element in D,. In the case of Dy, the default value is L.

There are no restrictions on the choice of default values, other than the default value
for Dy is L. This choice is made for consistency with the standard semantics of modalities
applied to formulas.

Definition 3.9. A variable assignment with respect to a domain set {D, }nec is @ mapping
that maps each variable of type « to an element of D,,.

Now everything is in place to give the denotation of a term with respect to an interpreta-
tion, world and variable assignment.

Definition 3.10. Let ¢ be a term, I = (W, {R;}",,{Da}acs, V) an interpretation, v a
variable assignment with respect to {Dy}acs, and w a world in W. Then the denotation
V(t,I,w,v) of t with respect to I, w and v is defined inductively as follows.

1. V(z,I,w,v) = v(x), where x is a variable.
2. V(C,I,w,v) =V(C,w), where C is a constant.

3. V(Az.s, I, w,v) = the function whose value for each d € D, is V(s, I, w, V), where = has
type a and v/ is v except V/(x) = d.

4. V((sr),[,w,v) =V(s, I,w,v)(V(r,I,w,v)).
5. V((t1, ... tn), Lyw,v) = (V(t1,[,w,v),...,V(ty, I, w,v)).
6. V(Oit, I,w,v) = M({V(t, I,w',v) }ywew), where W' = {w' : w R; w'}.
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A special case of Condition 6 of Definition is when the type of ¢ is 2 (that is, ¢
is a formula). Then the semantics for [J;t given by Condition 6 is exactly the same as the
standard semantics for a modal formula.

Definition [3.10]is an inductive construction employing Proposition To set this up, let
the interpretation I = (W, {R;}",,{Dqa}acs, V) be fixed throughout. Then Definition
defines a function

T:LxWxA—-D

such that T'(t,w,v) = V(t,I,w,v), for all t € £, w € W, and v € A, where A is the set of all
variable assignments and D is the (disjoint) union of the @, for all « € &. Consider now the
substring relation < on £ and extend this to a relation <3 on £ x W x A defined as follows:
(s,v, 1) <2 (t,w,v)if s < t. It is easy to see that <2 is a well-founded order on £x W xA. The
minimal elements of £x W x A are triples of the form (¢, w, v), where t is either a variable or a
constant. Also needed are two partitions: {£4 X W X A}yea of £LXW x A and {D, }aes of D.
Then it needs to be checked that the two conditions concerning consistency in Proposition [A.4]
are satisfied. First, each minimal element is consistent since each denotation of a variable or
constant of type « is defined to be an element of ®,. Second, by considering the last four
cases in Definition it is clear that the rule defining 7" has the property that if (s, v, u) is
consistent, for each (s, v, 1) <2 (t,w,v), then (¢, w,v) is consistent. Thus, by Proposition [A.4]
the function T exists, is unique, and satisfies the condition T'(£, x W xA) C D, for all a € &.
The latter condition states exactly that if ¢ is a term of type o, I = (W, {R;}"1,{Da}acs, V)
an interpretation, v a variable assignment with respect to {D,}ace, and w a world in W,
then V(t,I,w,v) € D,,.

The next three results establish (mostly) familiar properties of the connectives and quan-
tifiers, but in the more general setting of biterms rather than formulas.

Proposition 3.1. Let I = (W, {R;}["|,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dytacs, w € W, ¢ and 1) biterms of type oy — -+ — ay, — §2,
di € Dy, (i=1,...,n), and t a term of type a1. Then the following hold.

1. VA, Liw,v)dy ... dy =T iff V(ip, L,w,v)dy ... dy =T and V(,[,w,v) dy ... d,

T.

2. VeV, Liw,v)dy ... dy=Tiff Vg, [,w,v)dy ... dy =T or V¢, I,w,v)dy ... d, =
T.

3. V(e — Y, Lbw,v)dy ... dy =T iff Ve, [,w,v)dy ... dpy =1L or Vo, I,w,v)dy ... dy
T.

4. V(mp, Lyw,v)dy ... dy =T iff Vip,[,w,v)dy ... d, = 1.

5 Ve, Lywv)dy ... dpy=T iff V(mp, I,w,v)dy ... d, = L.

6. V(——p, [,w,v) =V(p,[,w,v).

7. V(=(p AY), I,w,v) = V(=9 V-, I, w,v).

8. 'V(_'(QO\/’QZ)),I,’UJ,I/)ZV(_‘SD/\_'Q/J,I,UJ,Z/).

9. V((=p t), L,w,v) =V(~(pt),[,w,v).
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10. V(Ax.—p, I,w,v) = V(=Az.p, [,w,v).

11. VOAx.o AN dxap, Iw,v) = V(Az.(p A), I, w,v).

(
(

12. VOz.p V Azap, Iw, v) = V.o V ¥), I, w, v).

13. VOz.p — Azab, I, w, v) = V(¢ — ¥), I, w, v).
1.

Proof.

VoA, L,w,v)dy ... d,=T

ff V(A @), L,w,v)(V(), I,w,v))dy ... dy =T

(\7(/\ Lw,v)(V(e, I, w, )V, I,w,v))dy ... dy =T
V(A w) (Vp, T, w, V)V, T, w,0)) .. = T

iff V((p,[,w,u) dy ... dp=Tand V¢, l,w,v)dy ... dp,=T.

VeV, Lbwwv)dy ... d,=T
ff V(v ), L,w,v) V@, I,w,v))dy ... dy=T
ff (V(v, I w,v)(V(p, I,w, )V, [,bw,v))dy ... dy =T
£ (V(v,0)(V( 1w, )V, Tw,0)) dy . dy =T
ift V(p,I,w,v)dy ... dy=Tor V(,[,w,v)dy ... dp=T.

3, Similar to the proof of Part 2.
4.

V-, l,w,v)dy ... dy=T
ift V(= I,w,v)(V(p, I, w,v))dy ... dy =T
iff V(=,w)(V(p,I,w,v))dy ... dp=T
ifft V(p,I,w,v)dy ... d, = 1.

5. Similar to the proof of Part 4.
6.

V(==p, I, w,v)

V(= I, w,v)(V(=g, I,w,v))

V(= w)(V(=p, I, w,v))

V(= w)(V(=,w)(V(e, I w,v)))
V(e, I, w,v) [definition of V (=, w)].
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V(=(p AY), [bw,v)dy ... d,
( w)(V(e Ap, T,w,v)) dy ... dy
it VgAY, Tbwv)dy ... dy =1

otherwise

l_

otherwise

it V(e, I,w,v)dy ... dp=1Lor Vo, I,w,v)dy ... d,=1

otherwise

l_

if V(=,w)(V(g, I,w,v))dy ... dy =T or V(=,w)(V(¢, I,w,v))dy ...

=V
{ it (V(A,w)(Vip, I w, )V, Tw,v)) dy ... dy=1

1 otherwise

VvV, w)(V (=, w)(V(e, I w, ) (V (=, w)(V(, Lw, v))) di ... dy
(V( )(V(—w,[,w,u)))(\?(—n/;,[,w,u)) dy ... dy
=V(-o V-, I,w,v)dy ... dy.

Hence V(=(p AY), [,w,v) =V(=¢ V =), I,w,v).
8. Similar to the proof of Part 7.
9.

V(= t), I, w,v)

V(=¢, I,w,v)(V(t, I,w,v))

= V(= Lw,v)(V(e, I,w,v)))(V(t, I, w,v))

= V(= w)(V(p, I, w,v)))(V(t, I, w,v))

V(= w)(V(p, I,w,v)(V(t,I,w,v))) [definition of V (=, w)]
V(= w)(V((e 1), I, w,v))

t), I, w,v).

=V(~(p
10.

V(Ax.—p, I, w,v)
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(=y, I, w, V'),

where z has type a and v/ is v except V/(z) = d
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V (=, w)(V(p, I, w,v))
= V (=, w)(the function whose value for each d € D, is V(p, [, w, V"))
= V(= w)(V(Azr.p, [.w,v))
=V(-Az.p, I, w,v).

11.

VAx.o ANz, [,w,v)
=V((A Az.p), L, w,v)(V(Az.9p, [, w,v))
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= V(A w)(VAz.p, I, w,v)))(V(Az.1), I, w,v))
= (V(A, w)(the function whose value for each d € D, is V(p, I, w,V")))

(the function whose value for each d € D, is V(¢, I, w, ")),
where z has type o and v/ is v except V/(z) = d
the function whose value for each d € D, is (V (A, w)(V(p, [,w, V")) (V(¢, I,w, "))
the function whose value for each d € D, is V(o A, I, w, )
V(Az.(p AY), I, w,v).

12. Similar to the proof of Part 11.
13. Similar to the proof of Part 11. O

Proposition 3.2. Let I = (W, {R;}"|,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dytacs, w € W, and ¢ a biterm having type a; — + -+ — oy, —
(2. Then the following hold.

1. V(X ), L,w,v) =T iff, for somed; € Dy, (i=1,...,n), V(p,[,w,v)d ... dy=T.

2. V(I ¢),I,w,v) =T iff, for each d; € Dy, (i=1,...,n), V(p,l,w,v)dy ... dy=T.

Proof. 1.

iff
iff
iff

iff
iff
iff

V(X,w)(V(p, [,w,v)) =T

V(p, I,w,v) # 1L

Ve, I,w,v)dy ... dy =T, for some d; € D,, (i=1,...,n).
V((II ¢),I,w,v) =T

V(IT,w)(V(p, I,w,v)) =T

Ve, I,w,v) =T

V(p, I, w,v) d; d, =T, foreach d; € Dy, (i=1,...,n)

O]

Proposition 3.3. Let I = (W, {R;}"|,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}tacs, w € W, and ¢ a biterm. Then the following hold.

1. V(~(X o), L,w,v) =V((II =p), I, w,v).

2. V(=(IT ), I,w,v) =V((X —p),[,w,v).
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Proof. 1.

V(=(X ¢), I,w,v)

V(o @) V(S @), T, w,v))
V(mw)(V(Z,w)(V(e, I, w,v)))
= V(ﬂ,w)(lf V(p, I,w,v) # 1L then T else 1)
=if V(p, I, w,v) # 1L then L else T
if V(p, I,w,v) = L then T else L
if V(=,w)(V(p,I,w,v)) =T then T else L
=if V(—¢, I,w,v) =T then T else L
= V{II,w)(V(~¢, I, w,v))
= V(I —¢),I,w,v).

—

V(=(IT ), I,w,v)
V(o w)(V(IT 9),T,w,v))
V(o w)(V (I, w) (Y, T, w,v)
V (=, w)(if V(p, I,w,v) =T then T else L)
if V(o, I, w,v) =T then L else T
if V(o, I, w,v) # T then T else L
= if V(=,w)(V(p, I, w,v)) # 1L then T else L
=if V(—¢, I,w,v) # 1L then T else L
= V(Z, w)(V(=p, I, w,v))
=V({(X =), I,w,v).

O]

Proposition 3.4. Let I = (W,{R;}",,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, w € W, ¢ a
biterm, and x a variable that is not free in . Then V((p z),I,w,v) = T, for every variable
assignment v, iff V(p, I,w,v) =T, for every variable assignment v.

Proof.
V((¢ z),I,w,v) =T, for every variable assignment v
ifft V(p,I,w,v)(v(z)) =T, for every variable assignment v
ifft V(o,I,w,v) =T, for every variable assignment v [z is not free in ¢].

O]

Definition 3.11. The variable assignments v and v/ are said to be z-variants if they agree
on all variables except possibly the variable x.

Proposition 3.5. Let I = (W, {R;}[",,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}tacs, w € W, and ¢ a biterm. Then the following hold.
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1. V(x.o, I, w,v

< S

( ) =
V(Ax.p, I, w,v) =
( )

)

(Fx.o, I, w,v
V(=3z.p, I, w,v)
V(=Vx.o, I, w,v) =
V(

Va.p, I, w,v)

ST N A T R T

V(3z.p, I, w,v) =
Proof. 1.

V(Az.p, I, w,v) =

iff Vo, I,w,v') =

V(Az.p, I, w,v) =

iff V(p,I,w,v)=

V(Vz.p, [, w,v) =

Ve.po, [,w,v)=T

=V(Vr.—p, I, w,v).
V(3z.—p, I, w,v).
=V(=Fx.—p, I, w,v).

V(=Vz.mp, [, w,v).

T iff, for every x-variant v' of v, V(p,I,w,V") =

L iff, for every x-variant v' of v, V(p,I[,w,v') =

iff, for every x-variant v' of v, V(p, [,w,V) =
( )

= T 4ff, for some z-variant v' of v, V(p, I[,w,v") #

)
)
)
)
-

A1

T

ift V(II,w)(V(Az.@,I,w,v))=T

iff
ift v

)\JJ o, L,w,v) =

V(
Vg, [,w, V') =

V(3z.p, [,w,v) =

. /
T, for every x-variant v’ of v

T
[Part 1].

T

iff V(X,w)(V(Az.p,l,w,v))=T

iff

V(
iff V(e

Az, I, w,v) # L

,I,w, V') # 1, for some z-variant v/ of v

[Part 2].

V(—=3z.p, I, w,v)

=V(=(X Ax.p), I, w,v)

V((II -Azx.p), I, w,v) [Part 1 of Proposition
v

v

(I, w)(V(=Az.@, I, w,v))
(I, w)(V

V((II A\z.—p), I, w,v)
V(Vr.—p, I, w,v).

Y(V(Az.~p, I, w,v)) [Part 10 of Proposition [3.1]

-
4.
-
4

T, for every x-variant v/ of v [Semantics of A\z.¢].

AL, for every x-variant 1/ of v [Semantics of Az.¢)].

38
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V(=Va.po, I, w,v)

I
<<

(=
(

Il
<

(&,
(&,

(Il
<<<

(
(

(IT Ax.@), I, w,v)
(X =Az.9),I,w,v) [Part 2 of Proposition [3.]
W)V (-Azp, T, w, 1))
w)(V(Az.~¢, I, w,v)) [Part 10 of Proposition [3.1]
(X Ax.—), I, w,v)
dz.—p, [, w,v).

7. This part follows from Part 6 of Proposition 3.1 and Part 5.
8. This part follows from Part 6 of Proposition [3.1] and Part 6.

Now come some useful properties of modalities.

39

Proposition 3.6. Let I = (W, {R;}"|,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable

assignment with respect to {Dataes, w € W, i € {1,...,m}, dj € Do,;(j =1,...,

and Y biterms having type ay — - -+ — oy, — 2. Then the following hold.

1.

Proof.

S v

A= A=

Vi, I, w,v)

V(Cip, I, w,v)

(
(
V(Oi(e A ),
V(
1

(Oip, Iw,v) dy ... dn =T iff, for eachw’ such that w R; w', V(p, [,w',v) dy ...

(Cip, [bw,v)dy ... dn =T iff, for somew’ such thatw R; w', V(p, I,w',v) dy ...

= T iff, for each w'" such that w R;w', V(p, I,w',v) = T.

= T iff, for some w' such that w R;w', V(p, [,w',v) = T.

Lw,v) =V(0e ANO, I,w,v).

Oi(@V?/J),I,U),V) :V(OZQO\/Oﬂ/J,I,U),V)

VO, I,w,v)dy ... dp =T
iff M({’V(@a Ia wl7y)}w’€W’) dl cee dn =T
iff V(p,I,w',v)dy ... d, =T, for each w' such that w R; w’.

V(Cip, [,w,v)dy ... dy=T
ifft V(-=O,—p,,w,v)dy ... d,=T
ifft V(O;—, I,w,v)dy ... d, =1
ifft M({V(=p, I,w' )} wew)dr ... dy =1
iff V(=p,I,w' v)dy ... d,= 1, for some w' such that w R; w’.
iff V(o,I,w',v)dy ... d, =T, for some w’ such that w R; w’.

n), and ¢

dy =

dp, =
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V(D“O,I,QU,I/) =T
iff M({V(tp, I, wl,I/>}w/€W/) =T
iff V(p,I,w',v) = T, for each w’ such that w R; w'.

V(Cip, [,w,v) = T
ifft V(=0O;—p,[,w,v) = T
ift V(O;—, I,w,v) = L
iff for some w’ such that w R; w', V(=¢, [,w',v) = I
iff for some w’ such that w R; w', V(p,I,w',v) = T.

V(O AY), [,w,v)dy ... dp =T
iff VoA, I,w',v)dy ... d,=T, for each w' such that w R; w’ [Part 1]
iff V(o,I,w',v)dy ... dp,=Tand V(y,I[,w' ,v)dy ... d,=T,

for each w’ such that w R; v’
ift V(Oio, I,w,v)dy ... dy =T and V(O I,w,v) dy ... d, =T [Part 1]
it V(O AO, Lw,v)dy ... dy=T.

Hence V(Oi(¢ A ), I,w,v) = V(o AT, I, w,v)
6.

V(Ci(p V), lbwv)dy ... dy=T
iff VoV, I,w',v)dy ... d,=T, for some w’' such that w R;w’ [Part 2]
iff V(o,I,w',v)dy ... dp=Tor V), [,w' v)dy ... dy=T,

for some w’ such that w R; w’
iff V(i I,w,v)dy ... dy=Tor V(O [,w,v)dy ... d, =T [Part 2]
ift V(OO ILw,w)dy ... dy=T.

Hence V(Ci(@ V), [,w,v) =V(Cip VO, [, w, v)
]

Proposition 3.7. Let I = (W, {R;}"|,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}tacs, w € W, t be a term of type o having rank 0 and d
a non-default element of Dyo. Then V(Oj, ---0;.t, I, w,v) = d iff, for each w' such that
wRj oo Ry W, V(t, I,w',v)=d.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the length of the sequence of modalities. If n = 0, the
result is obvious.
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Suppose now the result holds for sequences of modalities of length n. Then

V(Djl te DjnJrlt,I,U}, l/) =d

iff for each w” such that w R;, ", V(O,, ---0;,, ¢, I,w" v) =d

iff for each w” such that w R;, w”, for each w’ such that w” Rj, o --- o R, w'
V(t,I,w',v) =d [induction hypothesis]

iff for each w' such that wRj, o - oR;, ,, w', V(t,I,w',v) =d.

In+1

jn+l

The next result shows that [J; and II can be ‘switched’, as can <; and X.

Proposition 3.8. Let I = (W, {Ri}[",,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Da}acs, w € W, ¢ a biterm, and i € {1,...,m}. Then the
following hold.

1. V(I ), I,w,v) =V((II D), I[,w,v).
2. V(O X o), I,w,v) =V((X Cip), I,w,v).

Proof. Suppose that ¢ has type a1 — -+ — a,, — (2.
1.

V(O (IT ), [,w,v) =T
iff V((IT ¢),I,w',v) =T, for each w’ such that w R;w’ [Proposition
iff Vo, I,w',v)dy ...dp,=T,
for each w’ such that w R; w' and each dj € Dy, (j =1,...,n) [Proposition
iff V(Oip,I,w,v)dy ... dy =T, for cach dj € Do,(j =1,...,n) [Proposition [3.6]
iff V((II O;p),I,w,v) =T [Proposition [3.2].
Hence V(O; (I @), I,w,v) = V((II Dip), I,w,v).

2. The proof is similar to Part 1.
O

Semantic versions of the Barcan and converse Barcan formulas [FM98 p.108] are now
established, in the biterm setting. (So they are called the Barcan biterm and converse Barcan
biterm.)

Proposition 3.9. Let I = (W, {R;}[",,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}acs, w € W, ¢ a biterm, and i € {1,...,m}. Then the
following hold.

1. V({ONz.p, Liw,v) =VVe.Oip, I, w,v).

2. V(O 3z, I,w,v) = V(Ix.Oi0, I, w,v).
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Proof. Suppose that ¢ has type oy — -+ — «,, — 2 and x has type a.
1.
V(OVr.p, I, w,v)
= M{V(2p, T, ) )
= MUV Awp), T, 0, 0) buserw)
= MUV w))(V(a-p, T, 0!, 0) b
= M{if VO\z.p, [,w',v) = T then T else L}yrew:),
where T : Dy — Dy, — -+ — Dy, — Do
= M{if V(p,I,w',V') =T, for all d € D, then T else L}ewr),
where T : Dy, — -+ — Dqo, — Do and V' is v except V' (z) = d
=if M({V(¢, I,w', V") }wew:) = T, for all d € D, then T else L
if V(O;p, [,w,v') =T, for all d € Dy, then T else L
= if V(A\x.O;¢, I, w,v) = T then T else L,
where T : Dy — Dy, — -+ — Dy, — Dpp
= VI, w)(Vx.Op, I, w,v))
=V((II \z.0;p), I, w,v)
= V(Vae.O;p, [, w,v).

V(<& 3x.o, I, w,v)

-0;—3z.p0, I, w,v)

-, w)(V(O;—3z., I, w,v))

YO({V(~Ta., T, 0/, 1))

YMEV(Vz.~p, I, 0w, V) }yyews)) [Part 5 of Proposition [3.5]
Y(V(OVz.—p, I w,v))

=, w)(V(Vz.O;—p, I,w,v)) [Part 1]

I
=

A

|
A

[
PRE
J
g 8 8

(=Vz.Oi—e, I, w, v)
(Fx.—0;—¢, I,w,v) [Part 6 of Proposition
(Fx.Cip, [, w,v).

Il
<SS S

O
Proposition 3.10. Let s and t be terms of the same type, I an interpretation, w a world in
I, and v a variable assignment. Then V(s =t,I,w,v) =T iff V(s,I,w,v) =V(t,I,w,v).
Proof.
V(s=tIT,w,v)=T

it V((=s),L,w,v) (V(t,I,w,v) =T

ift (V(=,1,w,v) (V(s,I,w,v))) (V(t,I,w,v))

ift V(s, I,w,v) =V(t,I,w,v).

T
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The bi-implication connective «+—: o — a — «, where « is a biterm type, can be
introduced by the abbreviation ¢ «— ¥ = (¢ — ¥) A (¢ — ¢). The next result implies
that, applied to formulas, «— is just equality.

Proposition 3.11. Let ¢ and 3 be biterms of type ay — -+ — a,, — 2, I an interpretation,
w a world in I, and v a variable assignment. Then V(p «—— ¥, [,w,v) = T iff V(p =
v, [bw,v)=T.

Proof.

Ve — PN W— ), Lwr)=T
i (V (A 0)(V(p — 6, T,w, 1))V — o, Tw,p)) = T
it Vip — ¢, I,w,v) =T and V(¢ — ¢, I,w,v) =T
ifft (V(p,I,w,v)dy ... d,=Lor V(i I,w,v)d ...
V@, Lbw,v)dy ... d,=1Lor Ve, I,wv)d; ...
for each d; € Dy, (1 =1,...,n)
ifft V(e, I,w,v)dy ... dp =V, [,w,v)d; ... dy,
for each d; € Dy, (i=1,...,n)
ift V(p, [,w,v) =V(¢,I,w,v)
iff V(o =¢,I,w,v) =T [Proposition [3.10].

) and
);

dn=T
dn=T

n

O]

Not surprisingly, the meaning of a rigid term is independent of the world, as shown by
the next result.

Proposition 3.12. Lett be a term, I an interpretation, and v a variable assignment. If t is
rigid, then V(t,I,w,v) =V(t,[,w',v), for all w,w'.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of ¢.

If ¢ is a variable z, then V(z, I,w,v) = v(z) = V(z,I,w',v), for all w,w’.

It ¢ is a constant C', then C must be rigid, so that V(C, I,w,v) = V(C,w) = V(C,w') =
V(C, I,w,v), for all w,w’.

If ¢ has the form Az.s, then, for all w,w’,

V(Az.s, I, w,v)
= the function whose value for each d € D,, is V(s, I, w, ),
where z has type a and v/ is v except V/(z) = d

= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(s,I,w’,')  [induction hypothesis]
=V(A\z.s,I,w',v).

If ¢ has the form (s r), then, for all w,w’,

(

(

(s, I,w',v)(V(r,I,w',v)) [induction hypothesis]
( )
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If ¢ has the form (t1,...,ty,), the proof is similar to preceding case.
If ¢ has the form O;s, then, for all w,w’,

V(;s, I,w,v)
= M({V(s, I, wi,v)}w,ew,), where Wi = {w; : w R; w; }
= M{V(s, I, w3, V) buyew,), where Wy = {wy : w' R;wse} [induction hypothesis]
=V(O;s, I,w',v).

O]

Proposition 3.13. Let I be an interpretation, w a world in I, v a variable assignment, and
v a formula. Then the following hold.

1. V(e=T,I,w,v) =V(p,[,w,v).
2. V(p=L1,I,wwv)=V(-p,I,wv).
Proof. 1.
Vie=T,1I,w,v)

=V((=¢),,w,v) (V(T,I,w,v))
(V(=,I,w,v) (V(e, I,w,v))) (V(T,I,w,v))

= (V(=,w) Vg, I,w,v))) (V(T,I,w,v))
= (V(:7w) (V(QD,I,’LU,I/))) (T)
=V(p,I,w,v)
2.
Vip=1,1,w,v)
=V((=p),l,w,v) (V(L, I,w,v))
= V(= 1,w,v) (V(p, I, w,v))) (V(L,I,w,v))

O

The next result shows that the denotation of a closed term does not depend on the variable
assignment.

Proposition 3.14. Let I = (W, {R;}"1,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, w € W, and t
a term. If vy and vy are variable assignments with respect to {Dy}ace that agree on the free
variables of t, then V(t, I,w,v1) = V(t,I,w,vs).

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of ¢.
If t is a variable x, then V(z, I,w, 1) = v1(x) = va(x
If t is a constant C, then V(C, I,w,v;) =V (C,w) =

) = V($,I,w,V2)-
V(C, I, w,vs).
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Let ¢t be an abstraction Az.s. Then

V(Az.s, [, w,v)

= the function whose value for each d € D,, is V(s, I, w, 1)),
where z has type o and v} is v1 except v|(z) = d

= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(s, I, w, v4),
where z has type o and v is v5 except v4(x) = d

[induction hypothesis, since ] and v/, agree on the free variables of s
=V(A\z.s, I,w,vs).

Let t be an application (u v). Then

(
(
(u, I, w,v9)(V(u, I, w,vy)) [induction hypothesis]
(

Let t be a tuple (t1,...,t,). Then

V((tl,...,tn),l,w,ul)

(tl,I,U),Vl),.--,V tn7Iaan1))

= (V(t1, I, w,12),...,V(ty, I,w,1r)) [induction hypothesis]
=V((t1,...,tn), I, w,10).

Let t have the form [J;s. Then

V(;s, I, w, 1)
= M({V(S7 I, wlv Vl)}w’EW’)
=M{V(s, I, 0 v2)}wew:) [induction hypothesis]
=V(O;s, I, w,1s).

O

The next three results in this subsection about modalities will later provide useful as-
sumptions for use in computations. The first concerns the case when the term ¢ in [;t is
rigid.

Proposition 3.15. Let t be a rigid term, I an interpretation, w a world in I, v a variable
assignment, and i € {1,...,m}. Then V(O;t, [,w,v) = V(t,I,w,v).

Proof. Since t is rigid, by Proposition all the V(¢,I,w',v), for w' € W', are equal. The
result then follows directly from the definition of V(O;t, I, w,v). O

The next proposition gives an important property of terms having type of the form oo —
that are applied to a rigid argument.
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Proposition 3.16. Let I = (W, {R;}",,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}acs, and w € W. Let s be a term having type of the form
a — B, t a term of type a that is rigid, and i € {1,...,m}. Then V((Ois t),I,w,v) =
V(Oi(st), I,w,v).

Proof. The type of s has rank > 0. Thus
V((Ois t), I,w,v)
=V(Os, I,w,v)(V(t, I,w,v))
=M{V(s, [,w',v) bew ) (V(E, T, w,v))
= M{V(s,I,w',v)(V(t, I, w,v)) bwrew)
=M{V(s, [,w' v)(V(t, [,w,v)) bwew) [tis rigid]
=M{V((s 1), L,w',v)}uwrew)
=V(Oi(s t), I, w,v).

Next I show that one can switch A’s and modalities.

Proposition 3.17. Let t be a term, I = (W, {Ri}"|,{Da}tacs, V) an interpretation,

v a variable assignment with respect to {Datacs, w € W, and i € {1,...,m}. Then
V(O x.t, I, w,v) =V Ae.Oit, I,w,v).
Proof.

V(O \x.t, I, w,v)
=M{{V(A\z.t,I,w',v) }wrew)

= M({the function whose value for each d € D,, is V(¢,I,w’,v'), where x has type
a and V' is v except V() = d}yrewr)

= the function whose value for each d € D, is M({V(t, I,w', V') }wew),
where  has type a and v/ is v except V/(z) = d

= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(T;t, I, w, V),
where z has type a and v/ is v except V/(z) = d

=V \x.Oit, [, w,v).

There are analogous results to the preceding three for dual modalities.

Proposition 3.18. Let ¢ be a rigid biterm, I an interpretation, w a world in I, v a variable
assignment, and i € {1,...,m}. Then V(<Cip, I,w,v) = V(p, I, w,v).

Proof.

V(Cip, I, w,v)

(=0;—p, I, w,v)

(= w)(V(Oi~p, I, w,v))

(=, w)(V(=ep, I, w,v)) [Proposition
(==, I, w,v)

(¢, I,w,v) [Proposition .

I
<

I
S < = =



3 SEMANTICS 47

O]

Proposition 3.19. Let I = (W, {R;}"1,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dq}acs, and w € W. Let ¢ be a biterm having type of the form
a — [, t a term of type « that is rigid, and i € {1,...,m}. Then V((Cip t),I,w,v) =
V(Ci(p t), I,w,v).

Proof.

<3

Cipt), [,w,v)

-O;—¢ t), [, w,v)

(= t),I,w,v)) [Part 6 of Proposition
V(Einp t), I, w,v))

V(i(—p t), I, w,v)) [Proposition
MEV((=p 1), L,w', v) burewr))
MEV(=(p ), L,w',v) burewr))

V(= (e t), I,w,v))

t),I,w,v))

I, w,v).

—_—
—~~

[
< <
d

I
A
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€ & & & €

I
A
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44
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O
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Proposition 3.20. Let ¢ be a biterm, I = (W, {R;}"1,{Datacs, V) an interpretation,
v a variable assignment with respect to {Datacs, w € W, and i € {1,...,m}. Then
V(Cidx.p, [,w,v) = V(Az.Op, I, w, v).

Proof.

V(O r.p, [, w,v)

=V(-0;-A\z.p, [,w,v)

=V(—w) V(O z.0, I, w,v))

= V(= w)MEV(=Az.0,I,w', v) brenr))

= V(= w) MV Az.~p, I,w',v) byew)) [Part 9 of Proposition [3.1]
=V (-, w) V(O z.~p, I, w,v))

=V (=, w)(V(Az.O;—p, I, w,v)) [Proposition

=V(-Az.O0;—p, I, w,v)

=V(Az.-O;=p, I,w,v) [Part 9 of Proposition
=V(Az.Ci0, I, w,v).

The next result establishes semantically the Kripke axiom for the case of biterms.

Proposition 3.21. Let I = (W, {R;}[",,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}tacs, w € W, and ¢ and i) biterms of the same type. Then
V(i(p — ¢) — (O — O), [,w,v) =T.
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Proof. Suppose that the type of ¢ and ¢ is a; — -+ — @, — £2. Let dj € Do, (j = 1,...,n).
Then

V(i(p — ¢) — (O — O), [w,v) dy ... dy
= (V(—w)(VOi(¢ — ¥), Lw,v))) (Vi — Ui, [,w,v)) di ... dn
[T it V(O;(¢ — ), [,w,v)dy ... d, =1 or
= VO — O, IL,w,v)dy ... dy=T
1 otherwise
T it V(Oi(e — ), [,w,v)dy ... dy =T and V(Oyo, [,w,v)dy ... dy =T
= implies V(O;¢, I,w,v)dy ... dp =T
1 otherwise
T it V(e —v¢,Lw,v)dy ... dy=T and V(p, [,w',v)dy ... d, =T,
for each w’ such that w R; w',
implies V(¢, [,w',v) dy ... d, = T, for each w’ such that w R; w’

1 otherwise

Proposition justifies the Kripke axiom
Oile — %) — (Hip — L),

where ¢ and 9 are syntactical variables ranging over biterms of the same type, being used as
a global assumption. (See below for the definition of a global assumption.)
Closely related to Proposition [3.21]is the next result.

Proposition 3.22. Let I = (W, {R;}",,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Da}acs, w € W, and s and t terms of the same type. Then
V(i(s=t) — (Ois =0;t), I,w,v) =T.

Proof. By Part 3 of Proposition it suffices to show that if V(O;(s = ¢),[,w,v) = T,
then V(O;s = Oit, I,w,v) = T. Suppose that V(T;(s = t),I,w,v) = T. Then, by Proposi-
tion V(s =t,I,w',v) = T, for each w’ such that w’ R; w. It follows that V(s, I,w’,v)
V(t,I,w',v), for each w' such that w’ R; w. Consequently V(O;s, I, w,v) = V(O;t, I, w,v
and so V(O;s = O;t, I,w,v) = T.

~—

)

(I

Proposition justifies the global assumption
Di(s = t) i (DZS = Dit),

where s and t are syntactical variables ranging over terms of the same type.
The next result gives a semantic version of n-reduction.

Proposition 3.23. Let I = (W, {R;}",,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dg}acs, w € W, t a term of type 0 — 7, and x a variable of
type o that is not free int. Then V(Ax.(t x) =t, [,w,v)=T.
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Proof.

V(Az.(t z), I, w,v)
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V((t ), I,w,v),
where v/ is v except v/ (z) = d
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(¢, I, w, " )(V(z, I, w,v"))
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(t, I, w, " )(V/(x))
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(t, I, w,v")(d)
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(¢, I, w,v)(d)
[Proposition since z is not free in ¢ so that v and v/ agree on the free variables of ¢]
=V(t, I,w,v).

Hence V(\z.(t z) =t, [,w,v) = T. O

Proposition [3.23] justifies the global assumption

vE.((f 7) = f).
This proposition also provides justification for the rule of n-reduction.
Definition 3.12. The rule of n-reduction is as follows: \x.(t x) >, ¢, if x is not free in ¢.

Function definitions that are used by agents will be introduced below. These definitions
will have the form either O; ---0; Va.((f ) = t) or O;, ---0;,.(f = Az.t). The next result
shows that semantically these two definitions are the same and hence can be used interchange-
ably.

Proposition 3.24. Let I = (W, {R;}"|,{Da}tacs, V) be an interpretation, v a vari-
able assignment with respect to {Datacs, w € W, f a function, and t a term. Then
V((f = et) =Va.((fz)=t),[,w,v)=T.

Proof.
VVz.((f z) =t), [,w,v) =T
iff V((f x) =t,1,w,v) = T,for every z-variant v/ of v [Part 3 of Proposition
iff V((f x),I,w,v") =V(t, I,w,'), for every x-variant v/ of v [Proposition
it VOx.(f x), [,w,v) =V(Azx.t, I, w,v)
it V(f, I,w,v) =V(Ax.t,I,w,v) [Proposition
iff V(f = Az.t,I,w,v) =T [Proposition [3.10].

Hence V((f = A\z.t) =Va.((f z) =t),[,w,v) =T. 0
A result closely related to Proposition follows.

Proposition 3.25. Let I = (W, {R;}"1,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}acs, w € W, s and t terms having type of the form o — T,

and x a variable of type o not occurring freely in s or t. Then V((s = t) = Vz.((s z) =
(tx),l,w,v)=T.
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Proof.

V(Vz.((sx) = (tx)), [,w,v) =T
iff V((
iff V((s

E s :):<) (tx),[,w,V') =T, for every x-variant v/ of v
(

iff V(s, I,w,v)(V (2)) = V(t, [,w,v)(/ (x)), for every z-variant v/ of v
(
(

x), [,w, V") =V((t z),I,w,V), for every z-variant v/ of v

iff V(s, I, w,v) =V(t,1,w,v)
it Vis=t,I,w,v)=T.

Hence V((s =t) =Va.((sz) = (t x)),[,w,v) = T. O

Proposition justifies the axiom of extensionality

Vivg.((f = g9) = Va.((f =) = (9 2)))

being used as a global assumption.
The next result justifies a global assumption concerning tuples.

Proposition 3.26. Let I = (W,{R;}",,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dq}acs, w € W, and (s1,...,8,) and (t1,...,t,) terms of the
same type. Then V(((S1,..-y8n) = (t1,...ytn)) = (s1=t1) A A(sp =1tn), [,w,v) =T.

Proof.

V((s1y--y8n) = (t1y. . ytn), L,bw,v) =T
iff V((s1,...,8n),L,w,v) =V((t1,...,tn),[,w,v)
ff (Vv (31,1 w, 1/) S V(sn, Iw,v)) = (V(t1, [,w,v),...,V(tn, I, w,v))
1ﬁ'\7(sz,l w,v) = V(ti,l,w,l/), fori=1,...,n
it V(s; =t;, [,w,v) =T, fori=1,...,n
iff V((si=ti) A Asp=tp), [,w,v)=T.

Hence V(((s1,---58n) = (t1,...,tn)) = (s1 =t1) A== A(sp =1tn), [,w,v) =T. O

Proposition [3.20] justifies

Var... Ve, Yy Yy (21, 20) = (W1, -+, 0n)) = (@1 =191) A A (@ = yn))

being used as a global assumption.
Definition gives the free interpretation to data constructors. From this interpretation,
two results and their corresponding global assumption follow.

Proposition 3.27. Let I = (W, {R;}"1,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dy}acs, w € W, and C a data constructor such that C sy ...,
and C ti...t, are terms. Then V((C s1...8, = C t1...tp) = (51 = t1) A -~ AN (sp =
n),[,w,u) =T.
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Proof.

V(ICs1...8p=Cty...ty, [,w,v)=T
it V(C sy...sn,L,w,v) =V(Ct1...ty, I, w,v)
iff V(C,w) V(s1,I,w,v)...V(sp, ,w,v)=V(C,w) V(ty,I,w,v)...V(ty, [,w,v)
ift CV(s1,I,w,v)... V(sp, [,w,v)=CV(t1,I,w,v)... V(ty,I,w,v)
iff V(s, I, w,v) =V(t;, [,w,v), fori=1,...,n
ift V(s; =t;, [,w,v) =T, fori=1,....n
it V((s1=ti) A A(sp=tp), [,w,v)=T.

Hence V((C s1...8p, =Ct1...tp) =(s1 =t1) AN (sp =1tn),[,w,v) =T. O
Proposition [3.27] justifies
Vey... Ve Yy Yy (Cz1...copy =Cuyr...yn) = (@1 =y1) Ao A@n = Yn)),

where C' is a syntactical variable ranging over data constructors, being used as a global
assumption.

Proposition 3.28. Let I = (W, {R;}",,{Da}acs, V) be an interpretation, v a variable
assignment with respect to {Dytacs, w € W, and C and D data constructors such that
C#DandC sy...8, =D ty...ty is a term. Then V(C s1...8, =D t1...ty, [,w,v) = 1.

Proof.
V(C s1...80,1,w,v)
=V(Cyw) V(s1, I,w,v)...V(sp, I, w,v)
=CV(s1,L,w,v)...V(sp, I, w,v)
#DV(ty, I,w,v)...V(tm, I,w,v)
=V(D,w) V(t1,I,w,v) ... V(tm, [,w,v)
=V(Dty...tym,[,w,v).
Hence V(C s1...8, =D t1...ty, [,w,v) = L. O
Proposition [3.28| justifies
Vay... Ve, Yy .. Yy, (C xz1...xp =D yy .. ym) = L,

where C' and D are syntactical variables ranging over data constructors such that C # D,
being used as a global assumption.

3.3 Admissible Substitutions

The next few results are concerned with knowing the semantics of a term after a substitution
is applied or a subterm replaced. For these, a restriction on the application of substitutions
is needed.

Definition 3.13. Let ¢ be a term and 0 = {z1/t1,...,2,/t,} a substitution. Then 6 is
admissible with respect to t if, for ¢ = 1,...,n, whenever z; has a free occurrence in ¢ that is
a modal occurrence, t; is rigid.
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Proposition 3.29. Lett be a term, 0 = {x1/t1,...,xn/tn} a substitution, I an interpretation,
w a world in I, and v a variable assignment. Suppose that 0 is admissible with respect to
t. Then V(0,I,w,v) = V(t,I,w,v"), where V' (x;) = V(t;, I, w,v), fori = 1,...,n, and
V(y) =v(y), fory & {x1,...,zn}.

Proof. It can be supposed without loss of generality that z; is free in ¢, for ¢ = 1,...,n.
For, suppose x;,...,z; are the variables amongst the z; that are free in ¢, so that 0 |;=
{4, /tiy,- .., 2, /ti, }. Then

V(to,I,w,v)
=V(tb|¢, I, w,v) [Proposition [2.6]
=V(t, I, w,v"), where v*(x;;) = V(t;;, [,w,v), for j =1,... k,

and v*(y) = v(y), for y & {x;,,...,z;, } [assumption]
=V(t,I,w,V"), where v/(x;) = V(t;, [,w,v), fori=1,...,n,

and v/ (y) = v(y), for y & {x1,..., 20}

[Proposition since v* and v/ agree on the free variables in t].

The proof is by induction on the structure of .

Suppose t is a variable . If z is distinct from all the x;, then V(z6, I, w,v) = V(z, I, w,v) =
V(z,I,w,v"), since v and v/ agree on the free variables of x. If x is z;, for some i € {1,...,n},
then V(x;0, I, w,v) = V(t;, I,w,v) = V(x;, [,w,V'), since V' (x;) = V(t;, I, w,v).

Suppose t is a constant C. Then V(CO,I,w,v) =V(C,I,w,v) ="V(C,I,w,V).

Suppose t is an abstraction. I can assume without loss of generality that, for i = 1,...,n,
x; is free in t¢.

(a) Suppose that t is an abstraction Az.s of type v — 3 such that, for all ¢ € {1,...,n},
z is not free in ¢;. Then

V((A\x.s)8, I, w,v)

=V(A\z.(s0),I,w,v) [Proposition

= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(s6, I, w, D),
where 7 is v except U(z) = d

= the function whose value for each d € D,, is V(s, I, w,?’), where ¥/ (x;) = V(t;, [, w, V),
for all i, and ¥/ (y) = U(y), for y € {z1,...,2,} [induction hypothesis]

= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(s, I, w, /),
where v/ is 1/ except V/(x) = d, and v/ (x;) = V(t;, [,w,v), fori =1,...,n,
and v/ (y) = v(y), for y & {x1,..., 7.}
[since z is not free in any ¢;, v and ¥ agree on the free variables in each t;;
hence V(t;, I, w,v) = V(t;, I, w,7); thus 7' = 1/ |

=V(A\z.s, I, w,V).

(b) Suppose that ¢ is an abstraction A\z.s of type a — 3 such that, for some i € {1,...,n},
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x is free in ¢;. Then

V((Az.s)8,1,w,v)
=V(\y.(s({z/y}U0)),I,w,v) [Proposition
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(s({z/y} U0),I,w,v),
where 7 is v except 7(y) = d
= the function whose value for each d € D,, is V(s, I, w,?'), where V' (x) = V(y, I, w, V),
vV (x;) = V(t;, [,w,v), fori =1,...,n, and ¥'(2) = v(2), for 2 € ({x1,..., 2} U{z})
[induction hypothesis]
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(s, I, w, /),
where v/ is 1/ except V/(x) = d, and v/ (x;) = V(t;, [,w,v), fori =1,...,n,
and V/(2) = v(2), for 2 & {z1,..., 20}
[/ and 1/ agree, except possibly on ]
=V(\z.s,I,w,V).

Suppose t has the form (u v). Then

v
=V

(uv)f, I,w,v)

((u v0), I, w,v)

(ub, I, w,v)(V(vl,I,w,v))
(

(

u, I,w, v )(V(v,I,w,v')) [induction hypothesis]

(uv), I,w,v"),

v
v
v

where /' (z;) = V(t;, I, w,v), for i =1,...,n, and V/(y) = v(y), for y & {x1,...,2,}.
Suppose that ¢ has the form (¢1,...,¢,). Then
V((t1,...,tn)0, I, w,v)
(t10,...,t,0),1,w,v)
(t10,I,w,v),...,(V(t,0,I,w,v))
(
(

|
<
~
oy
~
&
t\
ol

s (V(tn, I,w,v")) [induction hypothesis]
=V((t1,...,tn), I, w, V),
where v/ (z;) = V(t;, I, w,v), for i =1,...,n, and V' (y) = v(y), for y & {z1,..., 2.}
Suppose that ¢ has the form [J;s. Then
V((E;8)0,I,w,v)
Oi(s0), I, w,v)
({V(50, 1,0, 1) harc)
{V(s, I,w' V)« V(x;) =V, [,w',v), fori=1,...,n,
and v/ (y) = v(y), for y € {x1, ..., Tn} wew) [induction hypothesis]
= M{V(s, I, w', V/)}w’GW’),
where V' (z;) = V(t;, I,w,v), fori =1,...,n, and V/(y) = v(y), for y & {x1,..., 20}

[0 is admissible w.r.t. t]

W(
M
M
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:v(‘:‘isajawayl)7
where V/'(z;) = V(t;, I,w,v), fori =1,...,n, and v/ (y) = v(y), for y & {x1,..., 2}
[

The next example shows that the condition that 0 be admissible with respect to ¢ in
Proposition [3.29] cannot be dropped. The reason for this comes from a basic asymmetry in
the treatment of constants and variables — the meaning of constants can change from world to
world, while each variable assignment assigns the same meaning to a variable in each world.

Example 3.1. Let a be a type, p: o — 2, C : a, t =0;(p x), and 0 = {z/C}. Also let I be
an interpretation with two worlds w and w’, an accessibility relation R; such that w R; w’,
domain ©, = {a, b}, and mapping V, where V(p,w) = V(p,w’) = relation that is true on a
and false on b, and V(C,w) = a and V(C,w’) = b. Finally, let v be any variable assignment
that maps = to a. Since C is not rigid, 6 is not admissible with respect to t.

Then V(t0, I,w,v) = V(O;(p C),I,w,v) = L. But V(¢t,[,w,v) = V(Oi(p x), [, w,v) =
T, where /() =V(C,I,w,v) = V(C,w) = a and V'(y) = v(y), for y # x.

Since variables are rigid, the next result is a special case of Proposition |3.29

Proposition 3.30. Let t be a term, I an interpretation, w a world in I, v a vartable as-
signment, and x and y variables. Then V(t{z/y},I,w,v) =V(t,I,w,V"), where V'(z) = v(y),
and V'(2) = v(z2), for z # x.

Proposition 3.31. Lett be a term, s and r terms of the same type, I an interpretation, w a
world in I, and v a variable assignment. Suppose that {z/s} and {x/r} are admissible with
respect to t. If V(s =r,I,w,v) =T, then V(t{x/s}, [,w,v) = V(t{z/r}, I,w,v).

Proof. Proposition shows that V(s, I, w,v) = V(r,I,w,v). Then

V(t{z/s}, I,w,v)

V(t,I,w,v'), where v/ is v except that v/(z) = V(s, I, w,v) [Proposition
V(t,I,w,v'), where v/ is v except that v/(z) = V(r, I,w,v)
V(

t{z/r},I,w,v) [Proposition [3.29|.

O]

Proposition 3.32. Let ¢ be a biterm, I an interpretation, w a world in I, and 0 a substitu-
tion. Suppose that 0 is admissible with respect to ¢ and that V(Oy, ...Ok,, 0, [,w,v) =T, for
each variable assignmentv. Then V(Oy, ...Ok,, ¢0,I,w,v) = T, for each variable assignment
V.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the length m of Uy, ...y, .

Suppose first that m = 0. Assume that V(¢,I,w,v) = T, for each variable assign-
ment v. Let 6 be {z1/t1,...,2,/t,} and v a variable assignment. By Proposition
V(pb, I,w,v) = V(p, I,w,v), where v'(z;) = V(t;, I, w,v), for i =1,...,n, and V'(y) = v(y),
for y & {x1,...,z,}. Hence V(p0, I,w,v) =T.

Suppose next that the result holds for length m. Assume that V(Og, ... O, o, [,w,v) =
T, for each variable assignment . Then it follows that, for each variable assignment v,
V(Ogy ... Ok, I,w',v) = T, for each w’ such that w Ry, w'. By the induction hypothe-
sis, for each variable assignment v, V(Oy, ...Oy, .. 90, I,w',v) = T, for each w’ such that
w Ry, w'. Thus, for each variable assignment v, V(Oy, ...0O,, @0, I, w,v) = T. O
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3.4 Term Replacement and Denotations

The next result will be important for the computational mechanism introduced in Section [6]

Proposition 3.33. Let t be a term, s a subterm of t at occurrence o, r a term having the
same type as s, I an interpretation, and w a world in I. Suppose that k1 ... k,, is the modal
path to o int and V(O, ---Og,, (s =), [,w,v) = T, for each variable assignment v. Then
V(t =t[s/r]o, [, w,v) =T, for each variable assignment v.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the length n of o.
Suppose first that n = 0. Thus ¢ is s, t[s/r]|, is 7, and the modal path to o is empty.
Suppose that v is a variable assignment. Then V(t = t[s/7],, [,w,v) =V(s =71, I,w,v) = T.
Suppose next that the result holds for occurrences of length n and o has length n + 1.
Thus ¢ has the form Az.q, (uv), (t1,...,t,), or Oiq.
Consider the case when ¢ has the form Az.q and o = 10, for some o’. Suppose that v is a
variable assignment. Then
V(Az.q,I,w,v)
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(q, I, w, v,
where the type of t is ¥ — ¢ and v/ is v except v/(z) = d
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(q[s/r]y, I, w, V)
[induction hypothesis (since modal path to o’ is same as to 0) and Proposition
=V(A\zx.(q[s/7]o), I, w,v)
=V((A\z.q)[s/T]o, I, w, V).
By Proposition V(Ax.q = (A\z.q)[s/T]o, [,w,v) =T.
Consider next the case when ¢ has the form (u v) and 0o = 10, for some o'. Suppose that
v is a variable assignment. Then

V((uv), I, w,v)
=V(u,I,w,v)(V(v,I,w,v))
= V(u[s/r]y, L,w,v)(V(v,I,w,v)) [induction hypothesis and Proposition |3.10]
=V((ul[s/r]y v), I, w,v)
=V((uv)[s/r]e, I,w,v).
By Proposition V((uv) = (uv)[s/r|o,I,w,v) = T. The case when o = 20’ is similar.

The case when ¢ has the form (¢1,...,t,) is similar to the preceding one.

Consider finally the case when t has the form [J;q. Thus i = k1, o = 10/, for some 0/,
and the modal path to o’ in ¢ is ks ... k,,. Furthermore, for each variable assignment v and
each w' such that w R; w', V(Og, --- Oy, (s = r),I,w’,v) = T. Suppose that v is a variable
assignment. Then

V(Di% Ia w, V)
= M{V(g, [, w', v) }uwewr)
= MV(q[s/r]or, I,w',v) }wrew:) [Induction hypothesis and Proposition [3.10]
=V(Oi(q[s/r]or, I, w,v)
=V((Eiq)[s/r]o, I, w,v).

By Proposition V(iq = (Liq)[s/r]o, [, w,v) = T. O
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3.5 Denotations of a-equivalent Terms
The next result establishes that a-equivalent terms have the same meaning.

Proposition 3.34. Let s and t be terms, I = (W, {R;}"1,{Da}acs, V) an interpretation,
v a variable assignment with respect to {Dy}acs, and w € W. Then the following hold.

1. If y is not free in t, then V(Ax.t,I,w,v) = V(Ay.(t{x/y}), I, w,v).
2. If s —q t, then V(s, I, w,v) =V(t, I,w,v).
3. If s <y t, then V(s,I,w,v) = V(t,I,w,v).

Proof. 1. Suppose that x and y are variables of type a. Then

V(Ay-(Hz/y}), Iw,v)
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(t{z/y}, I, w,),
where 1/ is v except V/(y) = d
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(¢, I, w, V"),
where V"' (z) = V/(y), v"(z) = V/(2), for z # x, and V' is v except V/(y) = d
[Proposition |3.30]
= the function whose value for each d € D, is V(¢t, [, w, "),

where v is v except V" (z) =d
[Proposition since y is not free in ¢ so v/ and " agree on the free variables of ¢]

=V(\z.t,I,w,v).

2. Suppose that t is s[u/v],, where u >, v. From Part 1, V(u,I,w,v) = V(v, I, w,v),
for each world w and variable assignment v. By Proposition Viu =v,I,w,v) =T,
for each world w and variable assignment v. Now let k; ...k, be the modal path to o in
s. Thus V(Og, --- O, (v = v),I,w,v) = T, for each world w and variable assignment v.
By Proposition , V(s = s[u/v]o, I, w,v) = T, for each world w and variable assignment
v. Hence, by Proposition again, V(s, I,w,v) = V(s[u/v],, I,w,v), for each world w and
variable assignment v.

3. This is an easy induction on the length of the path of a-conversions from s to ¢, using
Part 2. O

As shown by the next example, the condition that y not be free in ¢ in Part 1 of Proposi-
tion cannot be dropped.

Example 3.2. Let x and y be variables of type Nat, I an interpretation consisting of a single
world w whose domain for the type Nat is the set of natural numbers N, and v a variable
assignment that maps y to 0. Then

V(Ax.y, I, w,v)

= the function from N to N that maps each natural number to 0.
But
V(xy(y{z/y}), I, w,v)

=V(\y.y,I,w,v)
= the identity function on N.
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3.6 [(-Reduction

I now define the relation >~z corresponding to (-reduction.

Definition 3.14. The rule of B-reduction is as follows: (Az.s t) > s{x/t}, if {x/t} is
admissible with respect to s.

Definition 3.15. The relation — g is defined by u —p3 u[s/t], if s is a subterm of u at
occurrence o and s >g t.

Let L),g be the reflexive, transitive closure of —g.

Let ég be the reflexive, symmetric, and transitive closure of —g.

Definition 3.16. If s @g t, then s and t are said to be (-equivalent.
The next result establishes that (-equivalent terms have the same meaning.

Proposition 3.35. Let s and t be terms, I = (W, {R;}",,{Da}acs, V) an interpretation,
v a variable assignment with respect to {Dy}acs, and w € W. Then the following hold.

1. If {x/t} is admissible with respect to s, then V((Az.st),I,w,v) = V(s{z/t}, 1, w,v).
2. If s —pgt, then V(s,I,w,v) =V(t, 1, w,v).
3. If s «“=5t, then V(s, I,w,v) = V(t, I,w,v).

Proof. 1.

V((Ax.st), I,w,v)

(Ax.s, I,w,v) (V(t,I,w,v))
(

(

s, I,w, V"), where v/ is v except that v/(z) = V(¢, I, w,v)
s{z/t},I,w,v) [Proposition [3.29].

2. Suppose that ¢ is s[u/v],, where u >g v. From Part 1, V(u,l,w,v) = V(v,I,w,v),
for each world w and variable assignment v. By Proposition V(u = v, I,w,v) =T,
for each world w and variable assignment v. Now let ki ...k, be the modal path to o in
s. Thus V(Og, - - Ok, (v = v),I,w,v) = T, for each world w and variable assignment v.
By Proposition V(s = s[u/v]o, I,w,v) = T, for each world w and variable assignment
v. Hence, by Proposition again, V(s,I,w,v) = V(s[u/v]o, I,w,v), for each world w and
variable assignment v.

3. This is an easy induction on the length of the path of S-reductions from s to t, using
Part 2. O

v
v
v

The next example shows that the condition that {z/t} be admissible with respect to s in
Part 1 of Proposition [3.35] cannot be dropped.

Example 3.3. Let a be a type, p:a — 2, C : a, s = Ui(p x), and t = C. Also let I be
an interpretation with two worlds w and w’, an accessibility relation R; such that w R; w’,
domain ®, = {a, b}, and mapping V, where V(p,w) = V(p,w’) = relation that is true on a
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and false on b, and V(C,w) = a and V(C,w’) = b. Finally, let v be any variable assignment

that maps x to a. Since C' is not rigid, {x/C'} is not admissible with respect to O;(p z). Then
V((Az.Oi(px) C),I,w,v)

Ae.Oi(p x), I,w,v)(V(C, I,w,v))

(Ei(p

(

O;(p ), I,w,v'), where /' is v except that /(x) = V(C, I, w,v)
(px),I,w' V), where v/ is v except that v/(z) = V(C, I, w,v)

v
v
v
-

But

V(Di(p x){x/C}, Iv w, V)
V(Oi(p C),I,w,v)

V(lpC), I,w', v)
1

3.7 Validity and Consequence
Now come the important concepts of validity and consequence.

Definition 3.17. A biterm ¢ is valid at a world w in an interpretation I if V(p, I, w,v) =T,
for every variable assignment v.

Definition 3.18. A biterm ¢ is satisfiable at a world w in an interpretation I if V(p, I, w,v) #
1, for some variable assignment v.

The concepts of validity and satisfiability are dual to one another, as the next result shows.
Proposition 3.36. Let I be an interpretation and ¢ a biterm. Then the following hold.

1. ¢ is valid at w in I iff ~p is not satisfiable at w in I.

2. @ s satisfiable at w in I iff ~¢ is not valid at w in I.
Proof. 1.

p is valid at w in 1
iff V(p,I,w,v) =T, for every variable assignment v
iff V(=p,I,w,v) = 1, for every variable assignment v

iff - is not satisfiable at w in 1.

p is satisfiable at w in 1
iff V(p,I,w,v)# 1L, for some variable assignment v
ifft V(—p,I,w,v)# T, for some variable assignment v

iff —¢ is not valid at w in [I.
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Proposition 3.37. Let I = (W, {R;}"{,{Datacs, V) be an interpretation, w € W, ¢ a
biterm, and x a variable that is not free in .

1. ¢ is valid at w in I iff (¢ x) is valid at w in I.
2. ¢ is valid in I iff (¢ x) is valid in I.

Proof. 1. This follows from Proposition
2. This follows from Part 1 and the definition of validity in an interpretation. O

Definition 3.19. A biterm ¢ is wvalid in an interpretation if it is valid at each world in the
interpretation.

Proposition 3.38. Let ¢ be a biterm, I an interpretation, and w a world in I. Then the
following hold.

1. ¢ is valid at w in I iff Ax.p is valid at w in I.
 is valid in I iff Ax.p is valid in 1.
@ s valid at w in I iff (II ) is valid at w in I.

o is valid in I iff (II @) is valid in I.

AR

@ is valid at w in I iff V() is valid at w in I.
6. ¢ is valid in I iff V() is valid in I.

Proof. 1. This follows from Part 1 of Proposition
2. This follows from Part 1 and the definition of validity in an interpretation.
This follows from Part 2 of Proposition
This follows from Part 1 and the definition of validity in an interpretation.
This follows from Part 3 of Proposition
This follows from Part 3 and the definition of validity in an interpretation. ]

S G W

Definition 3.20. An interpretation (W,{R;}7",,{Da}acs, V) is said to be based on the
frame (W, {R;}",).

Definition 3.21. A biterm is valid in a frame if it is valid in every interpretation based on
the frame.

Definition 3.22. If L is a class of frames, then a biterm is L-valid if it is valid in each frame
in L.

A theory is just a set of biterms, but it will be useful to distinguish two different kinds of
biterms in the theory. This leads to the next definition.

Definition 3.23. A theory is a pair (G, L), where G is a set of biterms, called global assump-
tions, and L is a set of biterms, called local assumptions.

Next comes the fundamental concept of a biterm being a consequence of a theory.



3 SEMANTICS 60

Definition 3.24. Let L be a class of frames, T = (G, L) a theory, and ¢ a biterm. Then ¢ is
an L-consequence of the theory 7 if the following holds: for each interpretation I based on a
frame in L for which all members of G are valid in I and for each world w in I such that each
member of L is valid at w in I, it follows that ¢ is valid at w in I.

Notation. Let K denote the class of all frames. In the following, I abbreviate ‘K-valid’ to
‘valid’ and ‘K-consequence’ to ‘consequence’.

For any class L of frames, L C K. Thus ¢ is a consequence of T implies that ¢ is an
L-consequence of T. Similarly, ¢ is valid implies that ¢ is L-valid.

Clearly each global assumption and each local assumption is a consequence of the theory.
Hence, for any class L of frames, each global assumption and each local assumption is an
L-consequence of the theory.

In applications, the concept of L-consequence is used in the following way. Each application
has a distinguished pointed interpretation (I, w) known as the intended pointed interpretation,
where [ is based on a frame in some class L of frames. This means that, in the application,
w is the actual world and I provides the worlds accessible to w by the various accessibility
relations. Typically, in applications, given some term ¢, one needs to know the meaning
of ¢ in the intended pointed interpretation. If a formal definition of the intended pointed
interpretation is available (as there is in the model checking setting), then this problem
can be solved (under some finiteness assumptions). However, it is much more usual not to
have a formal definition of the intended pointed interpretation, but instead to have a theory
T = (G, L) for the application. The assumption is that (I, w) and T are related in the following
way:

e Each ¢ € G is valid in [.
e Each ¢ € L is valid at w in I.

Suppose now that a biterm ¢ is shown to be an L-consequence of T. Then ¢ is valid at w in
I. Intuitively, ¢ is ‘true in the intended pointed interpretation’.

To emphasise, the key concept is that of meaning in the intended pointed interpretation,
since it describes the actual situation the application has to deal with. But usually it is not
possible for an application to have much detail about the intended pointed interpretation.
Instead, it is usually much more feasible to be able to maintain a theory for the application,
which serves as a surrogate for the intended pointed interpretation. The theory can then be
used in many cases to answer the original question about the meaning of a term in the intended
pointed interpretation. But note that this approach does not always work. For example, a
biterm being true in the intended pointed interpretation is not the same as the biterm being a
consequence of the theory: the latter also implies truth in any pointed interpretation satisfying
the conditions in the preceding paragraph, not just the intended one, and usually there are
many of these. Notwithstanding this difficulty, the convenience of working with the theory
makes it worthwhile. Besides, in practice, there is usually little choice in the matter!

Sometimes it is convenient to have available the concept of a pointed model of a theory.

Definition 3.25. Let T = (G, L) be a theory. A pointed model for T is a pair (I, w) consisting
of an interpretation I and a world w in I such that each ¢ € G is valid in I and each ¢ € L
is valid at w in 1.
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In this terminology, a biterm ¢ is a consequence of 7 if, for each pointed model (I,w)
of T, ¢ is valid at w in I. Also, of course, an intended pointed interpretation should be a
pointed model of the relevant theory.

The next result shows that it makes no difference semantically whether one works with
the (possibly open) assumptions of a theory or the universal closures of all the assumptions
(or, for that matter, anything in between).

Proposition 3.39. Let T be a theory and T the theory obtained from T by taking as its global
assumptions the universal closures of the global assumptions in T and its local assumptions
the universal closures of the local assumptions in T. Let L be a class of frames and ¢ a biterm.
Then ¢ is an L-consequence of T iff ¢ is an L-consequence of T.

Proof. The result follows immediately from Proposition [3.38] and the definition of
L-consequence. O

Note. I will often make use of Proposition [3.39|in the following by leaving off outer universal
quantifiers in assumptions, thus avoiding syntactic clutter. In particular, this will usually be
done with assumptions, such as those in the standard equality theory of Section [6.1] and the
definitions of list-processing functions, that are used in computations.

The next four results will be needed to show the correctness of the computational mech-
anism introduced in Section [6l

Proposition 3.40. Let T be a theory and ¢ a global assumption of T. Then, for each class
L of frames and for each sequence ly .. .1, of indices, U, -- -0 ¢ in an L-consequence of T.

Proof. Suppose that T is (G,L). Let I be an interpretation based on a frame in L for which
all members of G are valid in I and consider a world w in I such that each member of L is
valid at w in I. Since ¢ is a global assumption, it is valid in I and therefore valid at each
world v in I. Thus, whatever the sequence /; ...[, of indices, Ly, - -- Uy, is valid at w in I.
It follows that [y, - -- [, in an L-consequence of T. O

Proposition 3.41. Let T be a theory, L a class of frames, t a biterm, and i € {1,...,m}.
Then Vz.[;t is an L-consequence of T iff [;Vx.t is an L-consequence of T.

Proof. Let T be (G,L), I an interpretation based on a frame in L, and w a world in I. Suppose
that each member of G is valid in I and that each member of L is valid at w in I. Then, by
Part 1 of Proposition V(Ve.Oit, I, w,v) = V(O;Va.t, I, w,v), for each variable assignment
v. Hence Vz.O;t is an L-consequence of T iff [J;Vx.t is an L-consequence of 7. ]

Proposition 3.42. Let T be a theory, L a class of frames, and ¢ a biterm. Then ¢ is an
L-consequence of T iff V(p) is an L-consequence of 7.

Proof. Let T be (G,L), I an interpretation based on a frame in L, and w a world in I. Suppose
that each member of G is valid in I and that each member of L is valid at w in I. Then,
by Part 5 of Proposition @ is valid at w in I iff V() is valid at w in I. Hence ¢ is an
L-consequence of T iff V(i) is an L-consequence of 7. O]

Proposition 3.43. Let T be a theory, L a class of frames, U, - Uy, a biterm that is an L-
consequence of T, and 0 a substitution that is admissible with respect to ¢. Then Uy, - - -y o0
is an L-consequence of T.
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Proof. Let T be (G,L), I an interpretation based on a frame in L, and w a world in I. Suppose
that each member of G is valid in I and that each member of £ is valid at w in I. Since
O, -+ -0p, ¢ is an L-consequence of T, it follows that V(O ---Oy ¢, I, w,v) = T, for each
variable assignment v. By Proposition V(O ---O,00,1,w,v) = T, for each variable
assignment v. Thus [J;, - - - [, @0 is an L-consequence of 7. O

3.8 Modalities for Applications

As is well known, modalities can have a variety of meanings, depending on the application.
In this subsection, some of these are indicated. The setting here is more general than usual in
that it allows modalities to be applied to terms and dual modalities to be applied to biterms
Much more detail for the usual setting of formulas can be found in [FHMV95] and [GKWZ03],
for example.

In multi-agent applications, one meaning for [J;t is that ‘agent 7 knows t’, where ¢ is a
term. In this case, the modality [J; is written as K;. The logic S5,, is commonly used to
capture the intended meaning of knowledge. The axioms for this logic are as follows (where
i=1,...,m).

Kip — ¢ (T3)
¢ — Ki~K;~¢p (B;)
Kip — K Kip (4)

where ¢ is a syntactical variable ranging over biterms. Axiom T; is reflexivity, B; is symmetry,
and 4; is transitivity (of the corresponding accessibility relation). Note that while a term such
as K ;42 is admitted, it is not subject to the preceding axioms that only apply to biterms.

A weaker notion is that of belief. In this case, [];t means that ‘agent i believes t’ and the
modality [J; is written as B;. The logic KD45,, is commonly used to capture the intended
meaning of belief.

A term of the form B;t, where t is not a formula, while perhaps unfamiliar, is intuitive
and useful. Intuitively, B;t means ‘agent ¢ believes t’; formally, its semantics is given by the
M function in Definition A typical example of this, other than when ¢ is a formula,
is when ¢t is a function symbol, say, f. Then B;f means ‘agent ¢ believes function f’. This
is normally captured by a function definition for f that is the one believed by agent i (in
contrast to other definitions for f that may be believed by other agents). Plenty of examples
like this are given in Section [7}

There is considerable attention in the literature on logics such as S5,,, KD45,,, and
related ones concerning the subtle differences in meaning that the various axioms might
bestow on modalities for knowledge and belief. When trying to build agent applications
these subtleties are usually completely overshadowed by the issues of dealing with the various
function definitions for different agents at different times and the choice of interaction axioms
that relate the various modalities. In any case, the consequences that might follow from using
the axioms T;, B;, 4;, and so on, are not explored in this paper.

The modalities also have a variety of temporal readings. Here I remark on one version
of the case of discrete time. For this case, the intended interpretation includes the natural
numbers N (or, perhaps, the integers Z). Each n € N is interpreted as a time point with n+1
the next time point after n.

I adopt the usual modalities O (‘next’), O (‘always in the future’), & (‘sometime in the
future’), and U (‘until’). The modalities O and [J are assumed to be among the [y, ..., O,,.
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In particular, O is interpreted by the relation {(n,n + 1) | n € N}. The modalities O and [
can be applied to arbitrary terms. The modality < is dual to [ and thus can only be applied
to biterms.

The modality U is a binary modality and thus, strictly speaking, cannot even be written
down in the logic since it only admits unary modalities. However, as I show now, one can
introduce U as an abbreviation for a higher-order term involving O that can be applied to
biterms. By this means, the higher-order nature of the logic be used to effectively admit a
binary modality into the logic. For this, O™ and O=", where n € N, need to be defined. Let
¢ be a biterm. Then 0% = 0<%y = ¢ and, for n > 0,

On+1(p — OOHSD
0=l = NIy Ol
These definitions can be expressed in the logic by the following axiom schemas.

sometime : o X Nat — o

(sometime (p,n)) = if n =0 then @ else O(sometime (p,n — 1))

upto_sometime : a« X Nat — «
(upto_sometime (p,n)) =
if n =0 then ¢ else ((sometime (p,n)) A (upto_sometime (p,n — 1))),

where « is a biterm type and ¢ is a syntactical variable standing for an arbitrary biterm of
type a. (Syntactical variables are needed (at least in the definition of sometime) because
the modality restricts too much the substitutions that can be made in the first argument of
sometime.) Then, for n € N and ¢ a biterm, the procedure of Section can be used to
compute (sometime (p,n)) and (upto_sometime (p,n)). The answers returned are

(sometime (p,n)) = O™y
and

(upto_sometime (p,n)) = O="p.
Now ¢ U9 can be defined with the meaning ‘@ holds until ¢ holds’. Define ¢ U ¢ to be an
abbreviation for

¥ V In.((upto_sometime (p,n)) A (sometime (1, n + 1))).

This clearly captures the intended meaning of U.

Next I give a useful collection of equations about the modalities O, [, ¢, and U that are
valid at every world in every interpretation and, therefore, can be used as global assumptions
in any theory.

U =9V (pANO(@U))
Cp=pV OOy

O =9 A Oy

O(p Ap) = Op N OY

Olp Vo) = Op V09

Olp — ) = Op — OY
O = =0y,
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where ¢ and 9 are syntactical variables ranging over biterms of the same type.

Companions to the above (future) temporal modalities are the past temporal modalities
©® (‘last’), B (‘always in the past’), 4 (‘sometime in the past’), and S (‘since’). The modality
@ is interpreted by the relation {(n + 1,n) | n € N} U {(0,0)}. Also S can be defined in
terms of @ in an analogous way as for the corresponding definitions for the future temporal
modalities. There is also a set of equations for the past temporal modalities that are useful
for reasoning.

pSY=9V(pNe(pSY))
do=0pV ok

By =¢p A\ oMy

(P NY) =0p \ @Y
O(pVY)=0pV @Y

O(p —Y)=0p — @Y
0~ =0y,

where ¢ and 1 are syntactical variables ranging over biterms of the same type.
The next global assumption is given by Proposition which shows that the following
schema can be used as a global assumption.

Oit = t, (3.1)

where t is a syntactical variable ranging over rigid terms and i € {1,...,m}. Instances of
this schema that could be used as global assumptions include the following.

B;42 = 42
@42 = 42
B[] =]
B,T=T
B l=1
o T =T
oL L.

Proposition shows that the following schema dual to (3.1)) can be used as a global
assumption.

Cip =, (3:2)

where ¢ is a syntactical variable ranging over rigid biterms and i € {1,...,m}.
Proposition shows that the following schema can be used as a global assumption.

(Dis t) = Oi(s t), (3.3)

where s is a syntactical variable ranging over terms having type of the form a — 3, t is a
syntactical variable ranging over rigid terms of type «, and i € {1,...,m}.
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Specialised to some of the epistemic and temporal modalities discussed so far, this means
that

(Bist) = Bi(st)
(Ost) =0(st)
(Ost) =0(s t)
(@st) =@(st)
(Hst) =H(st)

are global assumptions (under the rigidity assumption on t).
Global assumption is also useful when the rank of the type of s is > 1. Suppose that
s is a term whose type has rank 2 and ¢; and 9 are rigid terms such that ((s ¢1) t2) is a term.
Then ((O;s t1) t2) can be rewritten first to (;(s t1) t2) and then to [J;((s t1) t2).
Proposition shows that the following schema dual to can be used as a global

assumption.

(Cip t) = Qilp t), (3.4)
where ¢ is a syntactical variable ranging over biterms having type of the form o — 3, t is a
syntactical variable ranging over rigid terms of type «, and i € {1,...,m}.

Proposition [3.17] shows that the following schema can be used as a global assumption.

where t is a syntactical variable ranging over terms and ¢ € {1,...,m}.
Proposition shows that the following schema dual to (3.5) can be used as a global

assumption.
Cidx.o = A4, (3.6)

where ¢ is a syntactical variable ranging over biterms and i € {1,...,m}.

In addition, there are interactions between the temporal and epistemic modalities for
which implicational schemas such as the following may be appropriate (depending on the
application). These model agents with perfect recall.

B;0Op — OBjp

where ¢ is a syntactical variable ranging over biterms.
Similarly, there are implicational schemas available for use that connect the past temporal
and epistemic modalities. These model agents with another form of perfect recall.

®B,p — B,®yp
0K p — K, @p

where ¢ is a syntactical variable ranging over biterms. In Section [7.3] an illustration of a
computation using the past temporal modalities will be given. Generally, the past temporal
modalities are useful in applications for which an agent uses the past (and present) to select
a suitable action.
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4 Polymorphism

In most applications, (parametric) polymorphism arises naturally. This section shows how
polymorphism can be introduced into the logic. Considerably more detail about polymor-
phism (in the non-modal case) is given in [LIo03].

4.1 Types

To begin with, the earlier concept of a type has to be generalised. For this purpose, parame-
ters, which are type variables, are introduced.

Definition 4.1. An alphabet consists of four sets:

1. A set T of type constructors.
2. A set B of parameters.
3. A set € of constants.

4. A set U of variables.

Another difference in the above definition of an alphabet compared to the earlier one is
that the variables in U do not have fixed types; instead each occurrence of a variable in a
term is given a type according to its position in the term.

Definition 4.2. A type is defined inductively as follows.
1. Each parameter in ‘B is a type.

2. If T' is a type constructor in ¥ of arity k and «q,...,a; are types, then T oy ... is a
type. (For k = 0, this reduces to a type constructor of arity 0 being a type.)

3. If « and 3 are types, then o — ( is a type.

4. If aq, ..., a, are types, then ag X -+ X a, is a type. (For n = 0, this reduces to I being
a type.)

Example 4.1. Typical types are Int x (List a) and List (List a).
Definition 4.3. A type is closed if it contains no parameters.

A closed type in the sense of Definition is the same as a type in the sense of Defini-
tion

Since types may now contain parameters, the concept of a type substitution is introduced
whose purpose is to instantiate parameters that appear in types.

Definition 4.4. A type substitution is a finite set of the form {a; /a1, ..., a,/ay}, where each
a; is a parameter, each o is a type distinct from a;, and a1, ..., a, are distinct. Each element
a;/a; is called a binding.

In particular, {} is a type substitution called the identity substitution.

Notation. If 4 = {a1/a1,...,an/ay}, then domain(u) = {a1,...,a,} and range(p) is the
set of parameters appearing in {aq, ..., a,}.
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Definition 4.5. A type substitution {a1/ai,...,an/a,} is closed if «; is closed, for i =
1,...,n.

Definition 4.6. Let u = {ai/au,...,a,/an} be a type substitution and « a type. Then
a, the instance of o by p, is the type obtained from « by simultaneously replacing each
occurrence of the parameter a; in a by the type a; (i = 1,...,n).

Definition 4.7. Let u = {a1/aa,...,am/am} and v = {b1/B1,...,bn/Bn} be type substi-
tutions. Then the composition pv of p and v is the type substitution obtained from the
set

{al/alya s ,am/Oéml/, bl//Bla v 7bn/5n}

by deleting any binding a;/c;v for which a; = oy and deleting any binding b;/3; for which
bj € {al,. . .,am}.

Composition is defined so that a(ur) = (au)v, for any type a and type substitutions p
and v. Also pu{} = {}p = u, for any p, so {} really is an identity. Composition of type
substitutions is associative.

One type can be more general than another.

Definition 4.8. Let o and 3 be types. Then « is more general than 3 if there exists a type
substitution & such that 8 = a&.

Note that ‘more general than’ includes ‘equal to’, since £ can be the identity substitution.

Example 4.2. Let o = (List a) x 2 and § = (List Int) x 2. Then « is more general than
B, since 3 = a&, where £ = {a/Int}.

Definition 4.9. Let £ = {a; = f1,...,a, = O} be a set of equations about types. Then a
type substitution u is a unifier for E if a;u is identical to G;u, for i =1,...,n.

Example 4.3. Let E = {a — List b=c¢ — List M,a x b = a x M}, where a, b and ¢ are
parameters and M is a unary type constructor. Then the type substitution {a/M,b/M,c/M}
is a unifier for F.

One type substitution can be more general than another.

Definition 4.10. Let p and v be type substitutions. Then p is more general than v if there
exists a type substitution v such that puy = v.

Definition 4.11. Let F be a set of equations about types and u be a unifier for £. Then p
is a most general unifier for E if, for every unifier v for E, y is more general than v.

Notation. The phrase ‘most general unifier’ is often abbreviated to ‘mgu’.

Example 4.4. Let E = {a — List b= ¢ — List M,axb = ax M} be a set of equations about
types. Then the type substitution {a/c,b/M} is an mgu for E. Note that, for the unifier
{a/M,b/M,c/M} of Example 4.3 {a/M,b/M,c/M} = {a/c,b/M}{c/M}. Thus {a/c,b/M}
is indeed more general than this unifier.
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4.2 Terms

Next the concept of a term from Section [2]is generalised to the polymorphic case. For this, 1
first turn to a discussion of the constants in €.

In the polymorphic setting, constants can have signatures that are not closed, as is illus-
trated by the next example.

Example 4.5. The data constructors for constructing lists are [] having signature List a and
# having signature a — List a — List a, where f is usually written infix. [| represents the
empty list and the term sft represents the list with head s and tail ¢. Because [] and § are
polymorphic, [] and st can be used to represent lists of any type. Thus 44546 [| represents
the list [4,5,6], and Af Bt C f[] represents the list [A, B, C], where A, B, and C' are constants
of some type T, say.

The set € is similar to before, except that =, —a, Aas Va, —a, <—a, 2a and I, are
replaced by the following polymorphic versions (where a and the a; are parameters):

1. =, having signature a — a — (2.
2. =, having signature (a1 — -+ — ap, — 2) — (a1 — -+ — ap, — ).

3. A, V, —, and «—, having signature (a; — -+ — a, — 2) — (a1 — -+ — a, — 2) —
(ap — -+ — ap — ).

4. X and II, having signature (a3 — -+ — a, — 2) — 2.

Data constructors always have a signature of the form oy — -+ — o, — (T a1...ag),
where T is a type constructor of arity k, ai,...,a, are distinct parameters, and all the
parameters appearing in o1, ..., 0, occur among aj,...,a (n > 0, k > 0). The arity of the
data constructor is n. A nullary data constructor is a data constructor of arity 0.

Now the concept of a (polymorphic) term, which generalises that of a (monomorphic) term
in Definition can be defined. However, the polymorphic case is rather more complicated
than the monomorphic case since, when putting terms together to make larger terms, it
is generally necessary to solve a system of equations and these equations depend upon the
relative types of free variables in the component terms. The effect of this is that to define a
term one has to define simultaneously its type, and its set of free variables and their relative

types.
Definition 4.12. A term, together with its type, and its set of free variables and their relative
types, is defined inductively as follows.

1. Each variable = in U is a term of type a, where a is a parameter.

The variable z is free with relative type a in z.
2. Each constant C' in €, where C has signature «, is a term of type a.

3. If t is a term of type 3 and x a variable in U, then A\z.t is a term of type a — 3, if = is
free with relative type « in t, or type a — (3, where a is a new parameter, otherwise.

A variable other than z is free with relative type o in Az.t if the variable is free with
relative type o in t.
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4. If s is a term of type « and ¢ a term of type 3 such that the equation
a=0—b,
where b is a new parameter, augmented with equations of the form
0=29,

for each variable that is free with relative type o in s and is also free with relative type
d in t, have a most general unifier £, then (s t) is a term of type b§.

A variable is free with relative type o€ in (s t) if the variable is free with relative type

o in s or t.
5. If t1,...,t, are terms of type aq, ..., ay, respectively, such that the set of equations of
the form
0iq ::Qlka
for each variable that is free with relative type ¢;; in the term ¢;, (j = 1,...,k and
k > 1), have a most general unifier £, then (¢1,...,t,) is a term of type ay§ X - - - X a,&.
A variable is free with relative type o€ in (t1,...,t,) if the variable is free with relative

type o in tj, for some j € {1,...,n}.
6. If ¢ is a term of type o and ¢ € {1,...,m}, then O;t is a term of type «.

The type substitution ¢ in Parts 4 and 5 of the definition is called the associated mgu.

Notation. Terms of the form (X Az.t) are written as Jz.t and terms of the form (II \z.t)
are written as Vz.t.

Here are two examples to illustrate Definition [£.12]

Example 4.6. Let M be a nullary type, and A : M and concat : List a X List a — List a
be constants. Recall that [| : List a and § : @ — List a — List a are the data constructors
for lists. I will show that (concat ([], [A])) is a term. For this, ([], [A]) must be shown to be a
term, which leads to the consideration of [| and [A]. Now [] is a term of type List a, by Part
2 of the definition of a term. By Parts 2 and 4, (§ A) is a term of type List M — List M,
where along the way the equation a = M is solved with the mgu {a/M}. Then ((§ A) []),
which is the list [A], is a term of type List M by Part 4, where the equation List M = List a
is solved. By Part 5, it follows that ([],[A]) is a term of type List a x List M. Finally, by
Part 4 again, (concat ([],[A])) is a term of type List M, where the equation to be solved is
List a x List a = List a x List M whose mgu is {a/M}.

Example 4.7. Consider the constants append : List a — List a — List a — {2 and
process : List a — List a. 1 will show that O;(((append x) []) (process x)) is a term. First,
the variable x is a term of type b, where the parameter is chosen to avoid a clash in the next
step. Then (append x) is a term of type List a — List a — {2, for which the equation solved
is List a = b. Next ((append x) []) is a term of type List a — §2 and z has relative type List a
in ((append x) []). Now consider (process x), for which the constituent parts are process of
type List ¢ — List ¢ and the variable x of type d. Thus (process x) is a term of type List ¢
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and z has relative type List ¢ in (process x). Finally, one has to apply ((append z) []) to the
term (process x). For this, by Part 4, there are two equations. These are List a = List c,
coming from the top-level types, and List a = List ¢, coming from the free variable x in each
of the components. These equations have the mgu {c/a}. Thus (((append x) []) (process x))
is a term of type {2 and hence, by Part 6, [;(((append z) []) (process z)) is also a term of
type {2.

The concepts of an occurrence set in Definition [2.17]and a subterm in Definition 2.18 apply
equally well to (polymorphic) terms given by Definition The concept of the relative type
of a subterm in a (polymorphic) term will be useful.

Definition 4.13. The relative type of the subterm t|, of the term ¢ at o € O(t) is defined by
induction on the length of o as follows.

If the length of o is 0, then the relative type of ¢|, is the same as the type of t.

For the inductive step, suppose the length of 0 is n+ 1 (n > 0). There are several cases
to consider.

If o = 10/, for some o/, and t has the form Az.s, then the relative type of t|, is the same
as the relative type of s|, in s.

If o = 10, for some o', and ¢ has the form (u v), then the relative type of ¢, is o€, where
o is the relative type of u|, in u and ¢ is the associated mgu for (u v).

If o = 20, for some o', and ¢ has the form (u v), then the relative type of ¢, is o€, where
o is the relative type of v|, in v and & is the associated mgu for (u v).

If o = id, for some i € {1,...,n} and o/, and ¢ has the form (¢1,...,t,), then the relative
type of t|, is o0&, where o is the relative type of ¢;|, in ¢; and & is the associated mgu for
(tlv s atn)

If o = 10, for some o, and ¢ has the form [J;s, then the relative type of ¢, is the same as
the relative type of s, in s.

Example 4.8. Let M be a nullary type, and append : List a — List a — List a — {2,
process : List a — List a and A, B,C : M be constants. Consider the first occurrence of x in
the term O;(((append z) []) (process z)). As a term in its own right, = has type a, for some
parameter a. As a subterm of J;(((append x) []) (process x)), x has relative type List a.

The occurrence of z in the term O;(((append z) []) (process [A, B,C])) has relative type
List M. Also the subterm process of this term has relative type List M — List M.

Next the exact connection between the two definitions of the concept of a term is es-
tablished. Informally, a polymorphic term can be regarded as standing for a collection of
monomorphic terms. I now give a precise meaning to this last statement.

For this purpose, attention must be paid to the alphabets that each definition of a term
uses. In particular, given the alphabet that is used in Definition a suitable alphabet
must be defined for use in Definition In both alphabets, the same set of type construc-
tors is used, but the other components are different. Note that, for some fixed set of type
constructors, the closed types in the sense of Definition are exactly the types in the sense
of Definition 2.2

Definition 4.14. Let A be an alphabet in the sense of Definition consisting of the set
T of type constructors, the set 8 of parameters, the set € of constants, and the set U of
variables. Then A, the underlying monomorphic alphabet for A, is an alphabet in the sense
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oj Definition given by the set T of type constructors, the set € of constants, and the set
0 of variables, where

¢ ={Cs | C € ¢,C has signature o, and 3 is a closed instance of a},
and
U = {z, | 7 €V and a is a closed type}.

The preceding definition captures the intuition that a declaration for a polymorphic con-
stant stands for the collection of declarations for the (monomorphic) constants that can be
obtained by instantiating all parameters in the polymorphic declaration with closed types.
The constant Cj in ¢ has signature 3 (by definition). If C' € € has closed signature a, then
C, € € also has signature «, and this is the only (monomorphic) constant that underlies
C. By definition, a variable z, € U has type a. The set U thus contains an infinite set of
variables of each type.

Definition 4.15. Let ¢t be a term. A grounding type substitution for ¢ is closed type
substitution whose domain includes the set of all parameters in the relative types of subterms
of t.

Definition 4.16. Let A be an alphabet in the sense of Definition t be a term using A in
the sense of Definition [4.12] and v a grounding type substitution for . Then the expression
t7 using symbols from the alphabet A is defined inductively as follows:

1. If t is a variable x of type a, then 27 is the variable 2, in the alphabet A.

2. If t is a constant constant C' having signature «, then C7 is the constant Cy, in the
alphabet A.

3. If ¢ is an abstraction Az.s and z is not free in s, then (Az.s)7 is Az7.s7; if x is free with
relative type « in s, then (Az.s)7 is Az .s7, where 2 has type a and v/ = {a/a}y.

4. If t is an application (u v), then (u v)Y is (ufY v87), where € is the associated mgu.

5. If t is a tuple (t1,...,t,), then (t1,...,t,)7 is (t?, - ,tﬁv), where £ is the associated
mgu.

6. If ¢ is a box term O;s, then (O;s)Y is O;s7.
The next result shows that t7 is a term in the sense of Definition [2.71

Proposition 4.1. Let A be an alphabet in the sense of Definition[{.1], t a term of type « in
the sense of Definition using A, and v a grounding type substitution for t. Then t7 is a
term of type ary in the sense of Definition using the alphabet A.

Proof. The proof uses the principle of inductive construction given in Proposition [A.4 To
apply this result, it is necessary to restate Definition 4.16| more formally as the definition of
a certain function. To set this up, let £ be the set of terms given by Definition for the
alphabet A and £ the set of terms given by Definition for the alphabet A. Denote by
& the set of type substitutions. Let < be the substring relation on £ and extend this to a
relation <9 on L x & by (s,0) <2 (t,7) if s < t. Clearly <3 is a well-founded order on £ x &
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Put
£8 ={(t,7) | t € £ and v is a grounding type substitution for ¢}.

Since £& is a subset of £ x &, <5 is a well-founded order on £&. The minimal elements in
£& are tuples (t,6), where ¢ is a variable or a constant.
I now define a function

U:£6 — L.
For this, two partitions are needed. Let & be the set of closed types. For each o € &, let
£8, ={(t,7) | t € £3,7 is a grounding type substitution for ¢ and a = 3~}.

Also, for each a € &, let £, be the set of terms in £ of type a. Then {£&,}.ce is a partition
of £& and {€,}ace is a partition of £. Now, using Proposition U(t,~) is, in effect,
defined to be t7, for each (t,7) € £&.

First, consider the minimal elements in £&. If ¢ is a variable x of type a, then define
U(x,7) to be the variable 4, in the alphabet A. Also the consistency condition is satisfied
since (z,7) € £8,, implies that U(z,v) € £4y. If t is a constant C having signature «,
then define U(C,~) to be the constant C,, in the alphabet A. Once again the consistency is
satisfied since (z,v) € £8,, implies that U(C,v) € L4

Next consider the non-minimal elements in £&. For these, the first component of the pair
is an abstraction, application, tuple or box term.

Let t be an abstraction Az.s, where z is not free in s and s has type 8. Thus Az.s has
type a — (3, where = has type a. Now (s,7) € £&p, and (s,7) <2 (Az.s,7). Assume that
(s,7) is consistent so that U(s,7) € £5,. Now define U(Az.s,7) to be Az7.s7. This uniquely
defines U on (Az.s,7) and, furthermore, (Az.s,7) is consistent since (Ax.s,7) € £&( and
U(Ar.5,7) € Laep)y-

Let t be an abstraction Az.s, where x is free with relative type « in s and s has type (.
Thus Az.s has type @« — 3. Now (s,7) € £&g, and (s,7) <2 (Az.s,7). Assume that (s,7) is
consistent so that U(s,v) € £3,. Now define U(\z.s,7) to be Az?".s7, where x has type a and
v = {a/a}y. This uniquely defines U on (Az.s,v) and, furthermore, (Ax.s,v) is consistent
since (Az.s,7) € £&(4_p)y and U(Ax.s,7) € E(oﬁﬁ)v.

Let t be an application (u v), where u has type «, v has type 3, and & is the associated
mgu. Thus £ is an mgu of the equation a = 8 — b and any additional equations that come
from free variables common to u and v, and the type of (u v) is b. Now (u,{v) € £8,¢4 and
(u, &) <2 ((wv),7). Similarly, (v,£7) € £&g¢y and (v,&y) <2 ((u v),7). Assume that (u,&y)
is consistent, so that U(u,{v) € £q¢y and that (v,&7) is consistent, so that U(v,&y) € L£aey.
Now define U((u v),7) to be (u¢” v¢7). This uniquely defines U on ((u v),~) and, furthermore,
((wv),7) is consistent since ((u v),7) € £8pey and U((u v),7) € Loer-

Let t be a tuple (t1,...,t,), where t; has type «;, for i = 1,...,n, and £ the associated
mgu. Thus the type of (t1,...,t,) is 1€ x - -+ X ax§. Now (t;,&7) € £B84,6y and (2, &y) <2
((t1,..-,tn),7), for i = 1,...,n. Assume that (¢;,&7) is consistent, so that U(t;,£7) € La,ers
for i = 1,...,n. Now define U((t1,...,t,),7) to be (t?,...,tf{’). This uniquely defines
U on ((t1,...,tn),7) and, furthermore, ((¢1,...,%,),7) is consistent since ((t1,...,tn),7) €
£®(a1§><~~><o¢n§)’y and U((tlv s 7tn)7 7) € 2(0c1§><~~~><o¢n§)'y'

Let t be a box term [;s, for some ¢ € {1,...,m}, where s has type a. Now (s,7) € £&,,
and (s,7) <2 (O;s,v). Assume that (s,7) is consistent, so that U(s,y) € £4,. Now define

a—p)y
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U(O;s,7) to be O0;87. This uniquely defines U on (O;s,7) and, furthermore, (O;s,7) is
consistent since (O;s,7) € £8,, and U(O;s,7) € Eav-

Proposition now shows that U is uniquely defined. Furthermore, U(£&,) C £,, for
each a € &. In other words, if ¢ a term of type « in the sense of Definition [4.12] using A and ~
a grounding type substitution for ¢, then t7 is a term of type a-y in the sense of Definition 2.1
using the alphabet A. O

Definition 4.17. Let ¢ be a term in the sense of Definition and v a grounding type
substitution for ¢. Then t7 is called the underlying monomorphic term of t with respect to ~.

It is instructive to study the properties of the function U in Proposition |4.1] on subterms.

Proposition 4.2. Let t be a term in the sense of Definition and v a grounding type
substitution for t. If o is an occurrence in t, then o is also an occurrence in t”7. Furthermore,
if s is a subterm of relative type o at occurrence o in t, then the subterm of t7 at occurrence
o has type o7y.

Proof. The first part is proved by induction on the length of the occurrence o in t. If the
length of o0 is 0, then o is € which is also an occurrence in t7. Suppose next that the result
holds for occurrences of length n and o is an occurrence in t of length n 4+ 1. Thus ¢ must be
an abstraction, application, tuple or modal term. Suppose that ¢ is a tuple (¢1,...,t,) and
o =10, for some i € {1,...,n}. Now (t1,...,t,)7 = (t?, e ,t,gﬂ), where ¢ is the associated
mgu. By the induction hypothesis, o’ is an occurrence in tfﬂf. Hence o is an occurrence in
(t1,...,tn)7. The other cases are similar.

The second part is also proved by induction on the length of the occurrence o in t. If the
length of o0 is 0, then s is ¢t and the subterm at occurrence o in t7, which has type a7y, where
« is the type of ¢, by Proposition Suppose next that the result holds for occurrences
of length n and o is an occurrence in ¢ of length n + 1. Thus ¢ must be an abstraction,
application, tuple or modal term. Suppose that t is a tuple (¢1,...,t,) and o = i0’, for some
i€ {1,...,n}. Then s is a subterm at occurrence o’ of ¢; of relative type o', where o = o¢’¢.
Now (t1,...,t,)7 = (t?, ..., %), where ¢ is the associated mgu. By the induction hypothesis,
the subterm of tz& at occurrence o' has type ¢’y = o. That is, the subterm at occurrence
o in t7 has type 0. The other cases are similar. O

In the following, when needed, I will declare signatures of polymorphic constants and
give definitions of polymorphic functions. So, for example, the polymorphic function append
having signature

append : List a X List a X List a — (2

will be useful because appending lists is independent of the type of the items in the list. This
declaration is thought of as a way of introducing the set of (monomorphic) functions of the
form append ;e ox List ax List a—g, Where a ranges over all closed types. Generally, the type
subscript is suppressed and the actual ‘instance’ of append intended is determined by the
context. Similarly, one can give a polymorphic definition of the function append as follows.

(append (u, v, w)) =
v =

((u=T1)A( w))V IrIzy.(u=rfz) A (w=riy) A (append (z,v,y)))
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This is thought of as providing a definition for each of the underlying monomorphic functions
by applying the appropriate grounding type substitution to the above definition.

The polymorphic syntax is extremely convenient and will be heavily exploited in the
subsequent development because many common data constructors and functions are (para-
metrically) polymorphic. Furthermore, (non-nullary) type constructors are only interesting
in the polymorphic case when they can take parameters as arguments. However, there is
a cost associated with the use of polymorphism which is the need to infer the types of the
variables and polymorphic constants from the context. So, for example, the monomorphic
function underlying append that appears in

(append (1424[],3%[], z))

can be inferred to be append i mix List Intx List Int—0, Since 1, 2, and 3 have type Int.

Generally, I will use just the name itself of a polymorphic symbol (that is, constant or
variable) in a term, relying on the context to make clear which underlying monomorphic
symbol is intended. For some purposes, it may be helpful to make explicit the grounding type
substitution that is intended to be applied. For example, the term (append (z,y,z)) on its
own does not determine the type of the monomorphic function underlying append; this would
then have to be given separately with a suitable grounding type substitution. An extreme
case like this is that of a variable x of type a on its own that would need a grounding type
substitution of the form {a/a} to specify the intended underlying monomorphic variable. It
may also be helpful to explicitly indicate the underlying monomorphic symbol with a type
subscript.

Note that the mixing of monomorphic and polymorphic syntax has been facilitated by
using the same notation for variables in both the monomorphic and polymorphic cases. But
the meanings in each case are somewhat different: in the monomorphic case, = stands for
a variable of some specified type; in the polymorphic case, x takes the type inferred from
its context. However, in the monomorphic case, since the syntax used for variables does not
indicate their type, it effectively has to be inferred as well. Thus, while there is therefore
potential for confusion about which kind of variable is intended in the mixed case, it does
not really matter — in both cases, the type of the variable is inferred from its context (or, in
extreme cases, specified using an explicit grounding type substitution).

5 Predicates

In this section, I study grammars for defining spaces of predicates that appear in hypothesis
languages in learning applications. There are two parts to this: first I define a class of
predicates, called standard predicates, that have a convenient form for use in grammars; then
I define a predicate grammar formalism, called a predicate rewrite system, that generates
standard predicates. The presentation here extends the one in [Llo03] to the modal case.
More detail about how the concepts and results of this section can be exploited by learning
systems is contained in [Ng05al, Ng05b, [Ng06, [LNO07a].

5.1 Standard Predicates

Predicates are built up by composing basic functions called transformations. Composition is
handled by the (reverse) composition function

o:(a—b)—(b—c)— (a—c)



5 PREDICATES 75

defined by ((fog) z) = (g9 (f x)).

Definition 5.1. A transformation f is a function having a signature of the form
frloo—=02)— = (o —2) > p—o,

where any parameters in g1, ..., 0; and o appear in p, and £ > 0. The type o is called the
target of the transformation. The number k is called the rank of the transformation.

I now give some examples of transformations. Many more are given in [LIo03].

Example 5.1. The transformation top : a — 2 is defined by top x = T, for each z. The
transformation bottom : a — {2 is defined by bottom x = L, for each .

Example 5.2. The transformation A, : (a — 2) — -+ — (a — 2) — a — 2 defined by

/\npl-'-pn$:(plx)/\"'/\(pnf)a

where n > 2, provides a ‘conjunction’ with n conjuncts.
The transformation V,, : (a — 2) — -+ — (a — 2) — a — {2 defined by

Vo Preo.ppx=(pra) V-V (pnx),

where n > 2, provides a ‘disjunction’ with n disjuncts.
The transformation — : (a — §2) — a — {2 defined by

~px=-(px),

provides negation.

Example 5.3. The transformation setEzists; : (a — 2) — {a} — {2 defined by
setEzists; pt = Jz.((p x) A (x € 1)).

checks whether a set ¢ has an element that satisfies p.

Example 5.4. Given a type of the form a; X as X -+ X a,, I can define, for each i, a
transformation proj; : a1 X as X - -+ X a, — a; defined by

proji (t1,t2,. .. tn) = t;
to project out the i-th component.

Example 5.5. The function isRectangle : (Float — (2) — (Float — §2) — Shape — {2
defined by

isRectangle p ¢ t = 3x.Jy.((t = Rectangle x y) A (p ) A (q y))

is a transformation. For predicates p and ¢, (isRectangle p q) is a predicate on geometrical
shapes which returns T iff the shape is a rectangle whose length satisfies p and whose breadth
satisfies ¢.
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Next the definition of the class of predicates formed by composing transformations is
presented. In the following definition, it is assumed that some (possibly infinite) class of
transformations is given and all transformations considered are taken from this class. A
standard predicate is defined by induction on the number of (occurrences of) transformations
it contains as follows.

Notation. Let 00 denote a (possibly empty) sequence of modalities OJ;, - --[O;, .
Definition 5.2. A standard predicate is a term of the form
Ou(f1pra---prg)e - o On(fu Pat - Pk )s

where f; is a transformation of rank k; (i = 1,...,n), the target of f, is £2, O; is a sequence
of modalities (i = 1,...,n), p;j, is a standard predicate (i =1,...,n, ji=1,...,k;), ki >0
(t=1,...,n) and n > 1.

Definition extends that of a (non-modal) standard predicate in [L1o03|, precisely in
that the definition here allows modalities to appear.

Example 5.6. Let p and ¢ be transformations of type ¢ — (2. Then
B;(setEzists; (N2 @Bjp ¢B;q))

is a standard predicate of type {o} — (2. If t is a (rigid) set of elements of type o, then
(B;(setExists; (N2 @Bjp ¢Bjq)) t)

simplifies to
B.22.((8B;(p 2) A #B;(q 2)) A (a € 1),

which is true iff agent ¢ believes that there is an element x in ¢ satisfying the property that at
the last time agent j believed that x satisfied p and at some time in the past agent j believed
that = satisfied gq.

The set of all standard predicates is denoted by S. Standard predicates have type of the
form p — €, for some type pu. Note that the set of standard predicates is defined relative to
a previously declared set of transformations.

Definition 5.3. For each a € &€, define S, = {p € S| p has type p — 2 and p is more
general than a}.

The intuitive meaning of S, is that it is the set of all predicates of a particular form given
by the transformations on individuals of type a.

Careful attention needs to be paid to the subterms of a standard predicate, especially the
subterms that are themselves standard predicates.

Definition 5.4. Let Oy (f1 p11---P1g)e - °On(fr Pn1---Dnk,) be a standard predicate.
A suffix of the standard predicate is a term of the form

Di(fi pia-- pzk:z) o ODn(fn Pn,1-- -pn,kn),

for some i € {1,...,n}. The suffix is properif i > 1.
A prefiz of the standard predicate is a term of the form

Ou(fipra---prg)e - o 0i(fi pin - i)
for some i € {1,...,n}. The prefix is proper if i < n.
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A suffix of a standard predicate is a standard predicate, but a prefix of a standard predicate
may not be a predicate.

Proposition 5.1. Let p be a standard predicate

Oi(fipra---prg)e - o On(fn Pra - Prk,)
and q a term. Then q is a subterm of p iff (at least) one of the following conditions holds.
1. q is a suffix of p.
2. q is a subterm of (¢ O;(fi pin...pik,;)), for somei e {l,...,n—1}.
3. q is a subterm of Oy (fn Pni - Prk,)s

Proof. The proof is by induction on n. If n = 1, the result is obvious. Consider now a
standard predicate

Oy (f1 pr1---Prg)e - o Ong1(fast Pryi1 -+ Prgiknis)

which can be written in the form

(( Oi(frpra---Pik) Oo(fop21- - Poks)e o Ong1(frst Prs1l - Prtikne))-

A subterm of this is either the term itself or a subterm of (¢ Oy (f1 p1,1...p1,k,)) Or a subterm

of Oa(fa P21 ---D2ks)o -+ e D1 (frt1 Prsi1-- .pn+1,kn+1). The result follows by applying
the induction hypothesis to this last term. O

Proposition 5.2. Let p be a standard predicate

Oi(fipii---Pig)e - e On(faPrt - Dnk,)

and q a subterm of p. Then q is a standard predicate iff (at least) one of the following
conditions holds.

1. q is a suffix of p.

2. q has the form O;(fi pig ... pig;) or Dig - O, (fi pit---Dig,) or...or (fi Din - Pik;),
for some i € {1,...,n}, and f; has target 2, where O; is O; 1 -- -0, y,.

3. q is a subterm of p; j, for some i and j, and q is a standard predicate.

Proof. According to Proposition the subterms of p are the suffixes of p, the subterms of
(e Oi(fi pin---pig;)), for i =1,...,n —1, and the subterms of O,,(fn Pn1--.Pnk,), Thus it
is only necessary to establish which of these subterms are standard predicates. First, all the
suffixes are standard predicates. Since o is not a standard predicate, it remains to investigate
the subterms of O;(f; pi1...pik,), for i = 1,...,n. Now, provided the target of f; is {2,
Dz(fz pi1-- ~pi,k¢) and Di’Q s Di,li (fZ pi1-- ~pi,k¢) and ...and (fz Di1-- .kai) are standard
predicates. Also the only proper subterms of (f; pi1...pix;) that could possibly be standard
predicates are subterms of p;1,...,pik,. (The reason is that for f; to be the first symbol in
a standard predicate, it must be followed by all k of its predicate arguments.) The result
follows. O
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Example 5.7. Consider the standard predicate
(fip)e(faqr)o(fss),

where the transformations f1, f2, f3, p, g, 7, and s have suitable signatures. Thus p, ¢, r, and
s are predicates. Suppose also that neither f; nor fo have target 2. Taking the associativity
into account, this standard predicate can be written more precisely as

(((frp) ((((f2a) 7)) (f39)))

The subterms of (f1 p)o(f2 ¢ ) (f3 s) are illustrated in Fig. |2l The proper subterms that
are standard predicates are (fo ¢ r)°(f3s), (fs s), p, ¢, 7, and s.

((:(f)l?)) ((((f29) T))(ij)))
(e (f1 p))\A ((c ((ﬁ q)r)) (\fs s))
e (f p)\ C () ) s >\
1 P °/ (f2a)r) f3 S
Ve
(f29) r
VSRR
fo q

Figure 2: Subterms of a standard predicate

The class of standard predicates just defined contains some redundancy in that there are
syntactically distinct predicates that are equivalent, in a certain sense.

Definition 5.5. The theory consisting of the definitions of the transformations (and associ-
ated functions) is called the background theory.

In an agent application, the background theory would normally be the belief base of an
agent (or, perhaps, the collected belief bases of several agents).

Definition 5.6. Let B be the background theory, and s and ¢ terms having the same type
(up to variants). Then s and ¢ are equivalent with respect to B if O(s = t) is a consequence
of B, for every sequence of modalities [1.

Equivalence with respect to a background theory is an equivalence relation on the set
of terms. When discussing equivalence in the following, explicit mention of the background
theory is usually suppressed.

Example 5.8. Without spelling out the background theory, one would expect that the stan-
dard predicates (A2 p ¢) and (A2 ¢ p) are equivalent, where p and ¢ are standard predicates.
Similarly, (V2 p q) and (Vg ¢ p) are equivalent.

It is important to remove as much of this redundancy in standard predicates as possible.
Ideally, one would like to be able to determine just one representative from each class of
equivalent predicates. However, determining the equivalent predicates is undecidable, so
one usually settles for some easily checked syntactic conditions that reveal equivalence of
predicates. Thus these syntactic conditions are sufficient, but not necessary, for equivalence.
These considerations motivate the next definition.
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Definition 5.7. A transformation f is symmetric if it has a signature of the form
filo=0)— - —(e—02)—pn—o,

and, whenever (f p;...pg) is a term, where py, ..., p; are standard predicates, it follows that
(fp1...px) and (f pi, ... pi,) are equivalent, for all permutations i of {1,...,k}, where k is
the rank of f.

Note that if (f p1...pg) is a term, then (f p;, ...p;,) is a term of the same type. It is
common for a symmetric transformation to have {2 as its target; however, this does not have
to be the case. Clearly every transformation of rank k, where k < 1, is (trivially) symmetric.
Furthermore, the transformations A, and V, are symmetric. However, isRectangle is not
symmetric since it distinguishes the length argument from the breadth argument.

Since any permutation of the predicate arguments of a symmetric transformation produces
an equivalent function, it is advisable to choose one particular order of arguments and ignore
the others. For this purpose, a total order on standard predicates is defined and then argu-
ments for symmetric transformations are chosen in increasing order according to this total
order. To define the total order on standard predicates, one must start with a total order
on modalities and transformations. Therefore, it is supposed that the modalities [y, ...,,,
are ordered according to some (arbitrary) strict total order <. This order can can lifted
to the strict total order also denoted by < on (finite) sequences of modalities given by the
lexicographic order. Furthermore, transformations are ordered according to some (arbitrary)
strict total order also denoted by <.

In preparation for the definition of <, the total order on standard predicates, a structural
result about standard predicates is needed.

Proposition 5.3. Let p,q € S, where p is

Opa(fipii---Pig)e - e Opn(foPrt - Dnk,,)

and q is

I:lq,l(gl q1,1--- q1,s1) O v ODq,r(gr qr,1--- QT,sr)'

Suppose that p and q are (syntactically) distinct. Then exactly one of the following alternatives
holds.

1. One of p or q is a proper prefiz of the other.

2. There ezists i such that O, ; and O, ; are distinct, and p and q agree to the left of O, ;
and Og ;.

3. There exists i such that the transformation f; in p and the transformation g; in q are
distinct, and p and q agree to the left of f; and g;.

4. There exist i and j such that p; ; in p and q;j in q are distinct, and p and q agree to
the left of p; ; and g; ;.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the maximum of the number of (occurrences of) trans-
formations in p and the number in q.
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If this maximum number is one, then the result is obvious with the second and third
alternatives being the only possibilities.

Now consider the inductive step. Suppose first that 0,1 and O, are distinct. Then the
second alternative holds. Suppose next that 0, ; and O, are identical, but f; is distinct
from g;. Then the third alternative holds. Otherwise, fi and g; are identical, which gives
rise to two cases: either the arguments to f; in p and ¢; in ¢ are pairwise identical or they
are not. In the first case, consider the suffixes of p and ¢ obtained by removing the common
prefix O, 1(f1 p1,1...p1k ). If one of the suffixes is empty, then the first alternative holds;
otherwise, the inductive hypothesis can be applied to the suffixes to obtain the result. In the
other case, the leftmost pair of p1 ; and ¢; ; that are distinct gives the fourth alternative. [J

Example 5.9. As an illustration of the first alternative in the preceding proposition, consider
[1p and Oyp o —, for some standard predicate p. For the second alternative, consider [y p and
Oop, for some standard predicate p. For the fourth alternative, consider (j(A2 p ¢) and
O1(Ag2 (pe—) q), for some standard predicates p and q.

The following definition of the relation p < ¢ uses induction on the maximum of the
number of (occurrences of) transformations in p and the number in q. To emphasise: the
definition of < depends upon the order on the modalities and the order on the transformations.

Definition 5.8. The binary relation < on S is defined inductively as follows. Let p,q € S,
where p is

Opa(fipra--prg)e o Opn(faPni- Pok,)
and q is
Og1(91 q11---q1,6)° -+ 2Ogr(gr r1---Grs,)-
Then p < q if one of the following holds.
1. pis a proper prefix of q.
2. There exists an 7 such that 0, ; < O,; and p and ¢ agree to the left of 0, ; and O ;.
3. There exists i such that f; < g;, and p and ¢ agree to the left of f; and g;.
4. There exist ¢ and j such that p; ; < ¢; ;, and p and g agree to the left of p; ; and ¢; ;.
Proposition 5.4. The relation < is a strict total order on S.
Proof. Let p,q,r € S, where p is
Op1(fipra---pig)e - o Opn(foPri- - Puk,),
q is
Og1(g1 q1p---aq1s0)° 2 Ogu(gu qu,t - - - quys,,)

and r is

Dr,l(hl 7”1’1 e rl,tl) SRR ODT’v(hU 7“1,,1 e 7"1,715”).
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First, I show by induction on the number of (occurrences of) transformations in p that p A p.
For this, note that p cannot be a proper prefix of itself. Also there cannot exist i such that
O,; < O,;, since the lexicographic order is a strict total order on sequences of modalities,
and there cannot exist ¢ such that f; < f;, since < is a strict total order. Furthermore, there
cannot exist ¢ and j such that p; ; < p; ;, by the induction hypothesis.

Next I show by induction on the maximum of the number of transformations in p and the
number in ¢ that p < ¢ implies ¢ £ p. Thus suppose that p < ¢q. If p is a proper prefix of
g, then it is clear that ¢ A p. If there exists an ¢ such that O, ; < O, ; and p and ¢ agree to
the left of O, ; and O, ;, then it is clear that ¢ £ p, since the lexicographic order < is a strict
total order. If there exists ¢ such that f; < g;, and p and ¢ agree to the left of f; and g;, then
it is clear that g £ p, since < is a strict total order on transformations. Finally, if there exist
¢ and j such that p; ; < ¢;;, and p and ¢ agree to the left of p; ; and ¢; j, then ¢ £ p since, by
the induction hypothesis, it follows that g; ; A p; ;.

Now I show by induction on the maximum of the number of transformations in p, the
number in ¢, and the number in r that p < ¢ and ¢ < 7 imply that p < r.

For the base step, each of p, ¢ and r contains a single transformation. If the sequences of
modalities for the three standard predicates are not all the same, then the result follows imme-
diately from the transitivity of the lexicographic order on sequences of modalities. Otherwise,
the result follows immediately from the transitivity of the order on transformations.

Now I consider the inductive step. There are four cases to consider, corresponding to the
four cases in the definition of p < q.

Suppose first that p is a proper prefix of g. If g is a proper prefix of r, then p is a proper
prefix of r and so p < r. If there exists ¢ such that such that O,; < 0,; and ¢ and r agree
to the left of O,; and O, ;, then either p is a proper prefix of » or O, ; < 0O,; and p and r
agree to the left of O, ; and O, ;, so that p < r. If there exists 7 such that g; < h;, and ¢ and
r agree to the left of g; and h;, then either p is a proper prefix of r or f; < h; and p and r
agree to the left of f; and h;, and so p < r. If there exist ¢ and j such that ¢; ; < r;;, and ¢
and r agree to the left of ¢; ; and r; j, then either p is a proper prefix of r or p; ; < r;; and p
and r agree to the left of p; ; and r; ;, and so p < r.

For the second case, suppose there exists an ¢ such that 0, ; <O, ; and p and ¢ agree to
the left of O, ; and O, ;. If ¢ is a proper prefix of r, then O,; < 0O,; and p and r agree up
to this point, so that p < r. If there exists an ¢’ such that O, < O, ; and ¢ and r agree to
the left of O, ;» and O, 5/, then if 7 # ¢/, clearly I have that p < r, and if i =4/, then p < r, by
the transitivity of the lexicographic order < on sequences of modalities. If there exists i’ such
that g < hy, and ¢ and r agree to the left of g; and h;, then if ¢ > ¢/, then f;; < hy and p
and 7 agree up to this point, so that p < r, and if ¢ < 4¢’, then O,,; < O, ; and p and r agree
up to this point, so that p < r. If there exist ' and j such that gy ; < ry j, and ¢ and r agree
to the left of gy ; and ry j, then if 4 > ¢/, then py j < 7y j, and p and r agree up to this point,
so that p < r, and if ¢ < ¢, then O,; < O, ; and p and r agree up to this point, so that p < r.

For the third case, suppose there exists 7 such that f; < g;, and p and ¢ agree to the left
of f; and g;. If ¢ is a proper prefix of r, then f; < h;, and p and r agree to the left of f;
and h;, and so p < r. If there exists i’ such that O, < O, and ¢ and r agree to the left
of O, and O, 7, then, if ¢ > ¢/, then O, < O, and p and r agree to the left of O, ; and
O, s, so that p < r, and if ¢ < ¢/, then f; < h;, and p and r agree to the left of f; and h;, so
that p < r. If there exists i’ such that gy < h;, and ¢ and r agree to the left of gy and h;,
then, for ¢/ = min(i,i"), fi» < h;» and p and r agree to the left of f;» and h;s, and so p < 7.
Finally, suppose that there exist ¢’ and j such that gy ; < ry ;, and ¢ and r agree to the left
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of gy j and 7y ;. If i < 7', then f; < h; and p and r agree to the left of f; and h,;. If i’ < i,
then py ; < 7y ; and p and r agree to the left of py ; and 7y ;. In either case, p < r.

For the fourth case, suppose there exist ¢ and j such that p; ; < ¢; ;, and p and ¢ agree to
the left of p; ; and g; j. If ¢ is a proper prefix of r, then p; ; < r;;, and p and r agree to the
left of p; j and r; j, and so p < r. If there exists ¢ such that O,; < O, and ¢ and r agree
to the left of O, and O, ;, then if ¢ > ¢/, then O, < O, ; and p and r agree to the left
of O, and O, ;, so that p < r, and if ¢ < ¢/, then p; ; < 75, and p and r agree to the left
of p; j and 7; ;, so that p < r. Suppose that there exists i’ such that gy < hy, and ¢ and r
agree to the left of g; and hy. If i’ <4, then fi < hy and p and r agree to the left of f; and
hy. If i <4/, then p; j, < r;j, and p and r agree to the left of p; j, and r; j,. In either case,
p < r. Finally, suppose there exist i' and j' such that gy j < ry js, and ¢ and r agree to the
left of gy j» and 7y j. Put ¢’ = min(i,') and let j” be j if i < ', or j" if ' < i, or min(j,j’),
otherwise. Then pj» ju» < 1y jun and p and r agree to the left of p;» j» and ry» ju, and so p <r.
(Here the induction hypothesis is used if i = ¢’ and j = j'.)

Thus < is a strict partial order.

Finally, I show that < is total, that is, for any standard predicates p and ¢, either p = ¢
or p < qor g < p. The proof proceeds by induction on the maximum of the number of
transformations in p and the number in ¢q. The base step is straightforward. Now I consider
the inductive step. Suppose that p and ¢ are distinct. By Proposition [5.3] either one of p or
q is a proper prefix of the other; or there exists ¢ such that O, ; and O, ; are distinct, and p
and ¢ agree to the left of O, ; and O, ;; or there exists ¢ such that the transformation f; in p
and the transformation g; in ¢ are distinct, and p and q agree to the left of f; and g;; or there
exist ¢ and j such that p; ; in p and ¢; ; in ¢ are distinct, and p and ¢ agree to the left of p; ;
and ¢; ;. In the first case, either p < q or ¢ < p. In the second case, either p < g or ¢ < p,
since the lexicographic ordering on sequences of modalities is a total order. In the third case,
since < is a total order on transformations, either f; < g; or g; < f;, and hence either p < ¢
or ¢ < p. In the fourth case, by the induction hypothesis, either p; ; < ¢;; or ¢; ; < p; j, and
so once again either p < q or g < p. O

The relation =< is defined by p < ¢ if either p = ¢ or p < ¢. Clearly, < is a total order on
S.

Now the class of regular predicates can be defined by induction on the number of trans-
formations in a predicate.

Definition 5.9. A standard predicate Oy (f1 p1,1-.-p1k) e - o On(fa Pnt - - - Pk, ) is regular
if p; j, is a regular predicate, for 7 = 1,...,n and j; = 1,...,k;, and f; is symmetric implies
that p;1 = - 2 pig, fori=1,...,n.

The set of all regular predicates is denoted by R.
The next result shows that each standard predicate is equivalent to a regular predicate
and hence attention can be confined to the generally much smaller class of regular predicates.

Proposition 5.5. For every p € S, there exists ¢ € R such that p and q are equivalent.

Proof. The existence of the regular predicate ¢ is shown by induction on the number of trans-
formations in p. Let p be Oy(f1 p1,1---P1g)e - cOn(fr Pra---Pnk,). By the induction
hypothesis, for each i =1,...,n and j; = 1,..., k;, there is a regular predicate p;,ji such that
P j, and p;j, are equivalent. Let r be Oi(f1 piy...p) g )e - oOn(fa Py Ppy,)- Then p
and r are equivalent. Now, since < is a total order on standard predicates, for each symmetric
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transformation f; (i € {1,...,n}) in r, one can sort the arguments p;l, . ,pg’ki according to
=< to obtain the desired regular predicate ¢ such that p and g are equivalent. O

5.2 Predicate Rewrite Systems

This subsection gives the definition of the concept of a predicate rewrite system.

First, this is explained informally. A predicate rewrite is an expression of the form p — g,
where p and ¢ are standard predicates. The predicate p is called the head and q is the body
of the rewrite. A predicate rewrite system is a finite set of predicate rewrites. One should
think of a predicate rewrite system as a kind of grammar for generating a particular class
of predicates. Roughly speaking, this works as follows. Starting from the weakest predicate
top, all predicate rewrites that have top (of the appropriate type) in the head are selected
to make up child predicates that consist of the bodies of these predicate rewrites. Then, for
each child predicate and each redex in that predicate, all child predicates are generated by
replacing each redex by the body of the predicate rewrite whose head is identical to the redex.
This generation of predicates continues to produce the entire space of predicates given by the
predicate rewrite system.

Here is the formal development.

Definition 5.10. A predicate rewrite system is a finite relation — on S satisfying the following
two properties.

1. For each p — ¢, the type of p is more general than the type of q.
2. For each p — ¢, there does not exist s — ¢ such that ¢ is a proper subterm of s.

If p — ¢, then p — q is called a predicate rewrite, p the head, and ¢ the body of the predicate
rewrite.

The second condition of Definition states that no body of a rewrite is a proper
subterm of the head of any rewrite. In practice, the heads of rewrites are usually standard
predicates consisting of just one transformation, such as top. In this case, the second condition
is automatically satisfied, since the heads have no proper subterms at all.

Definition 5.11. A subterm of a standard predicate

Oi(fipii---Pig)e - e On(faPnt - Dnk,)

is eligible if it is a suffix of the standard predicate or it is an eligible subterm of p; ;, for some
ie{l,...,n}and j€{1,...,k}.

Example 5.10. The eligible subterms of

Ohvertices « 0Oy (setExistse (A2 (projr o (= A)) (projz o (= 3))) (projs o (= B)))
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are
Oy vertices « 1 Og(setExistsy (Ao (projr o (= A)) (projz o (= 3))) (proj; « (= B))),

0109 setExistsy (A2 (projr o (= A)) (projz o (= 3))) (proj; - (= B)),
Nz (proji = (= A)) (projz - (= 3)),

proji o (= A),
projz = (= 3),
(= 4),

(: 3)’
proj; o (= B), and
(= B).

Proposition 5.6. An eligible subterm of a standard predicate is a standard predicate.
Proof. This is a straightforward induction argument. O

Proposition 5.7. Let p, q, and r be standard predicates, and q an eligible subterm of p such
that plq/r] is a term. Then plq/r] is a standard predicate.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the number of transformations in p. If the number of
transformations in p is one, then the result is obvious. Suppose the result holds for standard
predicates that have < m transformations and p has m transformations. Let p have the form

Oi(fipig---Pik)e - o On(fru Prt - Prks)-

If g is a suffix of p, then the result follows since p[g/r] is a term. If ¢ is an eligible subterm of
some p; j,, then the induction hypothesis gives that p; j,[¢/r] is a standard predicate. Since
plg/r] is a term, it follows that p[q/r] is a standard predicate. O

Definition 5.12. Let ~— be a predicate rewrite system and p a standard predicate. An
eligible subterm 7 of p is a redex with respect to — if there exists a predicate rewrite r — b
such that p[r/b] is a standard predicate. In this case, r is said to be a redex via r — b.

It follows from Proposition that r is a redex iff p[r/b] is a term. The phrase ‘redex
with respect to —’ is usually abbreviated to simply ‘redex’ with the predicate rewrite system
understood.

Definition 5.13. Let — be a predicate rewrite system, and p and ¢ standard predicates.
Then ¢ is obtained by a predicate derivation step from p using — if there is a redex r via
r— b in p and ¢ = p[r/b]. The redex r is called the selected redex.

Definition 5.14. A predicate derivation with respect to a predicate rewrite system — is a
finite sequence (po, p1, ..., pn) of standard predicates such that p; is obtained by a derivation
step from p;_1 using »—, for ¢ = 1,...,n. The length of the predicate derivation is n. The
standard predicate pg is called the initial predicate and the standard predicate p, is called
the final predicate.

Usually the initial predicate is top, the weakest predicate.
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Example 5.11. Consider the following predicate rewrite system.

top — B;(setExists; (Aa top top))
top — @B jtop

top — #Bjtop

top — p

top — q

top — 1.
The following is a derivation in the predicate space defined by the rewrite system.

top ~ Bj(setExists; (N2 top top)) ~ Bj(setErists; (A2 @Bjtop top))
~ Bi(setExists; (N2 @Bjp top))
~ -~ Bj(setErists; (A2 @Bjp $B;q)).

The set P_, of predicates that can be generated from a predicate rewrite system — is
called a predicate language. Given some predicate language, it remains to specify the hypoth-
esis language, that is, the form of learned theories that employ predicates in the predicate
language.

A language of particular importance for belief acquisition is defined next.

Definition 5.15. Let a be a type. A basic predicate for the type « is one of the form (= t),
for some t € B,,.

The set B, = {(=t) | t € B,} of basic predicates for the type « is called the basic
language for the type a.

Note that B, is the set of predicates that can be generated from the predicate rewrite
system consisting of all rewrites of the form

top — (=1),

where t € B,,.

6 Reasoning

This section contains a discussion of a reasoning system that combines computation and proof,
in the sense that a computation can call for a proof to be performed and, conversely, a proof
can call for a computation to be performed. Thus the definitions below of computation and
proof are mutually recursive. To get started, I consider first the cases of pure computation,
where no proof is involved, and pure proof, where no computation is involved, then later put
the two together.

6.1 Computation

This subsection studies the case of (pure) computation.
Consider the problem of determining the meaning of a term ¢ in the intended pointed
interpretation. If a formal definition of the intended pointed interpretation is available, then
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this problem can be solved (under some finiteness assumptions). However, I assume here that
the intended pointed interpretation is not available, as is usually the case, so that the problem
cannot be solved directly. Nevertheless, there is still a lot that can be done if the theory T
of the application is available and enough of it is in equational form. Intuitively, if ¢ can
be ‘simplified’ sufficiently using 7, its meaning may become apparent even in the absence of
detailed knowledge of the intended pointed interpretation. For example, if ¢ can be simplified
to a term containing only data constructors, then the meaning of ¢ will be known since the
data constructors have a fixed meaning in every interpretation.
More formally, the computation problem is as follows.

Given a theory 7, a term ¢, and a sequence [}, - --[J; of modalities, find a ‘simpler’
term ¢’ such that O;, ---0; V(¢ = t’) is a consequence of T.

Thus ¢ and ¢’ have the same meaning in all worlds accessible from the point world in the
intended pointed interpretation according to the modalities U, --- ;.

Here now are the details about a mechanism that addresses the computational problem
by employing equational reasoning to rewrite terms to ‘simpler’ terms that have the same
meaning.

Definition 6.1. Let T = (G,L) be a theory. A computation of rank 0 using O;, - --O;, with
respect to T is a sequence {t;}_; of terms such that the following conditions are satisfied.

1. Fori=1,...,n — 1, there is

(a) a subterm s; of ¢; at occurrence o;, where the modal path to o; in ¢; is k1 ... kp,,
(b) i aformula Oy -0 Oy, -+ - O, V(ui = v;) in L, or
ii. a formula V(u; = v;) in G, and

(c) a substitution 6; that is admissible with respect to u; = v;
such that u;60; is a-equivalent to s; and ;11 is t;[s;/vib;]o, -

The term t; is called the goal of the computation and %, is called the answer.

Each subterm s; is called a redex.

Each formula Oj, - - -0, O, -+ - O, V(u; = v;) or V(u; = v;) is called an input equation.
The formula O, ---0; V(¢ = t,,) is called the result of the computation.

Note that, by Proposition and the remarks following Definition ti[si/vibilo, s a
term of the same type as t;, for i =1,...,n.

A selection rule chooses the redex at each step of a computation. A common selection rule
is the leftmost one which chooses the leftmost outermost subterm that satisfies the require-
ments of Definition Note that it is straightforward to extend the definition of computation
so that multiple redexes can be selected at each step. Then a common selection rule is the
parallel-outermost one that selects all outermost subterms that each satisfy the requirements
of Definition Later, especially for partial evaluation, there will be a need for selection
rules that do not select the leftmost redex.

Computations generally require use of definitions of =, the connectives and quantifiers,
and some other basic functions. These definitions, which constitute what I call the standard
equality theory, are discussed in detail in [LIo03], so here I just outline the main ideas.
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Before starting on this, note that one difference between the setting in [L1o03] and the
one here is that here modalities are allowed. Thus, in particular, here one must distinguish
between local and global assumptions in theories. Given the intended meanings of equality,
the connectives and the quantifiers, it is natural that their definitions would normally be
taken to be global assumptions in the theories of applications.

Now I give a series of definitions of =, the connectives, the functions ' and II, and so on,
that constitute the standard equality theory. All substitutions appearing in these definitions
are assumed to be admissible. Furthermore, some of the equations that follow are schemas
which contain syntactical variables that are denoted by boldface style. Syntactical variables
are needed in situations where free variable capture is actually intended (and, therefore, the
usual substitution mechanism is not appropriate). In general, a schema is intended to stand
for the collection of terms that can be obtained from the schema by replacing its syntactical
variables by terms, in such a way as to produce well-typed terms, of course. In a few places
below, further ad hoc restrictions on the syntactical variables will be employed (such as
requiring a syntactical variable to range over data constructors or object-level variables or
rigid terms only). When using a schema in a computation or proof, a choice of terms to
replace its syntactical variables is first made. This results in a formula that can then be
handled by Definitions and Thus each of the following schemas is a compact
way of specifying a (possibly infinite) collection of formulas.

The first definition is that of the equality predicate =. (Note that a % indicates that the
remainder of the line is a comment.)

=:aqa—a— {2

(Cxi... 2y =Cuyr...yn) =(x1=y1) AN AN (T = Yn)
% where C'is a data constructor of arity n.
(Czxi...2n=Dy1...ym) =21
% where C' is a data constructor of arity n,

% D is a data constructor of arity m, and C # D.

((wla"'vl‘ﬂ) = (yla""yn)) = (5171 :yl)/\"'/\ (xn :yn)
% where n = 2,3,... .
(Az.u = Ay.v) = (less Ax.u Ay.v) A (less A\y.v Az.u)

The first two schemas in the above definition simply capture the intended meaning of data
constructors, while the third captures an important property of tuples. (Note that for the
first schema, if n = 0, then the body is T.)

However, the fourth schema is more subtle. In the proof-theoretic component below of
the reasoning system, as is common in formulations of higher-order logics, one can adopt the
axiom of extensionality:

VIvg.((f = g9) = Va.((f =) = (9 2)))-

However, this axiom is not used in the computational component of the reasoning system
for the reason that it is not computationally useful: showing that Vz.((f =) = (g z)) is not
generally possible as there can be infinitely many values of x to consider. Instead, a special
case of the axiom of extensionality is used in the standard equality theory. Its purpose is
to provide a method of checking whether certain abstractions representing finite sets, finite
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multisets and similar data types are equal. In such cases, one can check for equality in a finite
amount of time. The fourth schema relies on the two following definitions.

less @ (a—b) — (a—b) — 2

less \e.dz=T

% where d is a default term.

less (A\z.if u then v else w) z = (Vo.(u — v = (z x)))A(less (remove {z | u} \x.w) z)

remove : (a — §2) — (a — b) — (a — b)

remove s \x.d = \z.d
% where d is a default term.
remove s Az.if w then v else w = Ax.if uN(x & s) then v else ((remove s Az.w) x)
The intended meaning of less is best given by an illustration. Consider the multisets m and
n. Then less m n is true iff each item in the support of m is also in the support of n and has
the same multiplicity there. For sets, less is simply the subset relation. If s is a set and m
a multiset, then remove s m returns the multiset obtained from m by removing all the items

from its support that are in s.
The next definition is the obvious one for disequality.

#:a—a— 2

r#y=-(z=y)
The following definitions are for the connectives A, V, and —.

AN 22— 02—

TANz=2x
cANT =z
1L Ax=1
AL =1

(xVy)ANz=(xANz)V(yAz)
cA(yVz)=(xAy)V(rAz)
(if w then v else w) Nt = if u A\t then v else w At
t A (if u then v else w) = if t A u then v else t Aw
uA (Fzy.---Fzp.v) =321+ Fzp (WA V)
(Fzq1. - Frpu) Av =Tz Jz,.(w A v)
ul(x=t)ANv=u{x/t} \(x=1t) Nv{z/t}
% where x is a variable free in u or v or both, but not free in ¢, and ¢ is not a variable.
ul(t=x)ANv=u{x/t} \(x=1t) Nv{z/t}

% where x is a variable free in w or v or both, but not free in ¢, and ¢ is not a variable.

Vi:2—-0-—1
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TVae=T
VT =T
lvz==z
zV.1I=x

(if wthen T else w) vVt =if uthen T else w V't
(if wthen L elsew)Vt=(muAw)Vt
tV (if uthen T else w) = if u then T else tV w
tV (if uthen L else w) =tV (- uAw)

- 02—

- (mx)==x

@Ay =(Ea)vioy)

~(@vy) =) A ()

= (if u then v else w) = if u then — v else = w

These definitions are straightforward, except perhaps for the last three schemas in the
definition of A. The second and third last schemas allow the scope of existential quantifiers
to be extended provided it does not result in free variable capture. (Recall the convention
restricting the possible term replacements for syntactical variables.)

The last schema allows the elimination of some occurrences of a free variable (, in this
case), thus simplifying an expression. A similar schema allowing this kind of simplification also
occurs in the definition of X' below. However, a few words about the expression uA(x = t) Av
are necessary. The intended meaning of this expression is that it is a term such that (x = t)
is ‘embedded conjunctively’ inside it. More formally, a term t is embedded conjunctively in ¢
and, if ¢ is embedded conjunctively in 7 (or s), then t is embedded conjunctively in r A s. So,
for example, z = s is embedded conjunctively in the term ((p Ag) A7) A ((x = s) A (t Aw)).

Next come the definitions of X and I1.

Y :i(a—N)— 1

dzq.- 32, . T =T
dzq.---dx,. L = L
Jzy.---Fzp (e A (s =uw) Ay) = Ty -+ Fzim1. Fzipg .- - Jag(e{xi/u} A y{zi/u})
% where z; is not free in u.
dzy.- Fap (e A (w =) ANy) = Fxy. -+ - Joy1. 34 - e (e{xi /u} Ay{zi/u})
% where x; is not free in w.
dzy.- - Jzp.(w Vo) = 3z - - Fzpu) V (3xy. - - - TJzpv)
1. Jzy.(if w then T else w) = if 1. - Jzp.u then T else Jxq. - - Jx,.w
1.z (if w then L else w) = Jxy. -+ - Jxp. (- u A w)
Azy. - 3z, (if w then v else w) = if Jxy.-- 3z, (WA V) then T else Jxy. - - Fop.(-u A w)
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% where v is neither T nor L.

I:(a—9N2)—1N
Vey.o Ve (L —u)=T
Vey.- Ve (x Az, =u) Ny — v) =
Vry. - -Voi1 Ve, Ve (e{zi/u} Ay{z;/u} — v{z;/u})
% where z; is not free in u.
Vey.---Vep(x A(u=z,) Ny — v) =
Vay. - Voo Ve - Ve (e{x /u} Ay{zi/u} — v{z;/u})
% where x; is not free in w.
Vey. oo Ve (uVo —t)= Vor. - Vou.(u — ) A (V.- Vo, (v — t))
Vay. Vo, ((if wthen T else v) — t) =
(Vap. - -Vep.(u — t) A (Vay. - -Va,.(v — 1))
Vay. - Va,.((if wthen L else v) — t) =Vr1.---Va,.(muAv —t)
For the definition of X, recall that Jx.t stands for (X Az.t). Thus, for example, 3. T stands

for (X \x.T).
The definition for the if _then_else function follows.

if then_else : 2 xaxa—a

if T then u else v=u

if L then u else v ="v
The next two assumptions involve function application and the if _then_else function.

(w if & =t then u else v) = if © =t then (w{x/t} u) else (w v)
% where x is a variable.
(if € =t then u else v w) = if ® =t then (v w{x/t})) else (v w)

% where x is a variable.
The following assumption provides G-reduction.
(Ar.ut) =u{z/t}
Finally, there are three schemas that involve modalities.

Lit=1t

% where t is a rigid term and i € {1,...,m}.
(DiS t) = DZ(S t)

% where t is a rigid term and i € {1,...,m}.
Di)\x.t = )\a:.Dit

% where i € {1,...,m}.
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Definition 6.2. The standard equality theory is the theory consisting of the preceding defi-
nitions of equality and subsidiary functions, the connectives, the quantifiers, the if _then_else
function, (B-reduction, and the three modal schemas as global assumptions (and no local
assumptions).

The soundness of computation is given by the next result.

Proposition 6.1. Let T be a theory. Then the result of a computation of rank 0 using
O, ---O;, with respect to T is a consequence of T.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the length n of computations. If n = 1, then the result
is obvious.

Suppose now that the result holds for computations of length n. Consider a computation
{ti}?jll using [J;, ---0;, of length n+1 for which, at the nth step, the input equation is either
the local assumption Oy, ---0; Oy, - - - Og,,, V(un = vy) or the global assumption V(u, = vy,),
the admissible substitution is 6,,, and the redex is s, at occurrence o, with modal path
ki...km, to op.

Let T be (G,L), I an interpretation, and w a world in I. Suppose that each member
of G is valid in I and that each member of L is valid at w in I. By the induction hypoth-
esis, O, ---0;,V(t1 = tp) is valid at w in I, that is, V(O;, ---0; V(t1 = t,), [,w,v) =T,
for each variable assignment v. Thus, by Proposition V(V(t1 = tn), I,w',v) = T, for
each variable assignment v and each w’ such that w Rj o --- o R; w’. Hence, by Part 3 of
Proposition V(ty = tn, [,w',v) = T, for each variable assignment v and each w’ such that
w le CEE ORjr ’LU/.

By Proposition for either case of input equation, Oy, - - - O; O, - - O, V(up = vy) is
a consequence of J. Thus, by Proposition V(O 05,0, - - Ok, (un = vy,)) is a con-
sequence of J and so, by Proposition Oy - 05,0k - - - O, (un = vy) is a consequence
of 7. Hence, by Proposition Oy, - - 05,00, - - - Ok, (unfn = vpby) is a consequence of
T. Thus V(O ---0;, 0k, - O,y (unbpn = vnby), I, w,v) = T, for each variable assignment
v. Consequently, by Proposition V(Og, - - Ok, (b = vbp), I,w',v) = T, for each
variable assignment v and each w’ such that w Rj, o --- o R; w'.

Now tp41 18 tn[sn/vnbnlo,. Hence, by Proposition V(t, = tp+1, [,w',v) = T, for
each variable assignment v and each w’ such that w Rj o --- o R; w’. By Proposition
V(ty = tpy1,l,w’,v) = T, for each variable assignment v and each w’ such that
w Rj o---°R; w'. By Part 3 of Proposition V(V(t1 = tnt1),I,w',v) = T, for each
variable assignment v and each w’ such that w Rj o ---°R; w'. By Proposition
V(Oj, ---0;,V(t1 = thg1), [, w,v) = T, for each variable assignment v. Thus O;, ---0;, V(t; =
tn+1) is a consequence of TJ. This completes the induction step. ]

The next proposition provides a useful result about computing with basic terms.

Proposition 6.2. Let s and t be basic terms of the same type, € the standard equality theory,
and Uj, ---0;. any sequence of modalities. Then the following hold.

1. If s <4 t, then there is a computation of rank 0 using Uy, - - -Oj, with respect to € for
the goal s =t that has the result Oj ---0; (s =t) =T).

2. If s /“>, t, then there is a computation of rank 0 using Oj, ---0;, with respect to € for
the goal s =t that has the result U;, - - Djr((s =t)=1).
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Proof. The proof of both parts together is by induction on the structure of s [LIo03l, Propo-
sition 3.5.1].

Suppose that s of type T oy ...y has the form C s;...s,. If s < t, then ¢ has the
form C t1...t, and s; «——q t;, for i = 1,...,n. By the induction hypothesis, there is a
computation using [;, ---[; with the goal s; = ¢; and the answer T, for i = 1,...,n. Then,
using the global assumption

(Cxy... 2y =Cuy1...Yn) =(x1 =y1) AN AN (T = Yn)

and other global assumptions in €, a computation can be constructed using [J;, - --[J;, with
the goal s =t and the answer T, as required.

If s +—, t, then there are two cases to consider. Suppose first that ¢ has the form
Dty...ty, where C # D. Then the global assumption

(Cxy...xn=Dyj...Yym) =1

can be used to construct a computation with the goal s = ¢ and the answer L. In the second
case, t has the form C ¢;...t, and s; AR, tj, for some j € {1,...,n}. By the induction
hypothesis, there is a computation using U, ---U; with the goal s; = ¢; and the answer L.
Then, using the global assumption

(Czxy...n =Cy1...yn) = (1 =y1) A+ AT, = Yp)

and other global assumptions in €, a computation can be constructed using U;, ---[; with
the goal s =t and the answer |, as required. This completes the case for basic structures.
Suppose next that s of type v — n has the form

Az.if x =ty then sy else ... if x =t, then s, else sq,

where ti,...,t, € By, 51,...,5, € By, t1 < -+ < tp, 5 € Dy, for 1 <i < n (n €N), and
50 € D,. There are two cases to consider.
The first case to consider is when s <, t. In this case, ¢t must have the form

M\y.if y = t) then s} else ... if y =1, then s, else s,

where t},...,t, € By, s|,...,s, € By, t] < -+ < U, 5 Dy forl <i<n(neN),
50 € Dy, and s; «—4 s, and t; <, t, for i = 1,...,n. By the induction hypothesis, there
is a computation using using 0J;, --- 0, with respect to € for the goal ¢; = ¢/ that has the
result O, ---0;.((t; = t;) = T) and there is a computation using O;, --- ;. with respect
to € for the goal s; = s, that has the result O;, ---0;, ((s; = s;) = T), fori =1,...,n. A
computation is now constructed for the goal s = ¢. In this computation and the later ones in
the proof, I use several times the easily established fact that, if s and ¢ are basic terms and
s < t, then s <7>L>(l t. Let s,e5 denote

Az.if x = to then sq else ... if x =t, then s, else sg.
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An outline of this computation is as follows. (The redexes are underlined.)

(less s t) A (less t s)

(( x=1t1) — s1=(tx))) A (less (remove {x | (x =1t1)} Spest) t)) A (less t s)
((s1 = (tt1)) A (less (remove {x | (x =t1)} Spest) ) A (less t s)
((

s1 = (if t1 =t| then s} else ... if t =t then s, else s)) A

<
8

(less (remove {x | (x =t1)} Spest) t)) A (less t s)

((s1 = (if T then s} else ... if t; =t., then s}, else sp)) A
(less (remove {x | (x =t1)} Spest) t)) A (less t s)
((s1 = s}) A (less (remove {x | (x =t1)} Spest) 1)) A (less t s)

(T A (less (remove {x | (x =t1)} Spest) t)) A (less t )
(less (remove {x | (x =t1)} Spest) t) A (less t s)

(less Syest t) A (less t s)

T A(lessts)

less t s

T.

The case when n = 0, that is, when s and ¢ have the form Ax.sg, is much easier.

The second case to consider for basic abstractions is when s #~—,, t. In this case, there
exists j € {1,...,n} such that t; «——, t; and s; LN, s;, for i < j, and either ¢; AR, t;-
or s;j <7L>oé 3;. Alternatively, one of s and ¢ is a strict “prefix” (up to a-equivalence) of the

other; the details of this case are omitted. Suppose that ¢; L, t;, but s; # sy 5. Let

Srest denote

,.
Iz

Av.if x =t; then s; else ... if ©x =1, then s, else sq.
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An outline of a computation for the goal s =t in this case is as follows.

—t
(less s t) A (less t s)

»

less spest; t) A (less t s)

(
(
(
(

(Ve
(sj = (ttj)) A (less (remove {z | (x =1tj)} Srest;) 1)) A (less t s)
(sj = (if t; =1t} then s else ... if tj =1, then s, else sp)) A

(less (remove {x | (x = 1;)} Srest;) 1)) A

((sj = (4f L then s else ... if tj =1, then s, else sp)) A

(less (remove {x | (v = tj)} Spest;) 1)) A

((sj = (if t; = t5 then sh else ... if t; =1, then s, else sp)) A

(less (remove {x | (v = 1)} Spest;) 1)) A

((sj = (if tj =t then s} else ... if t; = t,, then s, else s0)) A

(less (remove {x | (v = 1)} Srest;) 1))

((sj = (i T then s} else ... if t; = t;, then s, else so)) A

(less (remove {x | (v =tj)} Spest;) 1)) A

((sj = s5) A (less (remove {x | (x =1t5)} Srest;) t)) A (less t s)

(L A (less (remove {x | (x = 1)} Srest;) 1)) A (less T s)

L A (less t s)
L.

94

((x=1t;) — 55 = (t x))) A (less (remove {x | (x =1;)} Spest;) t)) A (less t s)

(less t s)

(less t s)

(less t s)

A (less t s)

(less t s)

The remaining case is when t; ¥, ti.. Suppose that t; < t’. (The case when t} < t; is
similar except that (less t s) instead of (less s t) is shown to evaluate to L.) An outline of a
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computation for the goal s =t in this case is as follows.

=1
(less s t) A (less t s)

»

(less Srest; t) A (less t s)
(Vz.((z = tj) — s5 = (t x))) A (less (remove {x | (x = t;)} Srest;) t)) A (less t s)
((s5 = (t ;) A (less (remove {z | (x = t;)} Spest;) 1)) A (less t s)
((sj = (if tj;tl then s else ... if tj =t then s;, else sp)) A
(less (remove {x | (v =tj)} Spest;) t)) A (less t s)

((sj = (if L then s else ... if t; =t] then s, else sp)) A
(less (remove {x | (v = 1)} Spest;) t)) A (less t s)

((s5 = (if tj =t then s} else ... if t; =t then s, else s9)) N
(less (remove {x | (x =1t;)} Srest;) 1)) A (less t s)

((sj = (if L then s else ... if t; =t;, then s, else s0)) A

(less (remove {x | (v = 1)} Spest;) t)) A (less t s)
((s5 = s0) A (less (remove {x | (z = t;)} Srest;) ) A (less t s)

(L A (less (remove {x | (x =t;)} Srest;) 1)) A (less t s)

L A(less ts)
L.

This completes the case of basic abstractions.
Suppose finally that s of type o = (o1,...,0,) has the form (s1,...,s,). Thus ¢ has

the form (t,...,t,). If s <, t, then s; «—, t;, for i = 1,...,n. By the induction
hypothesis, there is a computation using [J;, - --[J; with the goal s; = t; and the answer T,
for ¢ = 1,...,n. Then, using the global assumption

(@1, ) = (Y1, Yn) = (@1 =y1) A A (T = Yn)

and other global assumptions in €, a computation can be constructed using [}, - - -[;, with
the goal s = t and the answer T, as required. If s <7L>a t, then s; <7L>a tj, for some
j € {1,...,n}. By the induction hypothesis, there is a computation using O;, ---O; with
the goal s; = t; and the answer L. A similar argument to the previous case now shows that
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there is a computation using [;, ---[; with the goal s = ¢t and the answer L, as required.
This completes the case of basic tuples. O

Here are four examples to illustrate computation.

Example 6.1. Consider again the functions sometime and upto_sometime that were intro-
duced in Section [3.8] and that have the following definitions.

sometime : §2 X Nat — (2

(sometime (p,n)) = if n =0 then @ else O(sometime (p,n — 1))

upto_sometime : 2 X Nat — 2
(upto_sometime (p,n)) =

if m =0 then ¢ else ((sometime (p,n)) A (upto_sometime (p,n — 1))).

These schemas are taken to be global assumptions of the theory.

Now let ¢ be some biterm. Then Figure [3[ gives a computation of (upto_sometime (¢, 2)).
The computation uses the leftmost selection rule and has the redexes underlined. It follows
from the computation that

(upto_sometime (¢,2)) = OS2

is a consequence of the theory.

Example 6.2. Consider the following polymorphic definitions of the functions append, permute,
delete, and sorted which have been written in the relational style of logic programming.

append : List a X List a X List a — 2
(append (u,v,w)) =
(w=[)A(v=w))VIrdz3y((u=riz)A(w=riy) A (append (z,v,y)))

permute : List a x List a — {2

(permute ([, 7)) = = = [
(permute (zfy,w)) = Ju.Fv.3z.((w = ufv) A (delete (u,x ty,2)) A (permute (z,v)))

delete : a x List a x List a — {2
(delete (z,[],y)) = L
(delete (z,yfz,w)) = (z=y) A (w=2))VIv.((w=ylv) A (delete (z,z,v)))

sorted : List Int — {2
(sorted [[) =T
(sorted xty) = if y =[] then T else Fu.3v.((y = ufv) A (z < u) A (sorted y)).

The intended meaning of append is that it is true iff its third argument is the concatenation
of its first two arguments. The intended meaning of permute is that it is true iff its second
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(upto_sometime (p,2))

if 2=0 then ¢ else ((sometime (p,2)) A (upto_sometime (¢,2 — 1)))
if L then ¢ else ((sometime (¢,2)) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1)))

(sometime (p,2)) A (upto_sometime (,2 — 1))

(if 2=0 then ¢ else O(sometime (p,2 —1))) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))
(if L then ¢ else O(sometime (p,2 — 1))) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))

O(sometime (¢,2 — 1)) A (upto_sometime (¢,2 — 1))
O (if (2—1) =0 then ¢ else O(sometime (¢, (2 —1) —1))) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))

O (if 1. =0 then ¢ else O(sometime (p, (2 —1) —1))) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))
O (if L then ¢ else O(sometime (p, (2 —1) —1))) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))

OO(sometime (p, (2 —1) — 1)) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))
OO0 (if (2—1) —1 =0 then ¢ else O(sometime (¢, ((2—1) —1) —1)))A

(upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))

OO (if 0.=0 then ¢ else O(sometime (p,((2—1) —1) — 1))) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))
OO (if T then ¢ else O(sometime (p,((2 —1) —1) — 1))) A (upto_sometime (p,2 — 1))

OOy A (upto_sometime (¢,2 — 1))

OO A Op A (upto_sometime (p, (2 —1) — 1))

OQOp ANOp N p

Figure 3: Computation of (upto_sometime (¢, 2))

argument is a permutation of its first argument. The intended meaning of delete is that it is
true iff its third argument is the result of deleting its first argument from its second argument.
The intended meaning of sorted is that it is true iff its argument is an increasingly ordered
list of integers.

The notable feature of the above definitions is the presence of existential quantifiers in
the bodies of the statements, so not surprisingly the key statement that makes all this work
is concerned with the existential quantifier. To motivate this, consider the computation in
Figure [4] that results from the goal (append (14[],24[],z)). At one point in the computation,
the following term is reached:

I 32" 3y (L= YA ([ =2") A (x =7"4y") A (append (2, 241[],))).

An obviously desirable simplification that can be made to this term is to eliminate the local
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variable 7’ since there is a ‘value’ (that is, 1) for it. This leads to the term

32" 3y ([ = 2") A (z = 18Y') A (append (27,24 ], 9)))-

Similarly, one can eliminate =’ to obtain

Fy'.((x = 14y') A (append ([J,24[].¥)))-
After some more computation, the answer x = 142 4[] results. Now the statements that make
all this possible are
dzy.--Fep (e A (v =uw) Ay) = Fxg. -+ - Jog_1.3xigq. - e (e{xs /u} Ay{zi/u})
dzy.--Fxp (e A (w =) ANy) = Fzy. -+ Fwi_1. 3. - - o (2{xs /u} A y{zi/u}),

which come from the definition of X' : (a — 2) — (2 in standard equality theory and have
A-abstractions in their heads.

(append (14[},24[], =))

(@40 =DA@tl=2)v I 32" 3y (14 =r'#2’) A (@ =r"8y) A (append (2,28 [],4)))
(LA@E]==) v I 3" 3y (LE]] =r"ga) Az =r"#y) A (append (2, 24(],9)))

Lv 332" 3y (4] =r"§2") A (z = 1"8y") A (append (2,24 ]],y)))

I’ 3’ Jy' (] =r"#a") A (@ =1"4y) A (append (2',24]],4)))

I 32" 3y (L=1") A ([ =2") A (z =1"§y) A (append (2',24]],7/)))
32" 3y ([ =2") A (= 18y') A (append (2,28 (], 3)))
Jy'.((z = 18y/) A (append ([],24[],4")))

I (. =14y") A (Y = 24]))
z=1424]]

Figure 4: Computation of (append (14[],24]],z))

This example illustrates how the definitions in the standard equality theory allow the
traditional functional programming style to be extended to encompass the relational style of
logic programming. The definitions of predicates look a little different to the way one would
write them in, say, Prolog. A mechanical translation of a Prolog definition into one that runs
in this style of programming simply involves using the completion of the Prolog definition.
The definition here of append is essentially the completion of the Prolog version of append.
Alternatively, one can specialise the completion to the [| and § cases, as has been done here
for the definitions of permute, delete, and sorted. One procedural difference of note is that
Prolog’s method of returning answers one at a time via backtracking is replaced here by
returning all answers together as a disjunction (or a set). Thus the computation in Figure
from the goal

(append (z,y,1424][]))
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has the answer

(z=DAy=1828]) v (@ =18 Ay =28]) V(=122 Ay =)

The style of programming typified by this example is called programming with abstractions
[L1o03].

Example 6.3. Consider a belief base for an agent that contains the definition
BVz.((f x) = if x = A then 42 else if * = B then 21 else if x = C then 42 else 0),

where A,B,C : o, f : 0 — Nat and B is the belief modality for the agent. With such a
definition, it is straightforward to compute in the ‘forward’ direction. Thus (f B) can be
computed in the obvious way to produce the answer 21 and the result B((f B) = 21).

Less obviously, the definition can be used to compute in the ‘reverse’ direction. For
example, consider the computation of {z | (f z) = 42} in Figure @ which produces the
answer {A, C'}. This computation makes essential use of the equations

(w if € =t then u else v) = if © =t then (w{x/t} u) else (w v)
% where x is a variable.
(if € =t then u else v w) = if x =t then (v w{x/t})) else (v w)

% where x is a variable.

from the standard equality theory.

Example 6.4. This example illustrates how typical database queries can be answered. Con-
sider the definition

BVx.((fz)=1if © = (A, Z) then (42,11) else if x = (B, X) then (21,7) else
if © = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)),

where A, B,C :0, X,Y,Z : 7 and f:0 X 7 — Nat x Nat.
Figure [7] shows the computation using B of

Fy.-((y = (f (C,0))) A ((projy y) = 42)),

where proj; projects onto the first component of a pair of natural numbers. The result of
the computation is B(Jy.((y = (f (C,v))) A ((proj; y) = 42)) = (v =Y)) and the answer is
v=Y.

Figure |8 shows the computation using B of

{y [ 32.((y = (f 2)) A ((projy y) = 42))}.

The result of the computation is B({y | 3z.((y = (f z))A((proj, y) = 42))} = {(42,11), (42,17)})
and the answer is {(42,11), (42,17)}.

Many other (non-modal) examples of computation can be found in [Tho99], [LI0o99], and
[LIo03).
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(append (z,y,1§24(]))
(=D A=182¢0)) v I3 3y ((x =r"t2") A (E24[] =" §y) A (append (2',y,9)))
(=D A=182¢]) vI'3' 3y ((z=r"82) AQ =1") A (28]l = y') A (append (2, y,
(=D A y=182¢[]) v 3y . ((z =182") A 28] = ¢) A (append (2',y,3")))
(=0 Ay=182¢)) v I ((x =1§2") A (append (z',y,24[])))
(=D A=182¢])) v ((z=142") A (" =) A (y = 28])) V
" 32" 3y". (" =" g2") A 28] ="4y") A (append (2", y,y")))))
(z=MA=142¢4[)) VI ((z=142) A (@' =) A (y=2¢[) V
((z=1g2") AFr" 3" 3y" (2" =r"g2") A (28] = r"£y") A (append (2", y,y")))))
(e=DA=182¢]]) v (z=142")A (@' =) A (y=2£])) V
' ((x = 142") A" 32" 3y" (" = " g2”") A 24 = 7" 8y") A (append (2", y,y"))))
(@=DA=182¢[)) V(=1 A (y=2¢[)) Vv
A’ ((x = 142") A" 32" 3y" (" = " g2”") A 24 = 7" 8y") A (append (2", y,y"))))
(=A@ =182¢[) V(=1 A (y=2¢])) Vv
' ((x=182") A" 3" Fy" (@' =r"2") A2 =7") A ([l = ") A (append (2", y,y"))))
(=0 A(y %

=1828[)) v (e =1¢[) A (y=28]))
o' ((x = 142") A F2" Iy (2" =242
(=DA@=1824) V(=18 A(y=2L[]) V
A2’ ((x = 142") A 2" .((2" = 242") A (append (2",y,]]))))

YA =y") A (append (3",y,y"))))

(@=MA@=1422]) V(@=14D A =240) VI ((z =182") AI2".((a' = 242") A
( (x// _ H) Ay = H)) v Er’”.ﬂx”’ay’”.(( T,///ﬁx///) A (H _ T”'tiy”’) (append (:L'”/ Y, y///)
(=MA@=1828) V(=14 Ay =240) Vv I"((z =182") AI2".((2' = 2¢2") A

(@ =MA=D)vIr" 3" 3y" (" =r"12") A LA (append (z",y,5"))))))
(=M ny=1828]

124) v (@ =1¢[) A (y=28[)) v I2'.((z = 142") A F2".((2" = 242") A

("= Ay=0)VI"32" 3" (LA (append (2", y,y"))))))

gV (@=18)Ay=2¢[)V

32" ((x =142 YA " (2" =282 YA (" =) A (y =) vI. 32" Fy". 1)))

e)) v ) A (y=24[)) Vv

A ((z=142") AFa"((2" = 21196”) A=A =1])VvL))
)/\

ﬂ ) A3z, (( =282") A (" =D A (w=1))

Ja’ ((:c— 1ga) A (@' =28 A =1))
(=D =1828]) v (@ =14 A =28])V((z=1228[]) Ay =)

Figure 5: Computation of (append (z,y,1424]]))

~—
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(o] (f 2) = 42}

{z | (= if x= A then 42 else if © = B then 21 else if x = C then 42 else 0) 42)}

{z | (if = Athen (= 42) else (= if © = B then 21 else if © = C then 42 else 0) 42)}
{z | if x = A then (42 = 42) else ((= if © = B then 21 else if x = C then 42 else 0) 42)}
{z | if ©=Athen T else (= if v = B then 21 else if x = C then 42 else 0) 42)}

{z | if © = A then T else (if x = B then (= 21) else (= if x = C then 42 else 0) 42)}
{z | if © = A then T else if x = B then (21 = 42) else ((= if x = C then 42 else 0) 42)}
{z | if x =Athen T else if v = B then L else ((= if x = C then 42 else 0) 42)}

{z|if x = A then T else if x = B then L else (if x = C then (= 42) else (= 0) 42)}
{z | if © = A then T else if x = B then L else if x = C then (42 = 42) else (0 = 42)}
{z|if x = Athen T else if x = B then L else if x = C then T else (0 = 42)}

{z | if © = Athen T else if x = B then L else if x = C then T else L}

Figure 6: Computation of rank 0 using B of {z | (f =) = 42}

6.2 Proof

Next I turn to (pure) proof using a tableau system.

Consider the problem of determining whether a biterm ¢ is true or false in the intended
pointed interpretation. Once again suppose that a formal definition of the intended pointed
interpretation is not available, but that the theory T of the application is available. Then the
problem can still be solved by showing that ¢ is a theorem of T. In this case, ¢ is a consequence
of T, by the soundness of the proof system, so that ¢ must be true in the intended pointed
interpretation. Theoremhood is, of course, undecidable in the case of higher-order logic, but
it is still possible to prove theorems in many cases of practical interest.

More formally, the proof problem is as follows.

Given a theory T and biterm ¢, determine whether ¢ is a consequence of 7.

Here now are the details of a proof system that can determine consequence.
The tableau system employs prefixed biterms as is often the case for modal logics.

Definition 6.3. A prefiz is a finite sequence of the form 1.(ny,j1). ... .(ng, jx), where n; is
a positive integer and j; € {1,...,m}, fori=1,... k.
A prefized biterm is an expression of the form o ¢, where ¢ is a prefix and ¢ is a biterm.

In the following, (n,j) is abbreviated to n;.

The tableau system works as usual for modal logics. Given that the aim is to show that
a biterm ¢ is an L-consequence of sets of global and local assumptions, the initial node of
the tableau is 1 —p. At any stage in the construction of the tableau, one of its branches is
chosen and the branch extended by one of the tableau rules. In this paper, I concentrate on
the (multi-modal) logic K,,, (where the m refers to the number of modalities) which has the
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3-((y = (f (C,))) A (proj, ) = 42))

(proj, (f (C,v)) = 42

(proj, if (C,v) = (A, Z) then (42,11) else if (C,v) = (B, X) then (21,7)
else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)) = 42

(= if (C,v) = (A, Z) then (proj, (42,11)) else (proj, if (C,v) = (B, X) then (21,7)
else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0))) 42)

(if (C,v) = (A, Z) then (= (proj, (42,11))) else (= (proj, if (C,v) = (B, X) then (21,7)
else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0))) 42)

if (C,v)=(A,Z) then ((proj, (42,11)) = 42) else ((proj, if (C,v) = (B, X) then (21,7)
else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)) = 42)

if (C=A)N(v=2Z) then ((proj, (42,11)) = 42) else ((proj, if (C,v) = (B, X) then (21,7)
else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)) = 42)

if LA (v=2) then ((proj, (42,11)) = 42) else ((proj, if (C,v) = (B, X) then (21,7)
else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)) = 42)

(
if L then ((proj, (42,11)) = 42) else ((proj, if (C,v) = (B, X) then (21,7)
else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)) = 42)
(proj, if (C,v) = (B,X) then (21,7) else if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)) = 42

(proj, if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)) = 42
(= _if (C,v) = (C,Y) then (proj, (42,17)) else (proj, (0,0))) 42)
(if (C,0) = (C,Y) then (= (proj, (42,17))) else (= (proj, (0,0))) 42
if (C,v) =(C,Y) then ((proj, (42,17)) = 42) else ((proj; (0,0)) = 42
if (C=C)NA(v=Y) then ((proj, (42,17)) = 42) else ((proj; (0,0))
if TA(v=Y) then ((proj, (42,17)) = 42) else ((proj; (0,0)) = 42)
if (v=Y) then ((proj, (42,17)) = 42) else ((proj, (0,0)) = 42)
if (v=Y) then (42 = 42) else ((proj; (0,0)) = 42)
if (v=Y) then T else ((proj, (0,0)) = 42)
if (v=Y) then T else (0 = 42)
if (v=Y) then T else L

)
)
- 42)

Figure 7: Computation of rank 0 using B of Jy.((y = (f (C,v))) A ((proj, y) = 42))
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{y | 3z.((y = (f 2)) A ((proj1 y) = 42))}
{y | Fz.((y = p) A ((proj, y) = 42))}
{y | 32.((y = ) A ((proji ) = 42))}

{y|3z.(y=p)A(if z=(A,Z) then T else if v = (B, X) then L

else if x = (C,Y) then T else 1))}
{y | 3z.(if (y=¢)A(z=(A,2))) then T else if (y =) A (if © = (B, X) then L

else if x = (C,Y) then T else 1)))}
{ylif Je((y=9) A (@ =(A,2))) then T else Fz.(if ((y = @) A (if @ = (B, X) then L

else if x = (C,Y) then T else 1)))}

{y | if y=(42,11) then T else if Fx.((y = ¢) A (if © = (B, X) then L
else if x = (C,Y) then T else 1))}

{y | if y=(42,11) then T else if y = (21,7) then L else if y = (42,17) then T else L}

Figure 8: Computation of rank 0 using B of {y | 3z.((y = (f z)) A ((proj; y) = 42))}.
Here ¢ = if * = (A,Z) then (42,11) else if x = (B,X) then (21,7) else if = =
(C,Y) then (42,17) else (0,0)

tableau system given by the rules in Figures [J] and [I0] and for which the corresponding set
of frames is K. Figure [9] gives the basic tableau rules. These rules handle the connectives,
modalities, quantifiers, abstractions, and equality. Figure [10| gives the two rules for handling
the global and local assumptions. Generally speaking, these rules are well known (see, for
example, [FMO98] and [Fit02]), but the versions here differ in some details, in particular, in
the use of the admissibility assumption in the universal, abstraction, and substitutivity rules.
The proof is completed when each branch is closed, that is, contains contradictory biterms.

Without loss of generality, all local and global assumptions are assumed to be closed, as is
the theorem to be proved. Note, however, that during construction of a tableau, open biterms
can be introduced by some tableau rules.

Definition 6.4. Let T be a theory. A proof of rank 0 with respect to T is a sequence T1, ..., T,
of trees labelled by prefixed biterms satisfying the following conditions.

1. T3 consists of a single node labelled by 1 =, for some biterm .
2. Fori=1,...,n—1, there is

(a) a tableau rule R from Figure @] or Figure [10| such that T;y; is obtained from Tj,
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i. if R is a conjunctive rule, by extending a branch with two nodes labelled by
the prefixed biterms in the denominator of R,

ii. if R is a disjunctive rule, by splitting a branch so that the leaf node of the
branch has two children each labelled by one of the prefixed biterms in the
denominator of R,

iii. otherwise, by extending a branch with a node labelled by the prefixed biterm
in the denominator of R,

provided that any prefixed biterms in the numerator of R already appear in the
branch and any side-conditions of R are satisfied.

3. Each branch of T;, contains nodes labelled by ¢ 1 and o —), for some prefix o and
biterm 1.

Each T is called a tableau of rank 0.

A branch of a tableau of rank 0 is closed if it contains nodes labelled by ¢ 9 and o —,
for some prefix ¢ and biterm 1; otherwise, the branch is open.

A tableau of rank 0 is closed if each branch is closed; otherwise, the tableau is open.

The biterm ¢ is called the theorem of the proof; this is denoted by T - .

The next task is to prove the soundness of the proof system. The key result that needs
to be established is that, if a biterm has a proof using the rules in Figures[9] and then the
biterm is a K-consequence of the global and local assumptions. To this end, the concept of a
satisfiable set of prefixed biterms is introduced.

Definition 6.5. Let L be a class of frames. A set S of prefixed biterms is L-satisfiable with
respect to a set G of global assumptions and a set L of local assumptions if there exists an
interpretation I = (W, {R;}"1,{Da}tacs, V) based on a frame in L, a variable assignment v,
and a mapping F' of prefixes to worlds such that the following hold.

1. Each ¢ € G is valid in [.
2. Each ¢ € L is valid at F/(1) in I.
3. If the prefixes o and o.n; both occur in S, then F(o) R; F(o.n;).

4. For every biterm type @« = a3 — -+ — ay, — {2, there exist d; € D, (i = 1,...,n)
such that if o ¢ is in S and ¢ has type «, then V(p, I, F(o),v)dy ... d, =T.

A tableau branch is said to be L-satisfiable if the set of prefixed biterms on it is L-
satisfiable. A tableau is said to be L-satisfiable if it has a branch that is L-satisfiable.

Notation. In the following, ‘satisfiable’ will mean ‘K-satisfiable’.
Proposition 6.3. A closed tableau of rank 0 is not satisfiable.

Proof. Suppose some closed tableau is satisfiable. Thus some branch of it must be satisfiable.
Let S be the set of prefixed biterms on this branch. Suppose S is satisfiable using the
interpretation I, variable assignment v, and mapping F'. Since the tableau is closed, the
branch is closed and there exist prefixed biterms ¢ ¥ and ¢ — on the branch. Let the
type of ¢ be a;y — -+ — a, — {2 and the domain elements satisfying Condition 4 of
Definition for this type be d; € Dy, (i =1,...,n). Thus V(¢,I,F(o),v)dy ... dp =T
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(Conjunctive rules) For any prefix o,

o PNY o ~(pVy) o (g —19)
g ¢ g Y gy
oY o o
(Disjunctive rules) For any prefix o,
A o ~(eNY) cp—1
cploy oo o e | o

(Double negation rule) For any prefix o,
o _'_‘SO
gy

(Possibility rules) If the prefix o.n; is new to the branch, where i € {1,...,m},

o Qip o ~Lip
on; on; S
(Necessity rules) If the prefix o.n; already occurs on the branch, where i € {1,...,m},
o Lip o ~Oip
on; @ on;
(X rules) For any prefix o, if y1,...,y, are variables new to the branch,
o (L) o (I )
O QYL .- Yn O 7PYL --- Yn

(IT rules) For any prefix o, if t1,...,t; (0 < k <n) are terms,

o () g (X )
o ety ...t o @ty ...t

(Abstraction rules) For any prefix o, if {x/t} is admissible with respect to ¢,
o (Az.p t) o (Ax.p t)
o p{x/t} o —~o{z/t}

(Reflexivity rule) If the prefix o already occurs on the branch and ¢ is a term,

oct=t

(Substitutivity rule) For any prefix o, if ¢ is a biterm containing a free occurrence of the

variable x, and {z/s} and {x/t} are admissible with respect to ¢,

o s=t
o p{x/s}
o p{z/t}

Figure 9: Basic tableau rules
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(Global assumption rule) If the prefix o already occurs on the branch, v is a global as-
sumption, and t1,...,t; (0 < k <n) are terms,
o Pty ... tg
(Local assumption rule) If ) is a local assumption and ¢y, ...,t; (0 < k < n) are terms,
1Lt ...ty

Figure 10: Tableau rules for global and local assumptions

and V(—,I,F(0),v) di ... d, = T. However, it follows from Part 4 of Proposition
that V(=, I, F(o),v) di ... d, = T ifft V(¢,I,F(0),v) di ... d, = L, which gives a
contradiction. Thus the closed tableau is not satisfiable. O

Since, for any class L of frames, an L-satisfiable set of prefixed biterms is satisfiable, it
follows from Proposition that a closed tableau is not L-satisfiable.

Proposition 6.4. If a tableau rule (from Figures@ and@) is applied to a satisfiable tableau,
then the resulting tableau is satisfiable.

Proof. Suppose that T is a satisfiable tableau and some tableau rule is applied to it on branch
B. Now some branch of T is satisfiable. If this branch is not B, then the tableau rule has no
effect on B and this branch, and hence the new tableau, is satisfiable after the application of
the tableau rule.

Thus it can be assumed that B is satisfiable. Suppose the set of prefixed biterms on B
is satisfiable via the interpretation I, variable assignment v, and mapping F. Also suppose
the type of ¢ and ¢ is a1 — - -+ — a,, — 2 and the domain elements satisfying Condition 4
of Definition for this type are d; € D, (i = 1,...,n). Each of the tableau rules is now
examined in turn.

Conjunctive rules Consider the first of these. Since the original tableau is satisfiable, it
follows that V(p A, I, F(o),v) di ... d, = T. Thus V(p,I,F(o),v) d1 ... d, = T and
V(,I,F(o),v)dy ... d, = T, by Part 1 of Proposition . Thus the tableau extended by
this rule is satisfiable.

The proofs of the other conjunctive rules are similar.

Disjunctive rules Consider the first of these. Since the original tableau is satisfiable, it
follows that V(¢ V¢,I1,F(o),v) di ... d, = T. Thus V(p,I,F(o),v) dy ... d, = T or
V(,I,F(o),v)dy ... d, =T, by Part 2 of Proposition Thus the tableau extended by
this rule is satisfiable because at least one of the resulting branches is satisfiable.

The proofs of the other disjunctive rules are similar.

Double negation rule Since the original tableau is satisfiable, it follows that
V(—=p,I,F(o),v) di ... d = T. Then V(p,I,F(0),v) di ... d, = T, by Parts 5 and
6 of Proposition Thus the extended tableau is also satisfiable.

Possibility rules Consider the first of these. Since the original tableau is satisfiable, it
follows that V(<&ip, 1, F(o),v) di ... dy, = T. By Part 2 of Proposition for some w’
such that F(o) R; w', V(p,[,w',v) dy ... d, = T. Now extend the definition of F' so that
F(o.n;) = w'. Thus F(o) R; F(o.n;) and V(p,I,F(on;),v) di ... d, = T, and so the
extended tableau is satisfiable.
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The proof of the other possibility rule is similar.

Necessity rules This is similar to the case for the possibility rules.

) rules Consider the first of these. Since the original tableau is satisfiable, it follows
that V(X ¢),I,F(o),v) = T. By Part 1 of Proposition V(X ¢),I,F(o),v) =T iff,
for some d; € Dy, (1 = 1,...,n), V(p,I,F(o),v) di ... d, = T. Let y; be a variable
of type «; that is new to the branch (i = 1,...,n). Define the variable assignment v* by
v¥(x) = v(z), for x & {y1,...,yn} and v*(y;) = d;, for i = 1,...,n. Since v and v* agree
on the free variables of ¢, V(p, I, F(0),v) = V(p,I,F(c),v*), by Proposition Thus
Vieyr ... yn, I, F(o),v*) =V(p,I,F(o),v*)dy ... dy =V(p,I,F(o),v)d; ... dy = T.
Now, since v and v* differ only on the y; and the y; are new to the branch, v and v* agree
on the free variables of each biterm on the original branch. By Proposition [3.14] it follows
that the extended branch is satisfiable via the interpretation I, variable assignment v*, and
mapping F'.

The proof of the other X rule is similar, using Proposition

Il rules Consider the first of these. Since the original tableau is satisfiable, it follows
that V((II ¢),I,F(0),v) = T. By Part 2 of Proposition V((II ¢),I,F(o),v) =T iff,
for each d; € Dy, (1 = 1,...,n), V(p,I,F(0),v) di ... dy = T. Let t; be terms of type
a; and V(t;, I, F(o),v) =d; (i = 1,...,k). Then V(o t1 ... ty,I,F(0),v) dp1 ... dn =
V(e,I,F(o),v)dy ... d, = T, for each dp41 ... dy. If this is the first occurrence on the
branch of a biterm having the same type as ¢ t; ... tg, then the dgy1 ... d, required
by Condition 4 of Definition can be chosen arbitrarily; otherwise, the dgy1 ... d, have
already been fixed and they work here as well. Hence the extended branch is satisfiable via
the interpretation I, variable assignment v, and mapping F'.

The proof for the other IT rule is similar, using Proposition [3.3]

Abstraction rules Consider the first of these. To show satisfiability of the tableau extended
by this rule, it suffices to show that V(p{z/t},I,F(o),v) di ... d, = T. Since the original
tableau is satisfiable, it follows that V((Az.¢ t),I,F(o),v) di ... d, = T. The result now
follows immediately, since by Proposition[3.35] V((Az.¢ t),I, F(0),v) = V(p{z/t},I, F(0),v).

The proof for the second of the abstraction rules is similar.

Reflexivity rule To show satisfiability of the tableau extended by this rule, it suffices to
show that V((t =t),I, F(0),v) = T. But this follows immediately since the meaning of = is
the identity mapping.

Substitutivity rule To show satisfiability of the tableau extended by this rule, it suffices
to show that V(p{z/t},I,F(o),v) d1 ... d, = T. Since the original tableau is satisfiable,
it follows that V(s =t,I,F(0),v) = T and V(p{x/s},I,F(0),v) dy ... d, = T. The result
now follows immediately from Proposition [3.31

Global assumption rule Since the (original) tableau is satisfiable and v is a global as-
sumption, v is valid in I. Thus V(¢, I, F(0),v) = T. Hence, for each d; € D, (i =1,...,n),
V(,I,F(o),v) di ... d, = T. Let t; be terms of type «; and V(t;, I, F(o),v) = d;
(t=1,...,k). Then V(¢ t; ... tx,I,F(0),v) dgs1 ... dy =V(,I,F(o),v)dy ... dy =T.
If this is the first occurrence on the branch of a biterm having the same type as ¢ t1 ... tg,
then the diy1 ... dy required by Condition 4 of Definition can be chosen arbitrarily;
otherwise, the dxy1 ... d, have already been fixed and they work here as well. Hence the
extended branch is satisfiable via the interpretation I, variable assignment v, and mapping
F.

Local assumption rule Since the (original) tableau is satisfiable and v is a local assump-
tion, ¢ is valid at F(1) in I. Thus V(¢,1,F(1),v) = T. Hence, for each d; € D,, (i =
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1,...,n),V(,I,F(1),v)dy ... d, = T. Let t; be terms of type o; and V(t;, I, F(1),v) = d;
(i=1,...,k). Then V(b t; ... tg,I,F(1),v) dgs1 ... dy =V, [,F(1),v)dy ... dy =TT.
If this is the first occurrence on the branch of a biterm having the same type as ¢ t1 ... tg,
then the diy1 ... d, required by Condition 4 of Definition can be chosen arbitrarily;
otherwise, the dgy1 ... d, have already been fixed and they work here as well. Hence the
extended branch is satisfiable via the interpretation I, variable assignment v, and mapping
F.

O

Now the soundness result can be proved.

Proposition 6.5. Let T be a theory. Then the theorem of a proof of rank 0 with respect to T
is a consequence of 7.

Proof. Let T be (G,L). Suppose that ¢ is the theorem of a proof of rank 0 with respect to T,
but is not a consequence of J. Since ¢ has a proof, there is a closed tableau T" beginning with
the prefixed biterm 1 —p. Let T7 be the tableau consisting of the single node 1 —¢. Thus T’
results from 77 by applying various tableau rules in Figures [9] and

Suppose that the type of p is @1 — - -+ — «a,, — 2. Since @ is not a consequence, there is
an interpretation I, a world w in I, a variable assignment v, and d; € Dy, (i =1,...,n) such
that each v € G is valid in I, each ¢ € L is valid at w in I, and V(p, [,w,v) dy ... d, = L.
Define the mapping F' by F(1) = w. Clearly, {1 —¢} is satisfiable, using I, v, and F', where d;
(i =1,...,n) are the domain elements associated with the type of ¢, as required by Condition
4 of Definition [6.5l Thus 77 is satisfiable.

Since T is satisfiable, so is any tableau obtained from 77 by applying tableau rules, by
Proposition [6.4. Thus T is satisfiable. But this gives a contradiction, by Proposition [6.3
since T is closed. Thus ¢ is a consequence of 7. O

The next result is an immediate corollary of Proposition [6.5

Proposition 6.6. If a biterm ¢ has a proof of rank 0 with respect to the empty theory, then
w is valid.

Figure [I1] gives the derived rules for the quantifiers that follow directly from rules given in
Figure[9} The most common case is given where ¢ is a formula. The rules can be formulated
more generally, but I prefer to keep the simpler versions instead and go back to the rules in
Figure [0 for more general situations.

(Existential rules) For any prefix o, if ¢ is a formula and y is a variable new to the branch,

o Jx.p o Vx.p
o o{z/y} o —p{x/y}

(Universal rules) For any prefix o, if {x/t} is admissible with respect to the formula ¢,

o Vz.p o —dx.p
o ofz/t} o —p{x/t}

Figure 11: Derived rules for existential and universal quantifiers
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Sometimes it will be convenient to have a further rule available that introduces Azy.... A\z,. T
or “AZy....Ax,.L (n > 0) into a proof, as in Figure The proof of correctness of this rule
is almost identical to that of the reflexivity rule. It enables a branch to be closed as soon as
either of the prefixed biterms ¢ Azi....Az,.L or ¢ —=Axq....Ax,. T appear in it.

(T introduction rules) For any prefix o,

o AL1.... \xp. T o ALY.... ATy L

Figure 12: Axjy....Az,.T introduction rules

To keep proofs as compact as possible, it is convenient to have some derived rules. The
next result shows the correctness of the derived rules in Figure that are useful since
assumptions often have the implicational form ¢ — .

Proposition 6.7.
1. Use of the global assumption ¢ — 1 is equivalent to use of either of the tableau rules:

o o Y
oY o —p

2. Use of the local assumption o — 1 s equivalent to use of either of the tableau rules:

1 1/1 1 —|g0
Proof. 1. Suppose first that the tableau rule Z z is available. It is shown that this makes

w — 1 available as a global assumption. Suppose that ¢ is a prefix already occurring on
some branch. Consider the prefixed biterm

o (p— 1Y)Vl —1).

Since the biterm is equivalent to Axj....Az,.T, this could be added (correctly) to the end of
the branch. A disjunctive rule can then be used to produce two children

ocp—1Y and o (g — ).
From the second of these, the tableau proof can proceed as follows.

o —(p—1) L
o @ 2.

o ) 3.

o Y 4.

Items 2 and 3 are from 1 by a conjunctive rule; 4 is from 2 by the proposed rule. Now this
branch closes by 3 and 4. What remains in the tableau is the prefixed biterm o ¢ — 1,
which is exactly what would result from the use of ¢ — 1) as a global assumption.
For the converse, suppose that ¢ — 1 is a global assumption. It has to be shown that
oy
oY

the use of the proposed rule is sound, that is, if the rule is applied to a satisfiable
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tableau, then the resulting tableau is satisfiable. Suppose the rule is applied to a branch
B. As in the proof of Proposition I can assume that B is satisfiable. Suppose the set
of prefixed biterms on B is satisfiable via the interpretation I, variable assignment v, and
mapping F. Since the (original) tableau is satisfiable, there exists d; € D, (1 = 1,...,n)
such that V(p,I,F(o),v)d; ... d, = T. Also V(¢ — ¢,I,F(o),v) dy ... d, = T, since
¢ — 1 is a global assumption. Thus V(¢, I, F(o),v) d; ... d, = T, by Proposition as
required.

The proof for the rule Kl

g p

2. The proof is similar to that of 1. O

is similar.

(Derived rule for global implicational assumption) For any prefix o, if ¢ — 1) is a global
assumption,

oy o

oY o T

(Derived rule for local implicational assumption) If ¢ — 1 is a local assumption,

1 ¢ 1 -
1 9 1 -

Figure 13: Derived rules for implicational assumptions

Note that, in the case of theorem proving, the definition of if _then_else given in standard
equality theory can be replaced by the following more general theory.

r— if x then yelse z=1y

—x — if x then y else z = z.
Here are several examples to illustrate proof.

Example 6.5. Suppose a theory consists of just the local assumption Vx.[J;p, where ¢ is
some biterm. Then the proof in Figure [14] shows that [;Vx.p is a consequence of the theory.

1 —;Vx.p 1.
1.1, —Vz.p 2.
1.1, —e{z/y} 3.
1 Vel 4.

1 Oip{x/y} 5.
11 o{z/y} 6.

Figure 14: Proof of rank 0 of [;Vx.p

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the biterm to be proved;
2 is from 1 by a possibility rule; 3 is from 2 by an existential rule; 4 is a local assumption; 5
is from 4 by a universal rule; 6 is from 5 by a necessity rule; now the branch closes by 3 and
6.
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In effect, this proof establishes the Barcan biterm

Being able to prove the Barcan biterm depends crucially on the constant domain assumption
in the semantics, which leads to the particular form of the existential and universal rules in
Figure [0l For the varying domain semantics, the corresponding rules are more complicated
and the Barcan biterm fails to hold generally [FMO98].

Example 6.6. Suppose a theory consists of just the local assumption U;Vz.p, where ¢ is
some biterm. Then the proof in Figure [15| shows that Vz.[J;p is a consequence of the theory.

1 V.0 1.

1 —Op{z/y} 2.
1.1, —e{z/y} 3.

1 U;Vz.o 4.
1.1; Vz.p 5.

L1 of{z/y} 6.

Figure 15: Proof of rank 0 of Vz.[;¢

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the biterm to be proved;
2 is from 1 by an existential rule; 3 is from 2 by a possibility rule; 4 is a local assumption; 5
is from 4 by a necessity rule; 6 is from 5 by a universal rule; now the branch closes by 3 and
6.

In effect, this proof establishes the converse Barcan biterm
U Va.p — Va.L;p.

Example 6.7. Let a be a type, p: @ — 2 a predicate, and ¢ a term of type a. Suppose a
theory consists of just the local assumption O;(p t). Then the proof in Figure [16|shows that
OVz.(((= t) ) — (p x)) is a consequence of the theory.

1 -O;Ve.(((= t) ) — (px)) 1.
1.1; —Vz.(((= t)z) — (px)) 2.
L1; ~(((=ty) —(py) 3

11, (= 1)y) 4

11; —(py) 5.

1-1]' —|(pt) 6.

1 Oj(pt) 7.

1-1]' (pt) 8.

Figure 16: Proof of rank 0 of O;Vz.(((= t) ) — (p x))

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be
proved; 2 is from 1 by a possibility rule; 3 is from 2 by an existential rule; 4 and 5 are from
3 by a conjunctive rule; 6 is from 4 and 5 by the substitutivity rule; 7 is a local assumption;
8 is from 7 by a necessity rule; now the branch closes by 6 and 8.
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Example 6.8. Consider a formula ¢ containing the free variables x1, ..., 2, (n > 0). Suppose
that a theory consists of the local assumptions

Oy, -+ -0, Y(e)
V(Dzl T Dz,,@ — Oy - DJTSO)-

The proof of rank 0 of 0;, - - - 0;, ¥(¢) in Figure[17)shows that [;, - - - [;, V(i) is a consequence
of the theory. In Figure ¢’ denotes the formula p{z1/y1,...,2n/yn}, where y1,...,y, are
variables new to the branch of the proof.

1 -0, ---0;,V(p) 1.

1 Oy O, V(p) 2.

1 V(O Oy — Oy - Ojp) 3.
1

-1j1 —|D]’2 e D]TV(QO) 4.

1 Oy, -+ O " — Ojy - Oj” 7
1 ~0;, - O, 8.
1.1[1 —\|:|12 ce Dlpgo/ 9.
: 1 Ojy - Oj’ 14,
11, ...1, —¢ 10 115 Oje - D¢’ 15,
1.1, \:‘12 s DIPV((p) 11. .

: 1.1]'1 "'ljr (p/ 16.
1.1[1 e 1lp V(QO) 12.
L1, ...1;, ¢ 13.

Figure 17: Proof of rank 0 of O, - --; V()

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be
proved; 2 is a local assumption; 3 is a local assumption; 4 is from 1 by a possibility rule; 5
is from 4 by possibility rules; 6 is from 5 by existential rules; 7 is from 3 by a universal rule;
8 and 14 are from 7 by a disjunctive rule; 9 is from 8 by a possibility rule; 10 is from 9 by
possibility rules; 11 is from 2 by a necessity rule; 12 is from 11 by necessity rules; 13 is from
12 by universal rules; 15 is from 14 by a necessity rule; 16 is from 15 by necessity rules; now
one branch closes by 10 and 13 and the other branch closes by 6 and 16.

Example 6.9. This example comes from [Bal98]. Consider the agents, Peter, John, and
Wendy, with belief modalities B,, B;, and B,. Suppose that Peter believes that time
is true, Peter believes that John believes that place is true, Wendy believes that if Peter
believes that time is true, then John believes that time is true, and Peter believes that John
believes that if time and place are true, then appointment is true. These beliefs are captured
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in the following local assumptions of the belief base.

B time
B,Bplace
B.,(Bptime — Bjtime)

B, Bj(place A time — appointment).

Suppose, in addition, that if Peter believes something, then Peter believes that he believes
that thing; everything believed by Wendy is believed by Peter; and if Peter believes that
John believes something, then John believes that Peter believes the same thing. The local
assumptions that capture all this are as follows.

Byp — B,Byp
Buwe — Bpyp
Bijtp —_— BijQO,

where ¢ is a syntactical variable standing for an arbitrary formula. The proof below uses the
derived rules that correspond to these local implicational assumptions.

Suppose now that one wants to show that John believes that Peter believes appointment
is true, that is,

B, B, appointment,

is a theorem of the belief base. The tableau proof of this formula is given in Figure

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be
proved; 2 to 5 are local assumptions; 6 is from 1 by a derived rule from B,Bjp — B;Bp;
7 is from 6 by a possibility rule; 8 is from 7 by a possibility rule; 9 is from 5 by a necessity
rule; 10 is from 9 by a necessity rule; 11 and 25 are from 10 by a disjunctive rule; 12 and 15
are from 11 by a disjunctive rule; 13 is from 3 by a necessity rule; 14 is from 13 by a necessity
rule; this branch now closes by 12 and 14; 16 is from 4 by a derived rule from B¢ — B,p;
17 is from 16 by a necessity rule; 18 and 23 are from 17 by a disjunctive rule; 19 is from 18
by a possibility rule; 20 is from 2 by a derived rule from Bpp — B,Byp; 21 is from 20 by
a necessity rule; 22 is from 21 by a necessity rule; this branch now closes by 19 and 22; 24 is
from 23 by a necessity rule; this branch now closes by 15 and 24; and the remaining branch
closes by 8 and 25.

Example 6.10. Let T be a theory, g: 0 — {2, and t € B,. I show that
THEOj ---05V2.((=t) 2) — (qo) if THO;, ---0j,(q t).

This example is relevant to belief acquisition.
It suffices to show that

F0, -0 Ve (=) 2) — (gz) — Oj -0y (a 1)
and

F0 - i(at) — Dy Ui Ve (= 1) 2) — (g @)
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-B;Bpappointment 1.

B,time 2.

B,Bjplace 3.

B, (Bptime — Bjtime) 4.

B, Bj(place N time — appointment) 5.
1 -B,Bjappointment 6.

1.1, —Bjappointment 7.

1.1,.1; —appointment 8.

1.1, Bj(place A time — appointment) 9.
1.1,.1; place A\ time — appointment 10.

/ N\

el e T =

1.1,.1; —(place A time) 1.1,.1; appointment 25.
1.1,.1; —place 1.1,.1; —time 15.
1.1, jplace 13. 1 B, (Bptime — Bjtime) 16.
1.1,.1; place 14. Bptime — Bjtime 17.

/

1.1, -B,time
1.1,.2, —nﬁzme 19

1 B,B,time 20.
1.1, B,time 21.
1.1,.2, time 22.

1.1, Bjtime 23.
1.1,.1; time 24.

Figure 18: Proof of rank 0 of B;B,appointment

For the first of these, the proof is given in Figure An explanation of this proof is
as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be proved; 2 and 3 are from 1 by a
conjunctive rule; 4 is from 3 by a possibility rule; 5 is from 4 by possibility rules; 6 is from 2
by a necessity rule; 7 is from 6 by necessity rules; 8 is from 7 by a universal rule; 9 and 10 are
from 8 by a disjunctive rule; 11 is the reflexivity rule; now the first branch closes by 9 and
11; and the second branch closes by 5 and 10.

For the second, the proof is given in Figure An explanation of this proof is as follows.
Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be proved; 2 and 3 are from 1 by a conjunctive rule;
4 is from 3 by a possibility rule; 5 is from 4 by possibility rules; 6 is from 5 by an existential
rule; 7 and 8 are from 6 by a conjunctive rule; 9 is from 8 and 7 by the substitutivity rule;
10 is from 2 by a necessity rule; 11 is from 10 by necessity rules; now the branch closes by 9
and 11.

So far I have considered the case where theories consist solely of formulas. Now I turn
to the more general case where theories can contain biterms that are not formulas and show
why this generalisation is useful.

Example 6.11. I start with a simple theory containing formulas. Consider the predicates
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1 —\(Dh ‘DjTV$ ( (: t) 55) — \q 1’)) - Djl ‘Djr(q t)) 1
: —~Ujy U (g t) 3
L ~Uj U lat) 4
115, ...1;, ~((=t)t) 9. \
Ll ... 1, ((=t)t) 1L L1 ... 1; (qt) 10.
Figure 19: Proof of rank 0 of Oj, -+ 0, Va.(((= ) #) — (g 2)) — Ojy -0y (1)

1 (0 - Higt) — Oy - O Ve (= 1) 2) — (g 2) L.
1 Oji - O (g 1) 2.

1 Uy -0, V2. ((= 1) ) — (g z)) 3.

1.1 -Oj, -0, Ve ((=t) 2) — (g x)) 4.

1.1 ...1;, —Vz.((=t)z) — (gz)) 5.

Lij . L =((=8)y) — (qy)) 6

1.1j1 ce 1j7, (: ) y) 7

1-1j1 ...le —|(q y) 8.

1.1 ...1; =(qt) 9.

L1 Oj, -0, (gt) 10

Figure 20: Proof of rank 0 of O;, ---0;, (¢ t) — O, --- 0, Vz.(((=t) ) — (¢ x))

p,q,7 : 0 — {2 and the theory having the following local assumptions.

Va.((p ) — (g z))
Va.((q z) — (r z)).

Figure [21] gives the proof of the theorem Vz.((p ) — (r x)). The soundness result, Propo-

sition shows that Vz.((p ) — (r x)) is a consequence of theory.

The next step is to redo this example using biterms instead of formulas. Note that a
biterm ¢ is valid at a world in an interpretation iff the formula (II ¢) has the same property,
by Proposition Thus the implicit I at the front of each formula in the preceding theory
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Vz.((pzr) — (rz)) 1.

Ve.((pz) — (q¢z)) 2.
Ve.((q x) — (rx)) 3.
~((py) — (ry) 4
(ry) 5.

-(ry) 6.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1 (py) —(qy) 7.
1 (qy) — (ry) 8.
1 =(py) 9 1 (qy) 10.
) 11. 1 (ry)

Figure 21: Proof of rank 0 of Vx.((p ) — (r z))

1 —(qy 12.

can be removed to obtain the following (essentially) equivalent theory.

Similarly, the preceding theorem can be replaced by the biterm \z.((p ) — (r z)). Figure[22]
now gives the proof of this theorem from the biterm theory. The step that gives the biterms
in items 4 and 5 in this proof uses the equation

—Az.(p — ) = Ar.p A = Az,

which can be used as a local assumption, by Proposition Proposition shows that
Az.((p ) — (r z)) is a consequence of biterm theory, a statement equivalent to the analogous
statement for the preceding version using formulas.

1 =Xz ((px) — (rz)) 1
1 Ax((pz) — (g2)) 2
1 X.((gz) — (rz)) 3.
1 \.(px) 4.
1 =Xz.(rz) 5.
1 =Xz.(pz) 6. 1 Xz.(qz) 7.
1 =Xz.(¢z) 8. 1 Az.(rz) 9.

Figure 22: Proof of rank 0 of A\x.((p ) — (r x))
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The biterm formulation is a little simpler than the formulation using formulas, but it can
still be improved a lot. The point is that the use of variables complicates the theory and
proof, and the variables are unnecessary. A better biterm formulation is the theory

p—4q

q—T,

where p — r is the theorem to be proved. Figure [23] contains this proof which is clearly as
simple as any proof for this situation could possibly be. All reliance on variables has been
eliminated and the proof is structurally equivalent to the proof for the case that p, ¢, and r
are propositions (not predicates).

1 =(p—r) L
1 p—q 2.
1 ¢g—1r 3.
1 p 4.
1 —-r 5.
1 —-p 6. 1 ¢q 7.
1 —-q 8. 1 r 9.

Figure 23: Proof of rank 0 of p — r

Biterms allow one to avoid the use of variables in knowledge representation and rea-
soning tasks when they are not really needed. Indeed, from the biterm perspective, many
conventional uses of variables are simply gratuitous — they are only needed because, by the
conventional definition, theories have to consist of formulas. Consequently, I advocate look-
ing for opportunities to use biterms that make knowledge representation and reasoning tasks
simpler. On the other hand, any situation that uses biterms can be forced into one that only
uses formulas — simply apply II to each assumption and to the biterm to be proved.

Here is an example of a propositional proof that extends immediately to the biterm case.

Example 6.12. Figure |24] gives a proof of the Kripke axiom
Oi(e — ¢) — (Hip — Liv),

for the case that ¢ and 1) are biterms.

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the biterm to be
proved; 2 and 3 are from 1 by a conjunctive rule; 4 and 5 are from 3 by a conjunctive rule;
6 is from 5 by a possibility rule; 7 is from 4 by a necessity rule; 8 is from 2 by a necessity
rule; 9 and 10 are from 8 by a disjunctive rule; now the first branch closes by 7 and 9, and
the second branch closes by 6 and 10.

Other examples (for theories that consist of formulas) can be found in [FM9§] and [Fit02].
Not surprisingly, the result of a computation can also be obtained by proving a theorem.
This is shown by simulating a computation step using a proof.
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L =0 — ) — Hip — L)) 1.
1 Oile— 1) 2
1 _‘(Diso—’[:’iw) 3.
1 -0 5.
1.1; - 6.
1.1, ¢ 7.
1.1, o—v 8.
1.1, —¢ 9. 1.1, ¢ 10.

Figure 24: Proof of rank 0 of O;(¢ — ¢) — (0o — 1)

Proposition 6.8. Let T = (9,L) be a theory, t a term, and s a subterm of t at occurrence
0, where the modal path to o int is k1 ... k. Suppose there is

1. a formula Oj ---0; Ok, - - O, V(u =) in L, or
2. a formula ¥V(u =v) in G, and

a substitution 0 that is admissible with respect to u = v such that uf is a-equivalent to s.

Then T+ O;, ---0;, V(t = t[s/vb],).

Proof. First, the case when s is t is considered. Thus o is €, the modal path is empty, and u6
is a-equivalent to t. It has to be shown that T+ O;, ---0;, V(uf = v#). The proof of this is
given in Figure An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the
formula to be proved; 2 is a local assumption; 3 is from 1 by possibility rules; 4 is from 3 by
existential rules (where ¢ is the substitution introducing the variables new to the branch); 5
is from 2 by necessity rules; 6 is from 5 by universal rules; now the branch closes by 4 and 6.
The proof when the input equation is a global assumption is almost the same as this.

1 _\Djl s D]TV(UG = 09) 1.
1 Djl tee DjTV(u = ’U) 2.
1.1 ...1; —V(ub =v0) 3.

1.1, ...15, —(ubp = vlyp) 4.

1.1j1 ...1]‘7“ V(’U,:’U) 5.

11 ...1; ubp=0vlp 6.

Figure 25: Proof of O;, ---0;, V(uf = v8)

Now the case when s is a strict subterm of t is considered. The proof for this case is
by induction on the structure of ¢. If ¢ is a variable or a constant, then there are no strict
subterms and there is nothing more to consider.

Suppose that ¢ is an abstraction Az.r. Since s is a strict subterm of ¢, s must be a subterm
of r at occurrence o/, where o = 10/. By either the induction hypothesis or the first part of
the proof in case s is r, we have that T F O; ---0; V(r = r[s/vf]y). It has to be shown
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that T+ O, ---0; V(Az.r = (Az.r)[s/vb],). The proof of this is given in Figure An
explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be proved; 2
is from the induction hypothesis; 3 is from 1 by possibility rules; 4 is from 3 by existential
rules (where ¢ is the substitution introducing the variables new to the branch); 5 is a global
assumption (the axiom of extensionality); 6 is from 5 by universal rules; 7 is from 4 and 6 by
the substitutivity rule; 8 is from 7 by an existential rule (z is a variable new to the branch);
9 is a global assumption ((-reduction); 10 is a global assumption (8-reduction); 11 is from 8
and 9 by the substitutivity rule; 12 is from 10 and 11 by the substitutivity rule; 13 is from 2
by necessity rules; 14 is from 13 by universal rules; now the branch closes by 12 and 14.

1 =0;, -0, V(Azr = (Az.r)[s/vb],) 1.

1 Oy, - 05 V(r =r[s/vlly) 2.

1.15,...1;, ~V(zr = (Az.r)[s/vb],)

1.1, .1, =((Azr)e = ((Ax.r)[s/vllo)p) 4.

L1 ... 1, Vive((f=9)=VYy.(fy)=(9y)) 5.
L1, (er)p = () [s/olo)p) = Yy (Ae.r)p ) = () [5/00l0)0 ) 6.
L1 1 =y ((Azr)e y) = ((Az.r)[s/vblo)e y) 7.
L1y 1y () 2) = () [s/08l0)g ) 8
1.1, ...15, ((Azr)e z) =re{x/z} 9.

L1, ...1,  ((Azr)[s/vlo)p z) = r[s/vl]yp{z/z} 10.
1.1, ...1, —(re{z/z} = (Az.r)[s/vb]s)e 2)) 11.
1.1, ...15, —(re{z/z} =r[s/vl]ye{z/z}) 12.

1.1, ...1; V(r=r[s/vb]y) 13.

1.1, ...15 re{z/z} =r[s/vl]yo{z/z} 14.

Figure 26: Proof of O;, ---0; V(Az.r = (Az.r)[s/vb],)

Suppose that ¢ is a modal term (¢; t2). Since s is a strict subterm of ¢, s either must
be a subterm of t; at occurrence o', where o = 10/, or a subterm of t5 at occurrence o,
where 0 = 20’. The cases are essentially the same, so just the first is considered. By either
the induction hypothesis or the first part of the proof in case s is t;, we have that T F
Oj, ---0;,V(t1 = ti[s/v]y). It has to be shown that T+ Oj, --- 0, V((t1 t2) = (t1 t2)[s/v0],).
The proof of this is given in Figure 27] An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is
the negation of the formula to be proved; 2 is from the induction hypothesis; 3 is from 1 by
possibility rules; 4 is from 3 by existential rules (where ¢ is the substitution introducing the
variables new to the branch); 5 is from 2 by necessity rules; 6 is from 5 by universal rules; 7
is by the reflexivity rule; 8 is from 6 and 7 by the substitutivity rule; now the branch closes
by 4 and 8.

Suppose that ¢ is a modal term (¢1,...,t,). The proof for this case is similar to the
preceding one.

Suppose that ¢ is a modal term [, r. Since s is a strict subterm of ¢, s must be a subterm
of r at occurrence o/, where o = 10/. By either the induction hypothesis or the first part of
the proof in case s is r, we have that T+ O;, ---0;, Ok, V(r = r[s/v8],). It has to be shown
that T+ O, ---0;,V(Og,r = (Ok,7)[s/v0],). The proof of this is given in Figure An
explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be proved; 2
is from the induction hypothesis; 3 is from 1 by possibility rules; 4 is from 3 by existential
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1 O, - 0, Y((f t2) = (1 t2)[s/v)0) L.
1 Djl tee DjTV(tl = tl[s/vﬁ]()/) 2.

1.1j1 . 1]‘7, —|V((t1 tg) (tl tz)[s/ve]o)

L1 . 1, ~((t t2)e = (t t2)[s/vl]op) 4.

1.1j1 ...1]‘7, V(tl :tl[s/ve]o/) 5)

1'1j1 "'1jr tlgp—tl[s/ve]ogo 6

L1y, ... 15, (t1te)p = (t1 t2)p

1-1j1 PN 1]'T (tl tg) (tl tQ)[S/UG]OQO 8.

Figure 27: Proof of O;, ---0;, V((t1 t2) = (t1 t2)[s/v6],)

rules (where ¢ is the substitution introducing the variables new to the branch); 5 is the global
assumption [0;(s = t) — (O;s = O;t); 6 and 10 are from 5 by a disjunctive rule; 7 is from
6 by a possibility rule; 8 is from 2 by necessity rules; 9 is from 8 by a universal rule; now the
first branch closes by 7 and 9, and the second closes by 4 and 10.

1 —0j, - 05,V (Ogyr = Ok, 7)[s/00],) 1.
1 Ojy 05,06, V(r = r[s/vl]y) 2.
1.1 ...1;, V(O r = (O, r)[s/vl],)

1.1, ... 15, =0k re = (O, r)[s/vllop) 4.
1.1 ...15, Ok (ro=r[s/vb]yp) — (Og,re = (Ok,7)[s/v8]op) 5.

/

1.15 ...15, =g, (ro = r[s/vl],p) 6.

1.1, .11, —(re=rls/vl]lyp) T. 11,
1.1, ... 1,1, Y(r=r[s/vl]y) 8. B
1.1, ...15 1, re=r[s/vllye 9.

. 1jr Dk1r90 = (\:‘]ﬂ?“)[s/ve]o(p) 10.

Figure 28: Proof of O;, ---0;, V(0,7 = (Og, ) [s/v6],)
0

An easy induction argument using Proposition shows that the result of any computa-
tion is a theorem that can be proved without resorting to computation at all. In other words,
from a theoretical point of view, computation is redundant. However, in practice, computa-
tion is essential, for at least two related reasons. The first is that in typical applications the
most common reasoning task is a computational one, that of evaluating a function on some
argument. The second is that a proof that simulates a computation is generally considerably
more complicated than the computation.

Example 6.13. Consider a theory that contains the local assumption
BiB¥a.((p ) = (¢ 2) A (r 2)

and the one step computation
Az.Bj(p x)
Ae.Bj((qx) A (rx))
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using B; which shows that the result
B;(\x.Bj(pz) = Ax.Bj((q x) A (1 x)))

is a consequence of the theory.

Figure [29] is a proof that simulates this computation. An explanation of this proof is as
follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be proved; 2 is a local assumption; 3 is from
1 by a possibility rule; 4 is a global assumption (the axiom of extensionality); 5 is from 4 by
universal rules; 6 is from 3 and 5 by the substitutivity rule; 7 is from 6 by an existential rule;
8 is a global assumption (f-reduction); 9 is a global assumption (f-reduction); 10 is from 7
and 8 by the substitutivity rule; 11 is from 9 and 10 by the substitutivity rule; 12 is the global
assumption U;(s = t) — (O;s = 0;t); 13 and 17 are from 12 by a disjunctive rule; 14 is
from 13 by a possibility rule; 15 is from 2 by necessity rules; 16 is from 15 by a universal rule;
now the first branch closes by 14 and 16, and the second closes by 11 and 17.

1 -B;(Ax.Bj(px) = x.B;((q x) A (r x))) 1.
1 B,BjVz.((pz)=(qz)N(rz)) 2.

1.1; =~(Az.Bj(px) = Xx.Bj((gx) A(rz))) 3.
L1; VfvVe.(f=9)=Vy.(fy)=(9y
1.1; (Ax.Bj(pz) = x.Bj((qz) AN (rx
1.1; —~Vy.((Az.Bj(pz)y) = (Az.B;((q
1.1; ~((Az.Bj(p x) 2) = (A\x.Bj((q x)
1.1; (Ax.Bj(pz)z)=Bj(pz) 8.

1.1; (A\x.Bj((gx)A(rz))) 2
11y ~(Bj(p2) = Ow.By((g o
L1; ~(Bj(pz)=B;((qg2) A (
1L By((p2) = (g 2)A(r 2)

L1 -Bj((pz)=((g2)A(r=)
1.1;.1; ~(pz)=((q 2) z
1.1;1; (pz)=(qx)

Figure 29: Proof of B;(Ax.Bj(p x) = Ax.B;((q x) A (r x)))

This example illustrates just how much more complicated the proof simulation of a com-
putation is compared with the computation itself.

6.3 Computation and Proof

The next step is to combine computation and proof to give the full reasoning system. Before
that, I point out some differences between computation and proof.

The primary difference is that computation is concerned with computing the meaning of
arbitrary terms, whereas proof is concerned with finding the meaning of biterms. There is
also a difference in the kind of theories that each requires: computation needs (primarily)
an equational theory, whereas proof works with arbitrary theories. Typically, computation is
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‘efficient’; indeed, it is the basis of declarative programming languages. Proof usually involves
much more search and therefore is likely to be much less efficient.

This subsection defines the combination of proof and computation, and shows the useful-
ness of this combination. Computation enhances proof with a powerful equational reasoning
system; proof enhances computation by allowing some of the theory to be not in equational
form. Here now are the details. By means of two mutually recursive definitions, the concepts
of computation of rank k and proof of rank k are defined, for k£ > 1.

Definition 6.6. Let T = (G,L) be a theory and k& > 1. A computation of rank k using
Oy, -- -0, with respect to T is a sequence {t;}I'; of terms such that, for i = 1,...,n — 1,
there is

1. a subterm s; of ¢; at occurrence o;, where the modal path to o; in ¢; is k1 ... kp,,

2. (a) aformula O; ---0; 0, --- O

(b) a formula V(u; = v;) in G, or

V(u; = v;) in L, or

mg;

(¢) a formula OJj, ---U; Oy, - - - Oy, V(u; = v;) that is the result of a computation of
rank k — 1 using Uj, -+ -0 Oy, - - - Uy, with respect to T, or

(d) a formula O, ---0;, Oy, - - Oy, V(u; = v;) that is the theorem of a proof of rank
k — 1 with respect to T, and

3. a substitution 6; that is admissible with respect to u; = v;

such that u;6; is a-equivalent to s; and t;11 is t;[si/vibi]o,
The term t; is called the goal of the computation and ¢, is called the answer.
Each subterm s; is called a redex.
Each formula O, -~ -0 O, - - - O
called an input equation.
The formula O;, ---0;, V(¢ = t,,) is called the result of the computation.

V(u; = v;) or V(u; = v;) in Part 2 of the definition is

mg

Definition 6.7. Let T = (G, L) be a theory and k > 1. A proof of rank k with respect to T is
a sequence 11, ..., T, of trees labelled by prefixed biterms satisfying the following conditions.

1. 717 consists of a single node labelled by 1 -, for some biterm .
2. Fori=1,...,n—1, there is either

(a) a tableau rule R from Figure |§| or Figure [10[such that T4 is obtained from Tj,

i. if R is a conjunctive rule, by extending a branch with two nodes labelled by
the prefixed biterms in the denominator of R,

ii. if R is a disjunctive rule, by splitting a branch so that the leaf node of the
branch has two children each labelled by one of the prefixed biterms in the
denominator of R,

iii. otherwise, by extending a branch with a node labelled by the prefixed biterm
in the denominator of R,

provided that any prefixed biterms in the numerator of R already appear in the
branch and any side-conditions of R are satisfied; or

(b) there is a theorem 7 of a proof of rank £ — 1 and a branch is extended with the
prefixed biterm 1 n; or
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(c) there is a result n of a computation of rank k — 1 and a branch is extended with
the prefixed biterm 1 7.

3. Each branch of T, contains nodes labelled by ¢ @ and o —, for some prefix o and
biterm 1.

Each T; is called a tableau of rank k.

A branch of a tableau of rank k is closed if it contains nodes labelled by o 1 and o —,
for some prefix ¢ and biterm 1; otherwise, the branch is open.

A tableau of rank k is closed if each branch is closed; otherwise, the tableau is open.

The biterm ¢ is called the theorem of the proof; this is denoted by T F .

Note that a computation of rank & is a computation of rank &’ and a proof of rank & is a
proof of rank k', for all &’ > k.

Definition 6.8. Let T be a theory.

A computation with respect to T is a computation using [;, ---[; of rank k with respect
to T, for some j;...j, and k > 0.

A proof with respect to T is a proof of rank k with respect to T, for some k£ > 0.

Proposition 6.9. Let T be a theory. Then the following hold.
1. The result of a computation with respect to T is a consequence of T.
2. The theorem of a proof with respect to T is a consequence of T.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the rank of the computation and the rank of the proof.

If the rank of the computation is 0, then this is just Proposition and if the rank of
the proof is 0, then this is just Proposition [6.5

Suppose next that the result holds for computations of rank £ —1 and proofs of rank k£ —1.
Consider first a computation of rank k. By the induction hypothesis, the input equation in
Parts 2(c) and 2(d) of the definition of computation of rank k& is consequence of T. Using this
fact, the proof that a computation of rank k is a consequence of T is now almost exactly the
same as the proof of Proposition [6.1

Finally, consider a proof of rank k. The first step is to establish that Proposition can
be extended to the Parts 2(b) and 2(c) in the definition of proof of rank k in which a branch
is extended with a prefixed biterm 1 7, where 7 is either theorem of a proof of rank k£ — 1 or
a result of a computation of rank k — 1. In either case, by the induction hypothesis, 7 is a
consequence of T, and so 7 is valid at F'(1) in I (where I is the interpretation in the proof of
Proposition [6.4]). Thus the tableau extended by a node labelled by 1 7 is satisfiable, which
establishes Proposition [6.4] for these two extra cases. The remainder of the proof that a proof
of rank k is a consequence of T now follows in a similar way to the proof of Proposition O

In some applications, it is common for a proof to consist largely of a computation.
Proposition 6.10. Let T be a theory, ¢ a biterm of type a1 — --+ — ap, — §2, and k > 0.

1. Suppose there is a computation of rank k using Uj;, ---U; with respect to T of ¢ with
result Oj, -0 V(o = Axq.... Axp,. T). Then there is a proof of rank k + 1 with respect
to T of Oj, ---0;.V(p).
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2. Suppose there is a computation of rank k using U;, -- -0, with respect to T of ¢ with
result Oj, -+ -0 V(¢ = Azq.... Axy,.L). Then there is a proof of rank k + 1 with respect
to T of Oj, ---0;,V(—).

Proof. 1. The proof of O, ---0; V(p) is given in Figure Suppose that ¢ contains the
free variables yi,...,ym (m > 0). Then ¢’ denotes the biterm @{y1/21,...,Ym/2m}, where
Z1,...,2m are variables new to the branch of the proof. An explanation of this proof is as
follows. Item 1 is the negation of the biterm to be proved; 2 is from 1 by a possibility rule; 3 is
from 2 by possibility rules; 4 is from 3 by existential rules; 5 is a result from a computation of
rank k; 6 is from 5 by a necessity rule; 7 is from 6 by necessity rules; 8 is from 7 by universal
rules; 9 is from 4 and 8 by the substitutivity rule; now the branch closes by 9.

2. The proof of Oj, ---0;, V(—y) is given in Figure An explanation of this proof is as
follows. Item 1 is the negation of the biterm to be proved; 2 is from 1 by a possibility rule; 3 is
from 2 by possibility rules; 4 is from 3 by existential rules; 5 is from 4 by the double negation
rule; 6 is a result from a computation of rank k; 7 is from 6 by a necessity rule; 8 is from 7 by
necessity rules; 9 is from 8 by universal rules; 10 is from 5 and 9 by the substitutivity rule;

now the branch closes by 10. O
1 0, - 05 V(p) L
L1 —Uj, -+ U5, V(e) 2.

1-1j1 "'1jr —|V((p> 3.

1‘1j1 ...1]' ﬁQDI 4.

1 O, -0, V(e =Azq.... Az, . T) 5
1.1 Oj, -0, V(e = Azy.... Az, T) 6.

1'1j1 "'1jr V((p: )\ml)\mn—l—) 7.
1.1]‘1...1]‘7” (p’:)\arl)\a:n"l' 8.
1-1j1 ...1]' —|)\ZE1)\$nT 9.

T

Figure 30: Proof of rank k£ + 1 of O;, ---O;, V()

The next result, which builds on Proposition [6.2] is used in the theoretical development
of belief acquisition.

Proposition 6.11. Let s and t be basic terms of the same type, & the standard equality
theory, and OJ;, ---U; any sequence of modalities. Then the following hold.

1. If s <o t, then EF O, - 0 (s = t).
2. If s S~ su t, then EF O, ---0j, (s = t).

Proof. 1. Suppose that s «—, t. According to Proposition there is a computa-
tion of rank 0 using [;, ---0; with respect to € for the goal s = t that has the result
O, ---0;,((s =t) = T). Using this, the proof of O;, ---0j, (s = t) is given in Figure 32| An
explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be proved;
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1.1]‘1...1]‘7” —|V(—|g0) 3.

11j,...1;, ——¢ 4

1.1]‘1...1]‘7” (pl 5.

1 Dj1 tee Djrv(@ == )\5(31. e )\JJnJ_) 6.
1.1 7.

1 |:|j2 DJTV(()D = )\xl)\an_)

1.1j1 ...1]‘7, V((p: )\a:l....)\a:n.J_) 8.
1'1j1 "'1jr QD/:)\iL'l)\iL'nJ_ 9.
1-1j1 ...1]‘7” )\33‘1)\1'”_]_ 10.

Figure 31: Proof of rank k£ + 1 of O, ---0; V(—¢)

2 is the result from Proposition 3 is from 1 by possibility rules; 4 is from 2 by necessity

rules; 5 is from 3 and 4 by the substitutivity rule; the branch now closes by 5.

2. This proof is very similar to the proof of 1.

O]

1 O Oj (s =1) 1.
1 Oy Oy((s=1)=T) 2
1.1,...1;, —(s=t) 3.

1‘1j1"‘1jr ((S:t) :T) 4.
1.1;,...1; =T 5.

Figure 32: Proof of rank 1 of O;, ---Oj, (s = t)

Here is an example to illustrate the combination of computation and proof; more examples

are given in Section [7.3] below.

Example 6.14. Consider an alphabet containing the functions

setExists; - (o — 2) — {a} — 2
Ni(ao—2) = (a—2)—a— 2
top : a0 — 2

A2 — 02— (2,

for some type «, and a theory 7 that includes

(setExists; pt) = Jz.((px) A (z € 1))
(A2 p1p2 ) = (p1 @) A (p2 @)
(topx)=T

sANT =2
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as global assumptions.
Let p and ¢ be specific predicates on items of type «, and consider the two predicates

(setExists; (N2 pq))
and
(setExists; (N2 p top)).
I will show that
O,Vz.((setEzists; (A2 p q) v) — (setExists; (A2 p top) x))

is a theorem of a proof of rank 1 with respect to 7 and, therefore, is a consequence of
T. Intuitively, this means that agent j believes that the first predicate is stronger than the
second. The proof of this formula is given in Figure In this proof, there are two subsidiary
computations of rank 0: the computation of (setExists; (A2 p q) y) is given in Figure [34] and
the computation of (setEwists; (A2 p top) y) is given in Figure Each computation uses
the leftmost selection rule and has the redexes underlined.

1 —0;Va.((setExists; (A2 p q) x) — (setExists; (Ao p top) 1.
1.1; —Va.((setEzists; (A2 p q) ) — (setExists; (A2 p top) x))
1.1; —((setExists; (A2 p q) y) — (setExists; (A2 p top) y)) 3.
1.1; setEzists; (N2 pq)y 4.
1.1; —(setExists; (A2 p top)

1 0, ((setExists; (A2 p q)

z)

)
2.

y) 5
) = 3= (((pZ)A(C)J

y
1.1; (setBxists; (A2 pq) y) = F2.(((p 2) A (g 2)
L1; Fz(((p2)A(g2)) A (z€y) 8

Ll; ((pv)A(gu)A(vey) 9

1.1, (pv) 10.

1.1, (qv) 11.

1.1; (vey) 12.

1 O;((setExists; (A2 p top) y) =3Fz.((p2) A (2 €y))) 13.
1.1; (setEzists; (N2 ptop)y) =3z.((p2)A(z€y)) 14

1.1; —3z((pz)AN(z€y)) 15.

1.1; =((pv)A(vey)) 16.

/ \

Figure 33: Proof of O;Va.((setExists; (A2 p q) x) — (setEzists; (A p top) x))

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be
proved; 2 is from 1 by a possibility rule; 3 is from 2 by an existential rule; 4 and 5 are from
3 by a conjunctive rule; 6 is by introduction of the result from Figure 34 7 is from 6 by
a necessity rule; 8 is from 4 and 7 by the substitutivity rule; 9 is from 8 by an existential
rule; 10, 11, and 12 are from 9 by conjunctive rules; 13 is by introduction of the result from
Figure 14 is from 13 by a necessity rule; 15 is from 5 and 14 by the substitutivity rule; 16
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(setExists1 (N2 p q) y)
3z.(((A2p @) 2) A (2 € )
32.(((p2) Mg 2) Az €y))

Figure 34: Computation using O; of (setEzists1 (A2 p q) y)

(setEzistsy (Ao p top) y)
3z.(((Az p top) 2) A (2 € y))
2.(((p 2) A (top 2)) A (2 € 1))
Fz.((p2) A T) A (2 €y))
Jz.((p2) N (2 €y))

Figure 35: Computation using O; of (setEwistsy (A2 p top) y)

is from 15 by a universal rule; 17 and 18 are from 16 by a disjunctive rule; now one branch
closes by 10 and 17 and the other branch closes by 12 and 18. The proof is now complete.

In Proposition it was shown semantically that f = Az.t and Vz.((f ) = t) are
equivalent. The next example shows this proof-theoretically.

Example 6.15. Figure [36] gives a proof of rank 1 of (f = A\z.t) = Vz.((f =) = t), where f is
a function and t is a term. This proof uses the global assumption

Yy vz ((y = z) = Vo.((y 2) = (2 2))),

which is the axiom of extensionality.

~((f = Aty = V()
Yy Vz.((y = z) = Va.((
(f =Az.t) =Va.((f ) = (A\x.t
Ve.((f ) = Azt x)) =Va.((f
(f=Xzt)=Ve.((fzx)=1t) 5

— = e =

Figure 36: Proof of rank 1 of (f = Az.t) = Va.((f z) = 1)

An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula to be
proved; 2 is a global assumption; 3 is from 2 by a universal rule; 4 is by introduction of
the result of a (one-step) computation; 5 is from 3 and 4 by the substitutivity rule; now the
branch closes by 1 and 5.

The last example for this section illustrates reasoning with biterms.
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Example 6.16. It is common to have to show that one standard predicate is stronger than
another, because a standard predicate needs to be simplified or because the relationship needs
to be established by a belief acquisition algorithm, for example.

Consider the standard predicates

OofeUhp
DQf ° qu7

where p: o — {2 and ¢ : 0 — {2 are defined by

Oi(p=rAsAt)
Dl(q:s/\t).

Figure [37] contains a proof that the first predicate is stronger than the second, that is, that
Hof olhp — Uaf oLhg

is a theorem. An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the biterm
to be proved; 2 and 3 are from 1 by a conjunctive rule; 4 is the result from the computation in
Figure[38} 5 is from 2 and 4 by the substitutivity rule; 6 is the result from the computation in
Figure 7 is from 3 and 6 by the substitutivity rule; 8, 9, and 10 are from 5 by conjunctive
rules; 11 and 12 are from 7 by a disjunctive rule; now the first branch closes by 9 and 11, and
the second branch closes by 10 and 12.

—\(Dgf o Dlp — |:|2f o qu) 1.

U fellip 2.

~(O2fo0hg) 3.

Oaf oUip = Az.(0ir (Oaf ) Adz.(Oys (Oaf ) A de.(Oht (Oof x)) 4.
Az (Oyr (of ) A dz.(Ors (Oof 2)) A Az.(O1t (Oof x)) 5.

=(Oaf e O1q) = = Az.(0Oys (Oaf x)) V -Az.(O4t (O2f z)) 6.

—Az.(Ops (Oof ) V -z (Ot (Oaof ) 7.

)\JI.(Dﬂ‘ (Dgf 3})) 8.

Az.(Oys (Oaf x)) 9.

)\%.(Dlt (Dgf .CC)) 10.

/ \

1 =Xz (Ops (Oof ) 11. 1 =Xz (Ot (Oof z)) 12.

_ o = e e e e e e

Figure 37: Proof of rank 1 of Uy f o[yp — Lo f o iq

The computations in Figures |38 and [39| use (amongst others) equations having the follow-
ing form.

feg=2x(g (f x))
Actually, these two computations are not complete because the definitions for f, r, s and

t have not been used. Clearly whether these definitions are used or not makes no essential
difference to the proof, so the abbreviated computations correctly illustrate the ideas.
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ofolhp

Az.(Oip (Oaf )

Az.(Oi(r AsAt) (Oaof 2))

Az.(Or AOys ADgt) (Ko f )

Az.((Orr (Oof ) A (Ors (Oof ) A (Ot (Oof x)))

Az (Opr (O2f ) Adz.(Ois (O2f @) A Az (04t (O f x))

|~ ~

Figure 38: Computation of Uy f o [yp

—(0af - Dhg)

—Az.(Oig (Oaf 7))

—Az(Li(s At) (Oaof )

—Az.((Oys AOqgt) (Oof )

—Az.((Ois (O f ) A (Gt (Do f 7))
—(Az.(O1s (Oof ) Az (Ot (Oof 2)))
—Az.(Oys (Oof @) V = Ax. (Ot (Oof 2))

Figure 39: Computation of =(Haf 1q)

Example shows the general approach to showing that one standard predicate is
stronger than another: simplify each predicate using a computation and then give the re-
sults of the computations to the theorem prover.

6.4 Probabilistic Reasoning

In any significant application of computers, there is likely to be uncertainty of various kinds.
Since the best way to treat uncertainty is to explicitly represent it and reason about it, this
section contains a discussion of how uncertainty can be conveniently modelled and reasoned
about in higher-order logic. This material is set in the context of the long-standing problem of
integrating logic and probability, some references to which are given in Section[§] Appendix[B]
gives some standard concepts from probability theory that will be needed.

Intuitively, the problem of integrating logic and probability is to find some way of effec-
tively doing probabilistic reasoning in a logical formalism that may involve the invention of
‘probabilistic logics’. So, for example, it is desirable that there be some way of representing
the uncertainty of assumptions in a theory and also methods of computing the uncertainty
of theorems that are proved from such assumptions. To set the scene, here is a discussion
of some approaches to integrating logic and probability that have come recently from the
machine learning community [Mug96], DK03| IMMR™ 05, [RD06, MRO7, KD07].

The standard logical setting for these approaches is first-order logic. Imagine that an
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agent is operating in some environment for which there is some uncertainty (for example, the
environment might be partially observable). The environment is modelled as a probability
distribution over the collection of first-order interpretations (over some suitable alphabet for
the application at hand). The intuition is that any of these interpretations could be the actual
environment but that some interpretations are more likely than others to correctly model the
actual world and this information is given by the distribution on the interpretations. If the
agent actually knew this distribution, then it could answer probabilistic questions of the
form: if (closed) formula v holds, what is the probability that the (closed) formula ¢ holds?
In symbols, the question is: what is Pr(¢|)?

This situation is formalised as follows. Let J be the set of interpretations and p a probabil-
ity measure on the o-algebra of all subsets of this set. Define the random variable X, :J — R
by

X@(I) =

1 if pistruein I
0 otherwise,

with a similar definition for X,,. Then Pr(y|v) can be written in the form
Xy =1[Xy =1)
which is equal to

p(XW =1ANXy = 1)
p(Xy =1)

and, knowing p, can be evaluated.

Of course, the real problem is to know the distribution on the interpretations. To make
some progress on this, most systems intending to integrate logical and probabilistic reasoning
in artificial intelligence make simplifying assumptions. For a start, most are based on Prolog.
Thus theories are first-order Horn clause theories, maybe with negation as failure. Interpreta-
tions are limited to Herbrand interpretations and often function symbols are excluded so the
Herbrand base (and therefore the number of Herbrand interpretations) is finite. Let J denote
the (finite) set of Herbrand interpretations and B the Herbrand base. One can identify J with
the product space {0, 1}3 in the natural way. Thus the problem amounts to knowing the dis-
tribution on this product space. At this point, there is a wide divergence in the approaches.
For example, either Bayesian networks or Markov random fields can be used to represent the
product distribution. In [RD06], the occurrences of atoms in the same clause are used to
give the arcs and the weights attached to clauses are used to give the potential functions in a
Markov random field. In [KDQT7], conditional probability distributions are attached to clauses
to give a Bayesian network. In [MMRT05], a program is written that specifies a generative
distribution for a Bayesian network. In all cases, the logic is exploited to give some kind
of compact representation of what is usually a very large graphical model. Generally, the
theory is only used to construct the graphical model and reasoning proceeds probabilistically,
as described above. This completes the scene setting.

Here a different approach is followed [LNO7b]. To begin with, a much more expressive
logic, modal higher-order logic is used. The higher-orderness will be essential to achieve
the desired integration of logic and probability. Also, the modalities will be important for
agent applications. Furthermore, in the approach here, the theory plays a central role and
probabilistic reasoning all takes place in the context of the theory.
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To understand how this works, some preparation is necessary. Suppose an experiment is
performed that randomly returns some element of a set Y (according to some distribution).
This is modelled probabilistically by supposing that there is a o-algebra A of measurable
subsets (that is, events) of Y and a probability v on A giving the probability space (Y, A, v).
Then the probability that a randomly chosen element (that is, sample point) lies in a subset
A of Y is given by v(A).

Probabilities are not convenient to deal with in many applications (partly because the
o-algebra that is the domain of the probability would have to be made explicit); instead, it is
easier to work with densities of probabilities. To set this up, suppose there is an underlying
o-finite measure p on A. Under a weak condition (the absolute continuity of v with respect
to i), the Radon-Nikodym theorem (Proposition states that there exists a non-negative,
integrable function h such that

o(4) = [ hp,

for all A € A. Conversely, given such an h, the preceding equation defines a finite measure
on A that is absolutely continuous with respect to p.

There are two cases of particular interest for the underlying measure p. In the first case,
Y is a countable set and p is the counting measure; this is the discrete case. In the second
case, Y is R™ (n > 1) and u is Lebesgue measure; this is the continuous case.

A density is a non-negative, integrable function A on a set Y such that fyhd,u =1
(Definition . In effect, in all the situations that are likely to be met in practice, the
Radon-Nikodym theorem shows that one can work with densities instead of probabilities.
Intuitively, the density for the probability shows where the ‘mass’ is most concentrated and,
therefore, where a sample point is most likely to lie.

If (Y, A, p) is a measure space, then Density Y denotes the set of densities on (Y, A, u).
Densities on a set are used to directly model the uncertainty in the identity of an element
chosen according to some distribution from the set.

Example 6.17. Let Y be the set {T, L} and u the counting measure on Y. Then f:Y — R
defined by

04 ify=T
fly) = .
0.6 ify=.1
is a density (with respect to ) on Y. This is the density of a Bernoulli distribution [Was04].

Example 6.18. Let Y be the set {A, B,C, D} and p the counting measure on Y. Then
f:Y — R defined by

06 ify=A
01 ify=B
TW =302 ity=c
0.1 ify=D

is a density (with respect to p) on Y.

Other discrete densities include those for the Binomial, Geometric, and Poisson distribu-
tions [Was04].
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Example 6.19. Let Y be R and p the Lebesgue measure on Y. Then f : Y — R defined by

fla) = —ememr @
ovV2lr

for x € R, is a density (with respect to ) on R. This is the density for the normal (or

Gaussian) distribution with mean p and variance o2.

Other continuous densities include those for the Exponential, Gamma, and Beta distribu-
tions [Was04].

Consider now a more complicated situation. Suppose that there is a function f: X — Y
for which there is some uncertainty about its values that has to be modelled. This is done
with a function

'+ X — Density Y,

where, for each argument x, (f’ x) is a suitable density for modelling the uncertainty in the
value of the function (f z). Once again, the intuition is that the actual value of (f x) is likely
to be where the ‘mass’ of the density (f’ z) is most concentrated. While it is possible for
the corresponding density to be different at each element x in X, typically X is divided into
subsets (specified by predicates) on which the corresponding densities are identical.

Note that the case of uncertainty on a set that I started with is essentially a special case of
uncertainty in the values of a function as in the preceding paragraph. Let x be a distinguished
singleton set. (This is the domain for the type I in the logic.) Then each element y in the
set Y can be identified with the function from % to Y that maps the (only) element of x to y.
Thus one can recover the former case from the latter by putting X equal to *.

Example 6.20. Consider a function f having domain Y and for which there is some uncer-
tainty about its boolean values. This is modelled by giving f the signature Y — Density {T, L}.
Then a typical definition for f might be as follows.

My.if y =T then 0.1 else 0.9 if p1(z) holds
Ay.if y =T then 0.7 else 0.3 if pa(z) holds
Ay.if y =TT then 0.8 else 0.2 if p3(z) holds
Ay.if y =T then 0 else 1 otherwise.

fz) =

Note how the predicates pi1, p2, and p3 divide up the domain into regions on each of which
the function has the same density as a value — this is typical of such functions that are often
learned.

Thus the key idea is to model uncertainty by using densities in the definitions of (some)
functions in theories. This simple idea turns out to be a powerful and convenient way of mod-
elling uncertainty with logical theories in diverse applications, especially agent applications.
Note carefully the use that has been made of the higher-orderness of the logic; this approach
is not available with first-order logic.

Now I turn to the formulation of these ideas in the logic. First, there is a type synonym

Density a = a — Real.

A type Density T is the type of densities whose domain has type 7. Any term of type
Density T, for some 7, is called a density.
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Example 6.21. Consider again the situation of Example Suppose the type of elements
in Y is 0. Then, in the logic, the signature of f is ¢ — Density 2. Formulated in the logic,
the definition for f is as follows.

Va.((f z) =
if (p1 x) then Ay.if y =T then 0.1 else if y = L then 0.9 else 0
else if (pg x) then \y.if y =T then 0.7 else if y = L then 0.3 else 0
else if (ps x) then \y.if y =T then 0.8 else if y = L then 0.2 else 0
else A\y.if y =T then 0 else if y = L then 1 else 0).
It will be convenient because of the operations that will be applied to if _then_else expressions

to be a little pedantic about how they are written by explicitly having an ‘else 0’ case at the
end.

The next task is to express the definitions of the functions 4, b, §, and $ from Appendix[B|in
the logic. For this, I confine attention in the following to the discrete case for which densities
have finite support (that is, take a non-zero value on at most finitely many elements of their
domain). For this case, several summation functions whose arguments are functions with finite
support are needed. (In the discrete case when the support is not finite, summation functions
are needed that suitably approximate infinite sums. In the continuous case, functions that
do (approximate) integration are needed. In both these cases, densities are likely to be
standard ones such as the Poisson, Gaussian, and so on, for which special-purpose functions
for performing the necessary computations can be written.)

First comes the function sumI that computes ) f(x), where f is a real-valued function
having finite support (that is, takes a non-zero value on at most finitely many elements of its
domain) and z ranges over the domain of f.

suml : (a — Real) — Real

(suml Ax.if x = u then v else w) = v + (suml A\z.w)

(suml Ax.0) =0

Here it is assumed that the argument to sum! has the syntactic form of an abstraction over
a nested if _then_else for which there are no repeated occurrences of the tests x = u. If there
are such repeats, it is easy enough to remove them.

Example 6.22. Figure [40] gives the computation of
(suml Ay.if y =T then 0.1 else if y = L then 0.5 else 0),
which has the answer 0.6.

Also needed will be a function sum2 that computes ) ¢ f(x), where f is a real-valued
function having finite support and S is a subset of the domain of f.

sum?2 : {a} — (a — Real) — Real

(sum2 s Azx.if © = u then v else w) = (if u € s then v else 0) + (sum2 s Az.w)
(sum2 s Az.0) =0

Note that sum1 and sum2 are closely related in that

(sum2 \y.T f) = (suml f).



6 REASONING 134

(suml1 Ay.if y =T then 0.1 else if y = L then 0.5 else 0)
0.1+ (suml Ay.if y = L then 0.5 else 0)
0.1+ (0.5 4 (sum1 A\y.0))

0.1+ (0.5 +0)
0.1+0.5
0.6

Figure 40: Computation of (suml A\y.if y = T then 0.1 else if y = L then 0.5 else 0)

Example 6.23. Figure [41] gives the computation of
(sum2 Ax.(x = L) Ay.if y =T then 0.1 else if y = L then 0.5 else 0),

which has the answer 0.5.

(sum2 Ax.(x = L) Ay.if y =T then 0.1 else if y = L then 0.5 else 0)

if TeXx.(x=_1) then 0.1 else 0+ (sum?2 Ax.(xr = L) \y.if y = L then 0.5 else 0)
if T =1 then 0.1 else 0+ (sum2 Az.(x = L) M\y.if y = L then 0.5 else 0)

if L then 0.1 else 0+ (sum2 Ax.(x = L) Ay.if y = L then 0.5 else 0)

0+ (sum2 \x.(x = L) \y.if y = L then 0.5 else 0)

(sum2 Ax.(x = L) Ay.if y = L then 0.5 else 0)

Figure 41: Computation of (sum2 Mzx.(x = L) My.if y = T then 0.1 else if y =
L then 0.5 else 0)

Now the definitions of the following four functions for the discrete case can be defined in
the logic.
0 : (a — Density b) — (b — Density ¢) — (a — Density c)
b: (a — Density b) — (b — ¢) — (a — Density c)
§ : Density b — (b — Density ¢) — Density c
$ : Density b — (b — ¢) — Density ¢

The intuitive meaning of the function f is that it is the ‘composition’ of two functions each
of which has uncertainty in its values giving a ‘composite’ function that has the accumulated
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uncertainty of these two functions in its values; the other functions have similar meanings
that are essentially special cases of this.

Here are the definitions in the logic of these functions for the discrete case that correspond
to the mathematical definitions in Appendix

0: (a — Density b) — (b — Density ¢) — (a — Density c)
fhg=AzAz.(suml Ay.(((f ) y) x ((99) 2)))

b: (a — Density b) — (b — ¢) — (a — Density c)
[ g=2xAz.(sum2 Ay.((g y) = z) My.((f ) y))

§ : Density b — (b — Density ¢) — Density c
f89=2Az(suml Xy.((f y) x (g ) 2)))

$ : Density b — (b — ¢) — Density ¢
f8g9=2Az(sum2 Xy.((9y) = 2) f)

An extended example of probabilistic reasoning using these functions is given in Example[7.8

Conditionalisation and marginalisation (see Appendix are also easily expressed in the
logic using the summation functions introduced (for the discrete case with finite support).

The literature on integrating logic and probability contains a variety of probabilistic logics.
I now examine the syntactic features of two of these logics and show how they can be easily
expressed using higher-order logic. In the logic of [FH94], one can write expressions such
as w(p) < 1/3 and w(p) > 2w(1)), where the first means that “p has probability less than
1/3” and the second means “p is at least twice as probable as ¥”. To write such expressions
in higher-order logic, one replaces the formula ¢ in the logic of [FH94] by a density on the
booleans denoted by ¢’. (Some of) the function symbols in ¢ would have definitions involving
densities. Then w(y) < 1/3 is written in the logic of this paper as

(¢ T)<1/3
and w(y) > 2w(1)) is written as
(¢ T)=2(¢'T).

The notation in [FH94] is extended so that one can write w;(¢) < 1/3 with the meaning
“according to agent i, ¢ holds with probability less than 1/3”. In the logic of this paper, this
can be expressed by

(Bigol T)<1/3
or, equivalently by Equation in Section [3.8] since T is rigid,

Bi(¢' T) < 1/3.
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(An alternative to using B; in the preceding two formulas is to use K;.) By the way, note
carefully the difference in meaning between B;(¢’ T) < 1/3 and

Bi((¢" T) <1/3).

Easy examples show that there are interpretations for which the first formula is true whereas
the second is false. Even formulas such as ajw;(y1) + - - - + apw;(pr) > b, where ay, ..., ax,b
are numbers, are admitted in [FH94]. This can be written as

a1Bi(¢) T)+ -+ apBi(p, T) >b

in the logic of this paper.

In the logic of [Hal89], expressions such as w,(¢) > 1/2 are admitted, where this expression
has the meaning that “the probability that a randomly chosen z in the domain satisfies ¢
is greater than or equal to 1/2”. Let h be the relevant density (with finite support) and S
the set {z|¢}, Then, mathematically, the required expression is ) __qh(x) > 1/2, where
> zcg h(x) is the measure of the set of = that satisfy . In the logic of this paper, this is
expressed as

(sum2 {z| ¢} h) > 1/2.

6.5 Decidability and Termination

I now turn to the related issues of the decidability of the proof system and termination of the
computation system.

First, I discuss the proof system. Many propositional sublogics of the logic considered here
are decidable; for example, the fusion logics K,,,, T.,, K4,,, S4,,, S5,,, and KD45,,, (m > 1)
are all decidable [FHMV95]. For such logics, interest naturally turns to the complexity of their
decision procedure. For example, the satisfiability problems of S5,, and KD45,, (m > 2)
are PSPACE-complete; thus the corresponding decision problems are also PSPACE-complete
[FHMV95].

However, even propositional modal logics can be undecidable; for example, product logics
of dimension three or more are often undecidable [GKWZ03|. In any case, for the class
of intended applications, the higher-order (or, at least, first-order) versions of the logic are
needed, and these are undecidable. As Church proved, the validity problem of (classical)
first-order logic is undecidable. Furthermore, Godel proved that the validity problem of
(classical) second-order logic is not semi-decidable. Gdédel’s result depends upon the use of
standard models. It was Henkin who realised that by extending the class of models to so-
called Henkin (also called general) models the collection of valid formulas could be reduced
and a completeness result could be obtained for higher-order (and therefore second-order)
logic. Furthermore, the compactness and Lowenheim-Skolem theorems can be proved in this
setting [Fit02]. Note that, at this point, Lindstrom’s (first) theorem [EFT84, Ch. XII] can
be applied to show that higher-order logic (with the Henkin semantics) is essentially just
a variant of first-order logic. In spite of this result, something important has been gained:
instead of being forced to express certain things awkwardly in first-order logic, the greater
expressive power of higher-order logic can be used. This paper contains plenty of illustrations
of the advantages of the greater expressive power of higher-order logic.

So how does one cope with the undecidability of the decision problem of the logic? The an-
swer is that for each application the theorem-proving tasks that will arise in that application
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have to be examined and shown to terminate (or else the application has to be redesigned and
re-implemented in order to achieve this). What I have in mind here is that each application is
a substantial system and that it makes sense to expend effort on ensuring the desired termi-
nation, in the same way as it makes sense to use conventional software engineering techniques
to ensure the correctness of the software that implements an application. Furthermore, this
suggestion is feasible: for a particular application the range of theorem-proving tasks (even for
an adaptive system) is likely to be tightly circumscribed, so it should be possible to provide
termination proofs for the theorem-proving tasks that arise.

Some design decisions help to ease the problem of undecidability. To begin with, I avoid
(full and, therefore, undecidable) higher-order unification altogether for a decidable form of
matching that is quite powerful enough for most applications. Also, experience with a variety
of applications indicates that the crucial facility offered by the logic is computation, as in
Section [6.1] That is, the most common reasoning task is to evaluate a function given some
arguments; in many cases, the use of the theorem prover is subsidiary to the computation
and is sometimes even essentially propositional and decidable.

This leads to the issue of the termination of the computation component of the reasoning
system. The computation component in effect provides a declarative programming language.
Even though the logic is modal, programming in this language is no more complicated than
programming in, say, Haskell. Programs have to be written, modal or not, and the usual
concerns of writing programs that efficiently compute what is needed and, especially, avoid
infinite loops are much the same as for less expressive languages. So the answer to the problem
of non-termination is that, for a particular application, the programming tasks that will arise
in that application have to be analysed and shown to terminate (or else the application has
to be redesigned and re-implemented in order to achieve this). There are well-established
techniques for doing this such as the use of well-founded orderings [DMT9).

In summary, for logics as expressive as the one proposed in this paper there is no hope for
general decidability and termination results. Instead, for each application, it is necessary to
show that the proof and computation tasks that arise in the application do indeed terminate;
in the case where a proof or computation is intrinsically potentially non-terminating, resource-
bounded techniques have to be brought to bear.

7 Agents

Multi-modal, polymorphically-typed, higher-order logic is highly expressive, actually much
more expressive than most logics that are used in applications, so it is not surprising that the
range of applications of the logic presented here is substantial. The expressive power of the
logic makes it extremely attractive for applications; generally, one can accurately model the
application in a language that is intuitive and comprehensible.

While a whole array of applications does come within the purview of the logic presented
here, the particular class of agent applications strongly motivated the development and largely
explains the choice of topics in the paper. In the next section, a brief overview of architectures
for rational agents that can exploit the expressive power of the logic of this paper is given. In
Section particular syntactic forms for beliefs are discussed. In Section [7.3] applications
of these ideas to agents are considered.
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7.1 Architectures for Rational Agents

This subsection provides an overview of architectures for rational agents.
The first issue to address is what exactly it might mean for an agent to be rational. Here
is a widely accepted definition of rationality [RN02, p.36]:

“For each possible percept sequence, a rational agent should select an action that
is expected to maximise its performance measure, given the evidence provided by
the percept sequence and whatever built-in knowledge the agent has”.

The understanding is that the performance measure is external to the agent and some method
of informing the agent of how well it is doing is available; the details of how this is handled
will depend on the application. What follows is an outline of architectures for agents that are
rational in the above sense.

Consider an agent situated in some environment that can receive percepts from the envi-
ronment and can apply actions that generally have a non-deterministic effect on the environ-
ment. Thus the agent can be considered to be a function from the sequence of percepts so
far to actions; an agent architecture provides the definition of this function.

The dynamics of agents can be modelled in a standard way [RN02) Section 17.4]. Suppose
that the agent maintains some (internal) state that records information about the environment
to help it choose suitable actions. In general, the environment is only partially observable so
that information recorded about it in the state is incomplete and uncertain; this is modelled
by the agent maintaining a density on the states that the environment could be in. In each
cycle, the agent receives a percept and updates the state density according to the information
provided by the percept; using the updated state density, it then selects an action using
some rationality principle; finally, it applies the action to the environment and updates the
state density according to the action selected. Summarising the description so far, here is a
high-level view of the main loop of the agent algorithm.

loop forever
get percept
select action

put action.

The percept received by the agent provides information about two aspects of the environ-
ment. The first is information that refines what effect the last selected action had on the
environment. The second is information about changes that may have occurred in the envi-
ronment other than those that resulted from that action; for example, the environment may
change autonomously irrespective of the behaviour of the agent. Both kinds of information
are combined into a single percept.

This description is formalised as follows. Let S be the set of states of the agent, A the set
of actions that the agent can apply, and P the set of percepts that the agent can receive. The
set S is the underlying set of a measure space that has a o-algebra A and a measure p on A.
Often (S, A, i) is discrete so that A is the powerset of S and p is the counting measure. The
sensor model for the agent is given by a function

observe : S — Density P.



7 AGENTS 139

If the environment is in a certain state, then the sensor model gives a distribution over the
percepts that the agent could receive. Also the dynamics of the agent is captured by a function

transition : A — S — Density S.

In the discrete case, transition(a)(s)(s’) is the conditional probability that, given the state is
s and action a is applied, there will be a transition to state s’. I now look in some detail at
each step of the algorithm.

First comes the get percept step. If the current state density is s and percept p is received,
then the next state density is

As.as(s) x observe(s)(p)

where « is a normalising constant, using Bayes rule.

Next comes the select action step. Various specific rationality principles could be used;
a widely used one is the principle of maximum expected utility [RN02, p.585] (namely, a
rational agent should choose an action that maximises the agent’s expected utility, where the
utility is a real-valued function on the set of states). If this principle is used, it is assumed
that the utility function is known to the agent and that the maximum expected value of
the utility corresponds closely to the external performance measure. Under the principle of
maximum expected utility, the policy function

policy : Density S — A
is defined by

pOZicy(s) = argmax K § tmnsition(a)(uwlity)a
acA
for each s € S. Here Eg g ransition(a) (utility) denotes the expectation of the random variable
utility : S — R with respect to the density s § transition(a). This density is defined by

(s § transition(a))(s') = /Ss(s) x transition(a)(s)(s") ds,

for each s’ € S. If the current state density is s, then the action selected is thus the one given
by policy(s).

Finally, there is the put action step. One part of this is applying the action to the
environment. The other part is updating the state density as a result of applying the action.
Suppose that the current state density is s and the action selected is a4, Then the next
state density is s § transition(amqs)-

Sometimes it is not feasible to use a utility function because it is too difficult to specify
precisely enough what should be the utility of each state. In such cases, it is common to give
the agent a reward (positive or negative) after each action [Put94, RN02]. This is a kind
of ‘local’ utility; the ‘global’ utility employed above can be defined in terms of rewards and
generally needs to be learned by the agent. Since this aspect of agent architectures is not
relevant for the material of this paper, it is not discussed further.

In many complex applications, the agent is not given the definition of the function
transition (or cannot be given this definition because it is impractical to specify it precisely
enough); in such cases, the agent essentially has to learn the transition function from its
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experience in the environment. A common complication then is that the number of states
may be very large, so large in fact that it is quite impractical to attempt to learn directly
the definition of the function transition. Instead, an obvious idea is to partition the set of
states into a much smaller number of subsets of states such that the states in each subset
can be treated uniformly and learn a transition function over equivalence classes of states. 1
now explore this idea in some detail and, in the subsequent two subsections, show how the
expressivity of the logic can be exploited to turn this idea into a practical method that assists
in the construction of agents.

It will be important to employ two different ways of partitioning the states. For this
reason, two collections of functions on states are introduced. These are

e S —V;,
where i =1,...,n, and

rj: S — W,
where j = 1,...,m. Each function e;, for i = 1,...,n, is called an evidence feature and each
function r;, for j = 1,...,m, is called a result feature. Each e; and r; is a feature that picks

out a specific property of a state that is relevant to selecting actions. Evidence features are
so-called because they pick out properties of the state that suggest the action that ought to
be selected. Result features are so-called because they pick out properties of the state which
results from applying an action that can be usefully employed in the calculation of its utility.
An interesting fact that emerges from applying these ideas to practical applications is how
different the evidence features are compared with the result features [LS06].

Typically, the cardinality of the product spaces Vi x --- x V,, and Wy x --- x W,,, are
much smaller than the cardinality of S. Often, some V; and W; are the simply the set of
booleans. In an application that is at least partly continuous, they could be R. There are
two key functions associated with this construction. The function

(61,...,€n)ls—>V1X-"><Vn
is defined by
(617 .- "en)(s) = (61(8)’ .- -ven(s)),

for each s € S. The space V7 x --- x V,, is assumed to have a suitable o-algebra of measurable
sets on it, so that (ej,...,e,) is a measurable function. If p is the measure on S, then
(e1,...,en) o is the measure imposed on Vi x - - -x V,,. (Note that (f ¢ g)(z) means g(f(z)).)
Similarly, the function

(riy.ooyrm) : S = Wiy x - x W,
is defined by
(Tla...,Tm)(S) = (Tl(s),...,rm(3>)7

for each s € S. The space W7 x - -- x W, is also assumed to have a suitable o-algebra of mea-
surable sets on it, so that (r1,...,7,,) is a measurable function. Similarly, (rq,...,7m) o pu
is the measure imposed on Wy x --- x Wp,.
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Now, instead of the transition function
transition : A — S — Density S,
one works with a function
transition’ : A — Vi x --- x V,, — Density W1 x -+ X W,,.

The motivation for doing this is that ¢ransition’ should be more amenable to being learned
because of the much smaller cardinalities of its domain and codomain. Some precision is lost
in working with Vi x --- xV,, and W7 x --- x W, instead of S in this way, as discussed below;
to make up for this, informative choices of the evidence and result features need to be made.
The agent cycle is now reconsidered using these features.

The three key functions have signatures

observe : S — Density P
transition’ : A — Vi x --- x V,, — Density Wy x -+ x W,

policy : Density S — A.

The function observe is the same as before, as is the update of the state density after receiving
the percept.
The policy is now defined by

pOZicy(s) = argn;lax E, § (e1,...,en) © transition’ (a) (Utility,)a
ac

for each s € S. Here
utility’ : Wi x -+ x W, — R.

The result features are intended to be chosen so that (ry,...,7,) utility’ gives the utility of
each state. Note that

(€1, .., en)otransition’(a) : S — Density Wi x -+ X W,

so that s § (e1,...,ep) o transition’(a) is a density on Wi x -+ x Wp,.
If the action selected by the policy is @mez, then the state density that results by applying
this action is

5§ ((e1,...,en)otransition (amaz) ° (11, ..., Tm)).

Here, since (r1,...,7n) : S — Wi X -+ x Wy, it follows from a result in Appendix [B| that
one can define the function

(r1,...,7m) : Density Wy x --- x W,,, — Density S
by

(riyeoosrm)(B) = (11, rm) o h,
for each h € Density W1 x - -+ x Wy,. Thus

(€1,...,en) o transition’ (amag) ° (11, ..., m) : S — Density S
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and so
5§ ((e1,..-,en)otransition (amaz) © (r1, - .,7m)) : Density S,

as required. This completes the description of the agent cycle modified to handle features.

At this point, the advantages and disadvantages of introducing features are clearer. The
main advantage is that they can make learning the transition function feasible when otherwise
it wouldn’t be because of the vast size of the state space. The main disadvantage is that some
precision in the update of the state density during the agent cycle is lost since this is now
mediated by passing through V; x ... x V,, and Wy x ... x Wy,. This shows the crucial
importance of finding suitable features; if these can be found, and experience has shown that
this can be hard for some applications, then the loss of precision is likely to be small and
there is everything to gain. Choosing the ‘right’ (general form of) features is generally a
problem that has to be solved before deployment by the designer of the agent, although some
techniques are known that allow agents to discover such information autonomously. Agents
can learn the precise definition of a feature (whose general form is given by an hypothesis
language) during deployment by machine learning techniques. This eases the task of the
designer since only the general forms of the features need specifying before deployment. In a
dynamic environment, this adaptive capability of an agent is essential, of course. A further
complication is that, if the definitions of some features change from time to time, then the
process that is learning the transition function must take this into account because earlier
training examples may need some adjustment.

The ideas of this subsection can now be connected back to the main theme of this paper.
As the preceding discussion has made clear, the success of the whole enterprise of using
features depends upon them being able to capture quite subtle properties of the environment.
For example, it is likely that the features will need to capture beliefs about the beliefs of
other agents, beliefs about temporal aspects of the environment, and will have to cope with
uncertainty. The logic of this paper is ideal for the representation of such properties. This
topic is taken up in the next two subsections.

7.2 Agent Beliefs

This subsection gives some detail about the syntactic form that beliefs might take [LNOTc,
LNO7D].

The term ‘belief’ has two meanings in artificial intelligence: in robotics and vision [TBF05],
a ‘belief’ is generally a probability distribution; in logical artificial intelligence, a ‘belief’ is
a logical formula. I now give a definition of belief that encompasses both meanings and
investigate the use of this concept for agent applications.

There are no generally agreed forms for beliefs in the literature, other than the basic
requirement that they be formulas. For the purpose of constructing multi-agent systems, the
following definition is proposed.

Definition 7.1. A belief is the definition of a function f : ¢ — 7 having the form
Ova.((f ) =),

where O is a (possibly empty) sequence of modalities and ¢ is a term of type 7.

The function f thus defined is called a belief function. In case T has the form Density v,
for some v, we say the belief is probabilistic.

A belief base is a set of beliefs.
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Typically, for agent j, beliefs have the form Bjy, with the intuitive meaning ‘agent j
believes ¢’, where ¢ is Vz.((f x) = t). Other typical beliefs have the form B;B;yp, meaning
‘agent j believes that agent i believes ¢’. If there is a temporal component to beliefs, this
is often manifested by temporal modalities at the front of beliefs. Then, for example, there
could be a belief of the form @>B jBip, whose intuitive meaning is ‘at the second last time,
agent j believed that agent i believed ¢’. (Here, @2 is a shorthand for @@.)

The above description generalises the agent architecture presented in [LS06] by admitting
probabilistic beliefs in addition to non-probabilistic ones. Using a density to model the
uncertain value of a function on some argument is better than using a single value (such as
the mean of the density). For example, if the density is a normal distribution, then it may be
important that the variance is large or small: if it is large, intuitively, there is less confidence
about its actual value; if it is small, then there could be confidence that the actual value is
the mean. Such subtleties can assist in the selection of one action over another. Similarly,
learning tasks can exploit the existence of the density by including features based on the
mean, variance, higher moments, or other parameters of the density in hypothesis languages.

The form that beliefs can take is now examined in more detail. Some beliefs can be
specified directly by the programmer and the body of the definition can be any term of
the appropriate type. In particular, some of these beliefs may be compositions of other
probabilistic beliefs in which case the composition operators introduced in Section [6.4] will
be useful. Some beliefs, however, need to be acquired from training examples, usually during
deployment. A particular form for beliefs of this latter type is proposed. I consider beliefs
that, for a function f : o — 7, are definitions of the following form.

OVe.((f z) = (7.1)

if (p1 x) then vy
else if (p2 x) then vo

else if (pn x) then vy,

else vg),

where O is a (possibly empty) sequence of modalities, p1,...,p, are predicates that can be
modal and/or higher order, and vg, v1, ..., v, are suitable values. Such a belief is a definition
for the function f in the context of the modal sequence [J. Note that in the case when 7 has
the form Density v, for some v, the values vg, vy, ..., v, are densities.

While the above form for acquired beliefs may appear to be rather specialised, it turns
out to be convenient and general, and easily encompasses beliefs in many other forms [Riv8&7,
EIMO02]. Also the decision-list form of the definitions is highly convenient for acquisition using
some kind of learning algorithm [LNO7a, L1003l Ng05a].

Now consider this question: what makes up the belief base of an agent? Clearly the most
crucial belief is the definition of the function policy that an agent uses to select actions. Work-
ing backwards from this, the belief base should also contain the definitions of the functions
observe, transition’ and utility’, the definitions of the evidence and result features, and the
definitions of any subsidiary functions needed for the preceding definitions. These are the
only beliefs the agent needs to maintain in order to act rationally. This fact provides strong
guidance during the design of the agent.
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7.3 Applications to Agents

From the point of view of this paper, what is most relevant in the preceding discussion about
agent architectures is the collection of evidence and result features that are defined using the
logic. Several examples that illustrate this are now given. Attention is focussed on evidence
features; examples of result features can be found in [LS06].

Example 7.1. This example concerns an infotainment agent, which is a multi-agent system
that contains a number of agents with functionalities for recommending movies, TV pro-
grams, music and the like, as well as information agents with functionalities for searching for
information on the Internet. Here I concentrate on the TV recommender as a typical such
agent. Much more detail is given in [CGLNO05] and [LS06].

First I introduce the types that will be needed and the data constructors corresponding
to these types. Several standard types will be needed: {2 (the type of the booleans), Nat (the
type of natural numbers), Int (the type of integers), and String (the type of strings). Also
List denotes the (unary) list type constructor.

The following type synonyms are introduced.

State = Occurrence X Status

Occurrence = Date x Time x Channel

Date = Day x Month x Year

Time = Hour x Minute

Program = Title x Subtitle x Duration x (List Genre) x Classification x Synopsis
Text = List String.

In addition, Title, Subtitle, and Synopsis are all defined to be String, and Year, Month, Day,
Hour, Minute and Duration are all defined to be Nat.
The data constructors for the type Status are as follows.

Unknown, Yes, No : Status.

The meaning of Unknown is that a recommendation (about a program having a particular
occurrence) hasn’t yet been made, Yes means that it has a positive recommendation, and No
means that it has a negative recommendation.

In the following, basic terms are used to represent individuals. So, for example, basic terms
of type Program are used to represent TV programs and basic terms of type Occurrence are
used to represent occurrences (of programs).

The function of primary interest in this example is

uaccept : State — (2,

whose value is true if and only if the user is willing to watch television during the time
when the program having the occurrence component of the state is on. As shown in [LS06],
uaccept is an evidence feature that is used by the TV agent with two other evidence features
to determine whether or not to recommend a TV program. The presentation here of the
representation and computation of uaccept differs somewhat from, and provides much more
detail than, the presentation given in [LS06].
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Suppose that the theory T, the belief base of the TV agent, includes the following defini-
tions as global assumptions.

add : Time x Duration — Time
Vh. Vm. Vd.
((add ((h,m),d)) =
((60 x h +m + d) div 60, (60 x h +m + d) mod 60)).

DTOJ Oceurrence - Otate — Occurrence
Yo. Vs.

((pmj Occurrence (07 S)) - 0)'

DT0J Duration - £rogram — Duration
Vt. V' Vd.¥Yg Ve Vs.
((pTOjDumtion (tv t/, d,g,c, S)) = d)
Other global assumptions are definitions for the functions weekday (a predicate to determine
whether a day is a weekday or not), projy,,, (the projection onto the Hour component of
Time), proj rime (the projection onto the Time component of Occurrence), and if _then_else.
Each of the global assumptions is true at each world of the intended pointed interpretation.
Suppose that T includes the following definitions as local assumptions. For these, B, is
the belief modality for the user and B; is the belief modality for the TV agent.
uaccept : State — 2
Bt V.
((uaccept x) =

B, (tv_time_acceptable (period (proj oeeyrrence T))))-

period : Occurrence — Date x Time x Time
B; V.
((period x) =
((Proj pate ©); (PT0J Time @), (add ((proj Time T)s (PTOJ Duration (tv-guide x)))))).

tv_guide : Occurrence — Program
B Vzx.
((tv_guide x) =
if (= ((21,7,2004), (19, 30), Win)) z)
then (“Seinfeld”, *”, 30, [Sitcom], PG, “Kramer ...")
else if ((=((20,7,2004),(20,30), ABC)) x)
then (“The Bill”, “”, 50, [Dramal, M, “Sun Hill ...”)

else (ﬁt 77’ [43 77’0’ I:I’]\/'147 “ 77))'
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tv_time_acceptable : Date x Time x Time — {2
BB, V.
((tv_time_acceptable x) =

Zf (weekday (pTOjDay l’)) A (((prOjHour (prOjStart 1‘)) 2 20) N

((projHour (prOjEnd {L‘)) < 23)) then T
else Zf _'(weekday (prOjDay .’L’)) A (((prOjHouT (pTOjStart m)) = 12) A
((prOjHour (pTOjEnd l‘)) < 25)) then T
else 1).
The term (“ 7, 7,0,[], NA,“ ”) is the default value of type Program. The function

tv_time_acceptable is obtained by a belief acquisition process (similar to the learning approach
of [CGLNO05]) using training examples provided by the user. Hence the modal sequence BB,
at the front of the definition: the TV agent believes that the user believes that certain times
are acceptable for watching television. The function tv_guide is similarly obtained, but from
an agent (the provider of television guides) that I choose not to model. Hence there is just
the modality B; at the front of the definition.

Suppose also that there is a local assumption

B\Vx.((tv_guide ) = u) — B;B,Vz.((tv_guide x) = u),

where u is a syntactical variable ranging over terms of type Program. The intuitive meaning
of this schema is that “if the TV agent believes the TV guide, then the TV agent believes
the user believes the TV guide”. This assumption is justified because it is natural for the TV
agent to assume that the user has the same beliefs about the TV guide as the TV agent does;
after all, the TV guide is publicly available on the Web and in newspapers, and all versions
of it are (nearly) identical.

Now let ¢ be the scope of the modality in the definition of tv_guide, that is, ¢ is the
formula

V.
((tv_guide x) =
if ((= ((21,7,2004), (19, 30), Win)) z)
then (“Seinfeld”, ", 30, [Sitcom|, PG, “Kramer...”)
else if ((= ((20,7,2004), (20,30), ABC)) )
then (“The Bill”, ", 50, [Dramal, M, “Sun Hill ...”)

else (L( 77707 “ ’7’ [13 77, |:|7NA7 43 77))‘

Then, using as local assumptions the definition of tv_guide (that is, B;y) and the instance
Biyp — BB, of the above local assumption, Figure gives a proof of rank 0 of the
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theorem BB, p, that is,

BB, Vzx.
((tv_guide ) =
if ((= ((21,7,2004), (19, 30), Win)) z)
then (“Seinfeld”, ", 30, [Sitcom|, PG, “Kramer ...”)
else if ((= ((20,7,2004), (20,30), ABC)) )
then (“The Bill”, “”, 50, [Dramal, M, “Sun Hill ...")

else (“ 777 [43 77’0’ []7NA, “ 77)).

1 —B;Buy 1.
1 _|Btg0 3.

Figure 42: Proof of rank 0 of B: B,

An explanation of the proof in Figure[42|is as follows. Item 1 is the negation of the formula
to be proved; 2 is a local assumption; 3 is from 1 by a derived rule from Byp — BB, p;
now the branch closes by 2 and 3.

Of course, as an alternative to this approach to handling the TV guide, it would be possible
to explicitly maintain both By and B;B,y in the belief base of the TV agent. But this
is not a good solution because the TV guide is regularly updated, so keeping both of these
would lead to duplicated work and consistency problems. Thus it is better to maintain just
By and infer B; B, from this.

Suppose finally that there is a local assumption

BVz.((period ) = u) — BB, Vz.((period z) = u),

where u is a syntactical variable ranging over terms of type Date x Time X Time. In a similar
way, there is a proof of rank 0 of the theorem
B,B, V.
((period x) =
((prOjDate 1’)7 (pmj Time .Z'), (add ((pmj Time x)v (prOjDumtion (tvﬁguz.de 1’))))))

Now, using these two theorems, Figure gives a computation of rank 1 using B; of
(uaccept (((20,7,2004), (20,30), ABC), Unknown)). It follows from Proposition [6.9] that

B, ((uaccept (((20,7,2004), (20,30), ABC), Unknown)) = T)

is a consequence of T. Informally, this states that the TV agent believes that the user is
willing to watch television during the time when the program on channel ABC' that starts at
8.30pm on 20th July, 2004, is on.
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(uaccept (((20,7,2004), (20, 30), ABC), Unknown))

B, (tv_time_acceptable (period (proj oecurrence (((20,7,2004), (20, 30), ABC'), Unknown))))

B, (tv_time_acceptable (period ((20,7,2004), (20, 30), ABC)))

B, (tv_time_acceptable ((20,7,2004), (20, 30),
(a’dd ((2()’ 30), (pTOjDurat'Lon (tU*g’U’Zde ((2()’ 7a 2004)7 (20a 30)’ ABC)))))))

B, (tv_time_acceptable ((20,7,2004), (20, 30),
(add ((20,30), (proj puration (“The Bill”, “” 50, [Drama), M, “Sun Hill ...”))))))

B, (tv_time_acceptable ((20,7,2004), (20,30), (add ((20,30),50))))

B, (tv_time_acceptable ((20,7,2004), (20, 30), (21, 20)))

Bo(if (weekday ((20,7,2004))) A (P70 s (20,30)) = 20) A ((pr0j g (21,20)) < 23)) then T

else if —(weekday (20,7,2004)) A (0] grour (20,30)) > 12) A ((pr0J fowr (21,20)) < 25)) then T
else 1))

Bu(lf TA (((pTOjHour (20730)) Z 20) A ((pTOjHour (217 20)) S 23)) then T

else if —(weekday (20,7,2004)) A (o] frour (20,30)) > 12) A ((p10] four (21,20)) < 25)) then T
else 1))

B, (if T then T
else if —(weekday (20,7,2004)) A ((pro] gour (20,30)) > 12) A ((prof gowr (21,20)) < 25) then T
else 1))

B, T

T

Figure 43: Computation of rank 1 using By of (uaccept (((20,7,2004), (20,30), ABC), Unknown))
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Example 7.2. This example illustrates the use of temporal modalities in evidence features.
Suppose the belief base of an agent is based on an alphabet that includes the following
constants.

p:o— 2
q:0— 2
AB,...,Z:o,

where A, B, ..., Z, are rigid. Suppose the belief base includes the following local assumptions.
BVz.((px)= if x =Athen T else if v = then T else 1)
BVz.((gz)= if © = Athen T else if x = C then T else L)
@B Vx.(pz)= if v = Athen T else if x = C then T else L)
@B Vx.((qx) = if v = Athen T else L)
®’BVr.((pz)= if = C then T else 1)
®°BVr.((qz) = if x = Athen T else if x = B then T else L)
®BVr.((px)=1)
@BV ((gz)=1).

The above is the kind of belief base of an agent that remembers (some of) the past and uses
a belief acquisition process to acquire new beliefs. At time 0, the definitions of p and ¢ make
them false everywhere. At time 1, some training examples arrive and the new definitions of
p and ¢ that result from a belief acquisition process using these training examples are

BVz.((px)= if x =C then T else 1)
BVz.((qz) = if v = A then T else if x = B then T else L).

Meanwhile, at time 1, the old definitions for p and ¢ have a @ modality put in front of them
to indicate that they are true at the last time. Thus they become as follows.

@B Vz.((p )
@B Vz.((q x)

1)
1),

After two more time steps of belief acquisition, one arrives at the belief base given at the
beginning of this example.
Suppose also that the belief base includes the following global assumptions.

pSY=9¢V(ph@(pSY))
0By — Beyp.

Now using the global assumption
@By — Bey
and the local assumption

OB Vzr.((qx) = if x = Athen T else 1),
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it is easy to show that
BeVzr.((qz) = if © = then T else 1)

is a theorem of the belief base.
Similarly, from the local assumption

®’BVr.((qz) = if x = Athen T else if x = B then T else L),
Figure [44] shows that
B@’Vz.((gz) = if v = then T else if x = B then T else L)

is a theorem of the belief base. An explanation of this proof is as follows. Item 1 is the
negation of the formula to be proved; 2 is a local assumption; 3 is from 1 by a derived rule
from the global implicational assumption @ By — B@y; 4 is from 3 by a possibility rule; 5
is from 4 by a derived rule from @ By — B@y; 6 is from 2 by a necessity rule; the branch
now closes by 5 and 6.

1 -Be?%p 1.
1  @’Byp 2
1 -@Bey 3.
1.1, ~Bey 4.
1.1, ~@By 5.
1.1, @By 6.

Figure 44: Proof of rank 0 of B@2y, where ¢ is Vo.((¢ ) = if © = A then T else if © =
B then T else L)

Using theorems such as these, Figure gives a computation of rank 1 using B of
(p A) S (¢ B). This computation shows that the result B((p A) S (¢ B) = T) is a
consequence of the belief base.

It is easy to imagine the formula B((p A) S (¢ B)) being (part of) an evidence feature
in some application: if the agent believes that (p A) has held ever since (¢ B) held at some
time in the past, then perform a certain action; else perform a different action.

By way of contrast, Figure [46] shows a computation that ends in L.

One potential problem in using a global assumption such as ¢ S¥Y =% V (¢ A @(¢ SY))
in computations is that it might allow them to run forever. Thus one must be careful to
ensure that the belief base is such that any computation using this assumption will indeed
terminate. For computations similar to Figures and that go into the past, one can
ensure termination by having beliefs such as

®"BVx.((px)
®"BVx.((q x)

1)
1),

for some n > 0, in the belief base.

Example 7.3. In Example it was assumed that it was appropriate to maintain explicit
definitions for the predicate p at the various times. If these definitions of p are large, it may
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o’ (TV(pA)Are((pA) S(gB))
[ L 2R

oT

T

Figure 45: Computation of rank 1 using B of (p A) S (¢ B)

be better to give the definition at each time by an incremental change to the one at the last
time. This example shows how to do this and provides an interesting use of modalities applied
to predicates.

Suppose that the belief base for an agent includes the following local assumptions.

BVz.((px)= if x = B then T else if x = C then L else (@p x))
@B Vx.((px)= if v = Athen T else if x = C then T else L).

Here the definition of p at the current time (which is the same as for Example [7.2)) is given
as an incremental change to the definition of p at the last time. Note the occurrence of @p
in the first formula in which the modality @ is applied to the predicate p. It is also assumed
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(T N@((pA)S(qD))
®°((pA) S(¢D))
®’((¢D)V((pA) Ae((pA)S(qD))))

Figure 46: Computation of rank 1 using B of (p A) S (¢ D)
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that the belief base contains the global assumption
@By — Bey.

Figure [47] gives the computation using B of (p A), in which use is made of the global
assumptions (3.1)) and (3.3)). It follows from this that B((p A) = T) is a consequence of the
belief base.

(4)

if A= B then T else if A= C then L else (@p A)
if L then T else if A= C then L else (@p A)

if A=C then L else (@p A)

if L then L else (@p A)
(@p A)

o(pA)

®if A= Athen T else if A= C then T else |
@ if T then T else if A= C then T else L

o

T

Figure 47: Computation of rank 1 using B of (p A)

If this chain of incrementally modified definitions goes back too far, it can become cumber-
some. In this case, it may be better to cut the chain off at some time in the recent past. For
instance, for the belief base of this example, one can essentially recover the explicit definition
of p at the current time by means of the computation of rank 1 in Figure [48|in which there is
a substitution of the definition of p at the last time. The last step in this computation uses
the following instance of the global assumption (3.1]).

®p = ¢,

where ¢ = if x = A then T else if © = C then T else 1 is rigid. The last formula in the
computation can be simplified, if desired, to recover

BVx.((px)= if =B then T else if x = A then T else L).

Note that the computation in Figure 48| does not use the leftmost selection rule. Instead
the computation can be thought of as a partial evaluation of the definition of p at the current
time that uses an appropriate selection of redexes and stops at an appropriate point (to
produce the desired outcome from the partial evaluation).

Even though equality of the first and last formulas in Figure has been shown to be
a consequence of the (original) belief base, a further restriction is needed to ensure their
computational equivalence. This restriction is that the last formula is only ever used to
compute terms of the form (p t), where ¢ is rigid. Figures and give the respective
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BVz.((px)=1if x = B then T else if x = C then L else (@p z))
BVz.((px)=if x = B then T else if x = C then L else @(p x))
BVz.((px)=if x = B then T else if x = C then L

else @(if © = A then T else if x = C then T else L))

BVz.((px)=if x = B then T else if x = C then L
else if x = A then T else if x = C then T else 1)

Figure 48: Computation of B Vz.((p x) = if x = B then T else if x = C then L else (@p x))

computations of (p t) in each case. The rigidity condition is needed at several places in the
computation in Figure Therefore, to maintain the computational equivalence of the two
belief bases, it needs to be imposed in Figure In practice, arguments to functions in belief
bases are usually rigid, so this restriction is unlikely to cause any inconvenience.

(pt)
if t =B then T else if t = C then L else (@pt)
if t = Bthen T else if t = C then L else @(pt)
if t = B then T else if t = C then L
else @(if t = A then T else if t = C then T else L)
if t = B then T else if t = C then L

else if t = A then T else if t = C then T else L

Figure 49: Partial computation using B of (p t) for the original belief base

(t)

if t = B then T else if t = C then L
else if t = A then T else if t = C then T else L

Figure 50: Partial computation using B of (p t) for new belief base

Use of modalities applied to predicates can be avoided in Example by working through-
out with @(p x) instead of (@p x). However, in the next example, modal terms will become
essential when the predicate p is replaced by a function f (because (f z) will not generally
be a formula).

Example 7.4. In Example I showed how it is possible to maintain incremental changes



7 AGENTS 155

of definitions of a predicate at successive times. In this example, the technique is extended
to functions (that are not predicates).

Suppose that the function f : o — Nat has definitions at the current and last times as
follows.

BVz.((f x) = if x = C then 3 else (@f x))
@B Vx.((f x) = if x = A then 42 else if x = B then 21 else if ©+ = C then 15 else 0)

The value of f at the current time on some argument can be computed using the definition
of f as in Figure It follows from this computation that B((f A) = 42) is a consequence
of the belief base.

(F4)

if A=C then 3 else (@f A)
if L then 3 else (@f A)

(@f A)

o/ A)

®if A= A then 42 else if A = B then 21 else if A = C then 15 else 0
®if T then 42 else if A = B then 21 else if A = C then 15 else 0
042

42

Figure 51: Computation using B of (f A)

The definition of f at the current time can be written equivalently as
BVz.((f x) = if x = C then 3 else if x = A then 42 else if © = B then 21 else 0).

This follows from the partial evaluation of Figure which is a computation of rank 1 of
BVz.((f x) = if x = C then 3 else (@f x)). In a similar way to Example this formula
should only be used to compute terms of the form (f t), where ¢ is rigid.

Example 7.5. This example shows how to handle beliefs whose body is an abstraction.
Consider an agent with belief modality B which has a belief base that includes

@B(f = \x.if (px) then A else if (q x) then B else C),

where A, B, and C are rigid constants, and f : @« — . Now let ¢ be a rigid term of type «
and suppose the agent wants to compute the value of (@f t). This computation may then
proceed as in Figure It follows from Figure [53| that B((@f t) = B) is a consequence of
the belief base.

This computation has used the following instance of global assumption .

@)\r.5s = \1.@s,
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BVz.((f x) = if x = C then 3 else (@f x))

BVx.((f x) = if © = C then 3 else @(f z))
BVz.((f x) =if x = C then 3

else @(if © = A then 42 else if x = B then 21 else if x = C then 15 else 0))
BVz.((f x) =if x = C then 3

else if © = A then 42 else if x = B then 21 else if x = C then 15 else 0)

Figure 52: Computation of rank 1 of B Va.((f x) = if © = C then 3 else (@f x))

(@ 1)

(@Az.if (p x) then A else if (q x) then B else C t)
(\x.@if (p ) then A else if (q x) then B else C t)
®if (pt) then A else if (qt) then B else C

®if L then A else if (qt) then B else C
®if (qt) then B else C

®if T then B else C
o3
B

Figure 53: Computation with abstractions and modalities

where s = if (p x) then A else if (q x) then B else C. It has also used the global assumption
@By — Bey,
where ¢ = f = A\x.if (p x) then A else if (q x) then B else C, to switch the @ and B.

Example 7.6. This example shows the usefulness of modal terms for predicate rewrite sys-
tems discussed in Section [5.2l
Consider the following predicate rewrite system.

top — Bij(setExists; (Aa top top))
top — @B jtop

top — #Bjtop

top — p

top — q
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top — .
The following is a path in the predicate space defined by the rewrite system.

top ~ Bj(setEzists; (Ag top top)) ~ Bi(setExists; (Ao @Bjtop top))
~ Bi(setErxists; (N2 @Bjp top))
~ -+~ Bj(setEzxists; (N2 @B;p $Bjq)).

Thus the predicate B;(setEzists; (A2 @B;p #Bjq)) is in the space of predicates generated
by the predicate rewrite system. If s is a set, the informal meaning of the formula

(B;(setExists; (A2 @Bjp #Bjq)) s)

is that agent 7 believes that there is an item in the set s such that at the last time step agent
j believed the item satisfied p and that at some time in the past agent j believed that the
item satisfied q.

Example 7.7. This example illustrates how modal terms might be useful for learning appli-
cations. Consider an agent ¢ that selects an action partly in response to the perceived beliefs
of another agent j. Suppose that it matters whether the agent j believes something now or
believed something at the last time or always in the past. Then a suitable predicate rewrite
system for the hypothesis language associated with this learning task might be something
similar to the following.

top — B;(p (A2 top top))
top — B;@(p (A2 top top))
top — B;B(p (A2 top top))
top —r

top — s

top — 1

Thus predicates such as
B;®(p (N275))
and
B;l(p (A2 t7))

could appear in the belief base for agent i.
Now suppose this agent computes its policy function on some argument to determine
which action to select. During this computation, formulas such as

(B;®(p (A275)) 1),

for some rigid term ¢, will need to be evaluated. This can be done by using the global
assumption (3.3) to turn it into

B;®((p (A2 7 5)) 1)
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To finish, here is an extended example showing how an agent can logically reason with
a mixture of certain and uncertain assumptions expressed in theories, and how conclusions
obtained by reasoning with such theories can have a level of certainty directly associated with
them.

Example 7.8. Consider an agent that makes recommendations of TV programs to a user.
The agent has access to the TV guide through the definition of the function tv_guide. It also
knows about the user’s preferences for TV programs through the definition of the function
likes, the uncertainty in which is modelled by densities in its codomain. Suppose now that the
agent is asked to make a recommendation about a program at a particular occurrence (that
is, date, time, and channel), except that there is some uncertainty in the actual occurrence
intended by the user; this uncertainty, which is modelled in the definition of the density
choice, could come about, for example, if the user asked the somewhat ambiguous question
“Are there any good programs on ABC during dinner time?”. The question the agent needs
to answer is the following: given the uncertainty in choice and likes, what is the probability
that the user likes the program that is on at the occurrence intended by the user.
This situation is modelled as follows. First, here are some type synonyms.

Occurrence = Date x Time x Channel
Date = Day x Month x Year
Time = Hour x Minute

Program = Title x Duration x Genre x Classification X Synopsis.

Here is the definition of the density choice that models the uncertainty in the intended
occurrence, where B is the belief modality of the agent.

choice : Density Occurrence

B Vz.((choice z) =
if = ((21,7,2007), (19,30), ABC) then 0.8
else if = = ((21,7,2007), (20,30), ABC) then 0.2
else 0).

So the uncertainty is in the time of the program; it is probably 7.30pm, but it could be
8.30pm. Note that an equivalent form of the definition for choice is

B(choice = A\x.if = ((21,7,2007), (19,30), ABC) then 0.8 else ...),

which is the form of the definition that is used below.
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Next there is the TV guide that maps occurrences to programs.

tv_guide : Occurrence — Program
B Vx.((tv_guide x) =
if (= ((20,7,2007), (11,30), Win)) )
then (“NFL Football”, 60, Sport, G, “The Buffalo...”)
else if ((=((21,7,2007),(19,30), ABC)) x)
then (“Seinfeld”, 30, Sitcom, PG, “Kramer ...”)
else if ((=((21,7,2007),(20,30), ABC)) x)
then (“The Bill”, 50, Drama, M, “Sun Hill ...”)
else if ((= ((21,7,2007), (21,30), ABC)) )
then (“Numb3rs”,60, Crime, M, “When ...”)

else (“7,0, NULL, NA, “7)).

Finally, here is the definition of the function likes. (A more realistic modelling of the
situation would involve also using the belief modality of the user in the definition of likes, but
this is left out for simplicity.)
likes : Program — Density {2
B Vz.((likes ) =
if (projTitle (= “NFL Football”) ) then \y.if y = T then 1 else if y = L then 0 else 0
else if (projGenre (= Movie) ) then \y.if y =T then 0.75 else if y = L then 0.25 else 0
else if (projGenre (= Documentary) x) then \y.if y = T then 1 else if y = L then 0 else 0
else (@likes x))
OB Vz.((likes x) =
if (projTitle (= “NFL Football”) x) then Ay.if y =T then 0.9 else if y = L then 0.1 else 0
else if (projGenreo (= Drama) x) then Ay.if y =T then 0.2 else if y = L then 0.8 else 0
else (@likes x))
®°B Vz.((likes z) =
if (projGenre (= Sitcom) z) then A\y.if y =T then 0.9 else if y = L then 0.1 else O
else (@likes x))
®° B Va.((likes z) =
Ay.if y =T then 0 else if y = L then 1 else 0).
Recall that the agent needs to compute the probability that the user likes the program

which is on at the occurrence intended by the user. This amounts to computing (using B)
the value of the term

((choice $ tv_guide) § likes),
which is a term of type Density {2. The answer for this computation is

Az.if z =T then 0.76 else if z = 1 then 0.24 else if z = T then 0.72 else if z = L then 0.08 else 0,
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which can be simplified to
Az.if z =T then 0.76 else if z = L1 then 0.24 else 0.
Thus
B(((choice $ tv_guide) § likes) = Az.if z = T then 0.76 else if z = L then 0.24 else 0)

is a consequence of the belief base of the agent. On this basis, at least in part, the agent can
now decide whether to recommend the program or not.

The computation is somewhat complicated. To make it easier to understand, the compu-
tation is broken up into two steps. Figure [54] gives the computation of (choice $ tv_guide)
which gives the answer

My.if y = (“Seinfeld”, 30, Sitcom, PG, “Kramer ...”) then 0.8 else
if y= (“The Bill”,50, Drama, M, “Sun Hill ...”) then 0.2 else 0,

which is a term of type Density Program. Then the second part of the computation in
Figure [55]is that of

((Ay.if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else if y = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) § likes)
that has the answer

Az.if z =T then 0.76 else if z = L then 0.24 else if z = T then 0.72 else if z = L then 0.08 else 0.

The preceding example illustrates that higher-order logic is an excellent setting for inte-
grating probability and logic. Indeed, in this setting, no new conceptual machinery is needed
at all to achieve the integration. Probabilistic constructs, such as densities, expectations,
and so on, can be naturally included in higher-order theories. Furthermore, the connectives,
quantifiers, modalities, and probabilistic constructs all fit harmoniously together.

8 Related Work

This section contains a discussion of related work.

In the past, the motivations for employing modal higher-order logic have mostly been of
a philosophical or linguistic nature, and outside these areas there have been very few works.
For a brief historical account of these motivations, the reader is referred to the excellent
handbook chapter of Muskens [Musar] which develops a logic that repairs some deficiencies
in Montague’s Intensional Logic. A recent account of modal higher-order logic, motivated by
philosophical considerations (Godel’s ontological argument), is given in [Fit02]. An earlier
work motivated by mainly linguistic considerations is [Gal75]. All these treatments differ
quite markedly from the one in this paper as none has a type system that is as rich as the
one presented here, they are not concerned with computation (only, at most, deduction), and
their intended applications are quite different (therefore, they emphasise different technical
machinery).

This paper has benefitted greatly from the large literature on modal logic. In particular,
the books [GKWZ03], [FM9§| and [Fit02] proved to be very useful. Closely related are works
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(choice $ tv_guide)

Az.(sum2 \y.((tv_guide y) = z) choice)
Az.(sum2 Ny.((if y = ((20,7,2007), (11, 30), Win) then ...) = z) choice)
Az.(sum2 Ny.((if y = ((20,7,2007), (11, 30), Win) then ...) = z)

Aif @ = ((21,7,2007), (19, 30), ABC) then 0.8 ...)

Az.(if z = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else 0
+ (sum2 \y.((if y = ((20,7,2007), (11,30), Win) then ...) = z)
Az.if = ((21,7,2007), (20,30), ABC) then 0.2 ...)

Az.(if z = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else 0
+if z=(“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0
+ (sum?2 \y.((if y = ((20,7,2007), (11, 30), Win) then ...) = z) A\z.0)
Az.(if z = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else 0
+ if z = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0 + 0)
Az.(if z = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else 0 + if z = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0)

Az.if z = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else if z = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0

Figure 54: Computation of (choice $ tv_guide)

on the application of modal logic to artificial intelligence of which [FHMV95] inspired parts
of this paper.

Modal computation has been studied for 20 years or so, mostly in the logic programming
community in the context of epistemic or temporal logic programming languages. Useful
surveys of this work are in [OM94] and [Ger(O1]. A recent paper showing the current state of
the art of modal logic programming is [Ngu06]. What is common between these works and
this paper is the emphasis on epistemic and temporal modalities. What is different is that
almost all are based on Prolog and are, therefore, first order, and it seems they either provide
epistemic modalities or temporal modalities, but not both. The reasoning system presented
in this paper extends typical modal theorem proving systems, such as those in [FM9§| and
[Fit02], largely in that it also has a computational component. The idea of having a specialised
equational reasoning component in a theorem-proving system is, of course, an old one. What
is interesting here is that for agent applications it is the computational (equational reasoning)
component that is the most important; the most common reasoning task in an agent is to
evaluate a function call. Generally, the theorem-proving tasks are subsidiary to this.

I turn now to related work in higher-order logic. The advantages of using a higher-order
approach to computational logic have been advocated for at least the last 30 years. First,
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((\y.if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else if y = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) § likes)
Az.(suml Ay.((Ay.if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else

if y=(“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) y) x ((likes y) 2)))
Az.(suml Ay.((if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else

if y=(“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) x ((likes y) z)))

Az.(suml Ny.(if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 x ((likes (“Seinfeld”,...)) z)
else ((if y = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) x ((likes y) z))))

Az.(suml Ay.(if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 x ((@likes (“Seinfeld”,...)) z)
else ((if y = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) x ((likes y) 2))))

Mz.(suml Ny.(if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 x ((@*likes (“Seinfeld”,...)) z)
else ((if y = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) x ((likes y) z))))

Az.(suml Ay.(if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 X (A\y.if y =T then 0.9 else if y = L then 0.1 else 0 z)

else ((if y = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) x ((likes y) 2))))
Az.(suml Ay.(if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 X (if z =T then 0.9 else if z = L then 0.1 else 0)

else ((if y = (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) x ((likes y) 2))))

Az.(suml A\y.(if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then (if z =T then 0.72 else if z = L then 0.08 else 0) else
((if y= (“The Bill”,...) then 0.2 else 0) x ((likes y) z))))

Az.(suml ANy.(if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then (if z =T then 0.72 else if z = L then 0.08 else 0) else
if y=(“The Bill”,...) then (if z =T then 0.04 else if z = L then 0.16 else 0) else 0))

Az.((if z=T then 0.72 else if z = L then 0.08 else 0) +
(if z =TT then 0.04 else if z = L then 0.16 else 0))

Az.if z =T then 0.76 else if z = 1 then 0.24 else if z =T then 0.72 else if z = 1 then 0.08 else 0

Figure 55: Computation of ((Ay.if y = (“Seinfeld”,...) then 0.8 else ...) § likes)
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the functional programming community has used higher-order functions from the very begin-
ning. The latest versions of functional languages, such as Haskell [Jon03|, show the power
and elegance of higher-order functions, as well as related features such as strong type sys-
tems. Of course, the traditional foundation for functional programming languages has been
the A-calculus, rather than a higher-order logic. However, it is possible to regard functional
programs as equational theories in a logic such as the one introduced here and this also pro-
vides a useful semantics. The reasoning system presented here extends the core computational
mechanisms of existing functional programming languages in that it also contains a theorem-
proving system, it is modal, and it admits logic programming idioms through programming
with abstractions.

In the 1980s, higher-order programming in the logic programming community was intro-
duced through the language AProlog [NM98]. The logical foundations of AProlog are provided
by almost exactly the logic studied here (with the modal facilities removed). However, a dif-
ferent sublogic is used for AProlog programs than the equational theories proposed here. In
AProlog, program statements are higher-order hereditary Harrop formulas, a generalisation of
the definite clauses used by Prolog. The language provides an elegant use of A-terms as data
structures, meta-programming facilities, universal quantification and implications in goals,
amongst other features.

A long-term interest amongst researchers in declarative programming has been the goal
of building integrated functional logic programming languages. Probably the best developed
of these functional logic languages is the Curry language [He], which is the result of an
international collaboration over the last decade. A survey of functional logic programming
up to 1994 is in [Han94].

There are many other outstanding examples of systems that exploit the power of higher-
order logic. For example, the HOL system [GM93] is an environment for interactive theorem
proving in higher-order logic. Its most outstanding feature is its high degree of programma-
bility through the meta-language ML. The system has a wide variety of uses from formalising
pure mathematics to verification of industrial hardware. In addition, there are at least a dozen
other systems related to HOL. On the theoretical side, much of the research in theoretical
computer science, especially semantics, is based on the A-calculus and hence is intrinsically
higher order in nature.

The material on probabilistic reasoning in this paper is set in the context of the general
problem of integrating logic and probability, a long-standing problem of major importance
that is currently attracting substantial interest. There are three main threads to the study
of the integration of logic and probability. The oldest by far is the philosophical thread
that can be traced via Boole [Boo54), Boo52] back to Jacob Bernouilli in 1713. An extensive
historical account of this thread can be found in [Hai96] and overviews of more recent work
in [H4j01], (Wil02]. The second thread is that of the knowledge representation and reasoning
community in artificial intelligence, of which [Nil86, [Hal89l [FH94, [Hal03l [SAQ7] are typical
works. The third thread is that of the machine learning community in artificial intelligence,
of which [Mug96], DK03, MMR™05, RD06, MR07, [KD07] are typical works. The approach
of this paper is mostly distinguished from all the works mentioned above by its setting in a
more expressive logic and the exploitation of the higher-orderness of the logic for representing
densities in theories.
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9 Conclusion

This paper studied knowledge representation and reasoning in a multi-modal, polymorphically-
typed, higher-order logic. A detailed account of the syntax and semantics of the logic, and a
reasoning system that combines computation and deduction were given. Applications, espe-
cially to agents, were discussed.

There is plenty of scope for future work. For example, on the theoretical side, it would be
reassuring to have a completeness theorem for the theorem-proving component of the reason-
ing system. Another theoretical issue concerns the correctness of agent systems. What does
it mean for an agent, which may be adaptive and therefore change its behaviour according to
changed conditions, to be proved correct? Presumably, what has to be established are certain
invariants of the behaviour of the agent that guarantee its behaviour stays within acceptable
bounds even under adaptation. On the practical side, more sophisticated agent applications
and other kinds of applications need to be developed to more convincingly demonstrate the
effectiveness and practicality of the logic. A prototype implementation of the reasoning sys-
tem described in the paper intended just for testing out ideas already exists, but it would
benefit from further work.
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A Induction

This appendix contains two principles of inductive construction on well-founded sets.
A strict partial order on a set A is a binary relation < on A such that, for each a,b,c € A,
a £ a (irreflexivity), a < b implies b £ a (asymmetry), and a < b and b < ¢ implies a < ¢

(transitivity).
Suppose now that < is a strict partial order on a set A. Then < is a well-founded order
if there is no infinite sequence a1, ag, ... such that a;11 < a;, for i € Z*.

By way of an example, if X' any alphabet, then the set X* of all strings over X with the
substring relation < (that is, s1 < so iff s1 is a proper substring of s3) is a well-founded set.

Let A be a set with a strict partial order < and X C A. An element a € X is minimal
for X if x £ a, for all z € X.

Proposition A.1. Let A be a set with a strict partial order. Then A is a well-founded set
iff every nonempty subset X of A has a minimal element (in X ).

Proof. Straightforward. O

Proposition A.2. Let A be a set with a well-founded order <. Let X be a subset of A
satisfying the condition: for all a € A, whenever b € X, for all b < a, it follows that a € X.
Then X = A.

Proof. Suppose that X # A. Thus A\ X # () and so A\ X has a minimal element a, say.
Consider an element b € A such that b < a. By the minimality of a, it follows that b ¢ A\ X
and thus b € X. Since this is true for all b < a, it follows that a € X, by the condition
satisfied by X. This gives a contradiction and so X = A. O

The condition in Proposition satisfied by X implies that X must contain the minimal
elements of A (since these have no predecessors).
Now here is the first principle of inductive construction on well-founded sets.

Proposition A.3. Let A be a well-founded set and S a set. Then there exists a unique
function f : A — S having arbitrary given values on the minimal elements of A and satisfying
the condition that there is a rule that, for all a € A, uniquely determines the value of f(a)
from the values f(b), for b < a.

Proof. Uniqueness is shown first. Suppose that there exist two distinct functions f and g
having the same values on the minimal elements of A and satisfying the condition in the
statement of the proposition. Let X be the set of elements of A on which f and g differ. Let
a be a minimal element of X. Now a cannot be minimal in A because f and g agree on the
minimal elements of A. Thus there exist elements b € A such that b < a. For such an element
b, f(b) = g(b), since b € X. By the condition satisfied by f and g, it follows that f(a) = g(a),
which gives a contradiction.

Next existence is demonstrated. Denote the set {b€ A |b<a} by W,. Let X ={a € 4|
there exists a function f, defined on W, having the given values on the minimal elements of
A in W, and satisfying the uniqueness condition on W,}. I show by the induction principle
of Proposition that X = A. Note that, if a,b € X and b < a, by the uniqueness part
of the proof applied to Wy, it follows that fy(x) = fu(x), for all z € W}. Suppose now that
a€ Aandbe X, for all b < a. By the preceding remark, a € X — it suffices to define f, by
fa(b) = fp(b), for all b < a, and let f,(a) be the value uniquely determined by the rule. By
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Proposition X = A. Now define f by f(a) = fa(a), for all a € A. Clearly, f has the
required properties. O

Because of the type system used by the logic, there is a requirement for another principle
of inductive construction that demonstrates the existence of functions that satisfy an extra
condition. First a definition is needed.

Definition A.1. Let {A;}icr be a partition of the set A, {S;}icr a partition of the set S,
and f: A — S a mapping. Then a € A is consistent (with respect to f, {A};cr and {S}ier)
if a € A; implies f(a) € S;.

Here is the second principle of inductive construction on well-founded sets.

Proposition A.4. Let A be a well-founded set, {A;}icr a partition of A, S a set, and {S;}ier
a partition of S. Then there exists a unique function f: A — S such that f(A;) C S;, for all
1 € I, satisfying the following conditions.

1. For all a € A, if a is minimal, then a is consistent.

2. There is a rule that, for all a € A, uniquely determines the value of f(a) from the values
f(b), for b < a, in such a way that if each b is consistent, then a is consistent.

Proof. The existence and uniqueness follows from Proposition It remains to show that
f(A4;) CS;, foralliel.

Let X = {a € A | a is consistent}. It suffices to show that X = A. Now X contains the
minimal elements, by assumption. Suppose now that ¢ € A and, for all b < a, b € X. By
assumption, a € X. Thus, by Proposition A=X. O
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B Probability

This appendix presents some standard notions of measure theory [Dud02) [Bil86], particularly
that of a density.

Definition B.1. Let X be a set. A collection A C 2% is called a o-algebra on X if () € A,
and A is closed under complementation and countable unions.

Definition B.2. A measurable space is a pair (X, A), where X is a set and A is a o-algebra
on X

Definition B.3. Let (X, A) and (Y,B) be measurable spaces. A function f : X — Y is
measurable if f~1(B) € A, for all B € B.

Definition B.4. Let (X, A) be a measurable space. A function p : A — [0, o0] is a measure if
it is countably additive (that is, if { B;}$2, is a sequence of disjoint sets in A, then p(U°, B;) =
>imy 1(By)).

A measure pu is a probability if p(X) = 1.

Definition B.5. A measure space is a triple (X, A, u), where (X, A) is a measurable space
and p is a measure on (X, A).

A probability space is a triple (X, A, ), where (X, A) is a measurable space and p is a
probability on (X, A).

A measurable function defined on a measure space induces a measure on its codomain.

(Note that (fog)(x) means g(f(x)).)

Proposition B.1. Let (X, A,u) be a measure space, (Y,B) a measurable space and
f: X —Y a measurable function. Then f~'op is a measure on B, so that (Y, B, f~1op) is
a measure Space.

Next comes the definition of a random variable.

Definition B.6. A random variable is a measurable function f : X — Y, where (X, A, p) is
a probability space and (Y, B) is a measurable space. The probability measure f~1opu on B
is called the distribution (or law) of f.

Usually random variables are real-valued, that is, their codomain is R with Lebesgue
measurable sets.

The next result is the Radon-Nikodym theorem [Dud02, Theorem 5.5.4]. For that, the
definition of absolute continuity is needed.

Definition B.7. Let v and pu be two measures on the same measurable space. Then v is
absolutely continuous with respect to p if v(A) = 0, whenever p(A) = 0.

Proposition B.2. Let (X, A,pn) be a measure space, where u is o-finite, and v a finite
measure on A that is absolutely continuous with respect to . Then there exists a non-negative,
integrable function h on X such that

o(4) = [ hn,

for all A € A.
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A key concept for probabilistic reasoning is that of a density.

Definition B.8. Let (X, A, ) be a measure space and f : X — R a measurable function.
Then f is a density (on (X, A,p)) if (i) f(z) >0, for all z € X, and (ii) [ fdp = 1.

If (X, A, ) is a measure space, then Density X denotes the set of densities on (X, A, u).

There are two main cases of interest. The first is when p is the counting measure on X,
in which case [y fdu =3, cx f(x); this is the discrete case. The second case is when X is
R™, for some n > 1, and p is Lebesgue measure; this is the continuous case. The mixed case
also arises where a product space has some discrete and some continuous components.

A density f gives a probability v on A by the definition

o) = [ fap.
A
for A € A. In the common discrete case, this definition specialises to

v(A) =Y f(x).

€A

Definition B.9. Let (X, A, 1) be a measure space, h a density on (X, A, u), and f: X — R
a random variable. Then the ezpectation of f with respect to h, Ej(f), is defined by

Blf) = [ 1(0) % hia) du(o).
Some (higher-order) functions that operate on densities will be needed. The following

gives the natural ‘composition’ § of two functions whose codomains are densities.

Definition B.10. Let (X, A,u), (Y,B,v), and (Z,C,€§) be measure spaces. The function
0: (X — Density Y) — (Y — Density Z) — (X — Density Z) is defined by

(f £ 9)()(z) = /Y f(2)() % 9(y)(2) dv(y),

for f: X — Density Y, g: Y — Density Z, x € X, and z € Z.

Specialised to the discrete case, the definition is

(fE9)@)(2) =) F@)(y) x g(y)(2).

yey

Intuitively, this definition captures the intended meaning of §. The meaning of the left hand
side is the probability that (f f g) maps x to z. Each component of the sum on the right
hand side is the product of the probability that f takes z to y multiplied by the probability
that g takes y to z; now we sum over all possible y to get the probability that x is mapped
to z.
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Note that (ffg)(z) is a density:

[ (Fr9@(e) detz)
Z

— [ [ 1@ x 9) (@) dvly) d(z)
ZJY

_ / / F@) () % 9(y)(2) dé(2) duvy)
Y JZ

_ / F2) () x ( / 9(y)(2) de(2)) dv(y)
Y Z

_ / (@) (y) dv(y)
Y

=1

by Fubini’s theorem, under weak conditions [Dud02, Theorem 4.4.5].
The composition of two functions, the first of which has a codomain of densities can be
similarly defined.

Definition B.11. The function
b: (X — DensityY) — (Y — Z) — (X — Density Z)

is defined by
(f b )(x)(2) = / f(@) () dv(y),
9 1(2)

where f: X — Density Y, g:Y — Z, and z € X.

Specialised to the discrete case, the definition is

(foa)@)(=)= > fl@)y)

yeg~1(2)

Intuitively, this definition captures the intended meaning of b. The meaning of the left hand
side is the probability that (f b g) maps = to z. Each component of the sum on the right
hand side is the probability that f takes x to y; now we sum over all y that map to z under
g to get the probability that x is mapped to z.

Note that (f b g)(z) is a density:

/ (f 5 9)(@)(2) dé(=)
Z

_ / / F(@)(y) dv(y) de(z)
Z Jg=1(z)

- / F(@)(y) dv(y)
Y

=1
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There is a sense in which b is a special case of §. To see this, consider a function g : Y — Z.
Associated with g is a function ¢’ : Y — Density Z defined by

9'(Y) = Xg()»
where X 4(,) is the characteristic function defined to be 1 at g(y) and 0 elsewhere. The function

¢’ is intuitively ‘isomorphic’ to g. Then, for f : X — Density Y and g : Y — Z, it follows
that

fog =fbhy.

The proof of this follows.

(f24)(2)(2)
/f (1)(2) dv(y)

/f Y) X Xg(y)(2) dv(y)

- [ @)W
g 1(2)
= (fbg)(@)(2).
Definition B.12. The function
§: Density Y — (Y — Density Z) — Density Z

is defined by

(f§9)(= /f % 9(y)(2) dv(y),

where f: Density Y, g:Y — Density Z, and z € Z.

Specialised to the discrete case, the definition is

(f§9)(2)=>_ f(v) (2).

yey

Definition B.13. The function
$: Density Y — (Y — Z) — Density Z
is defined by

U39 = [ | ) an)
g (=

where f: Density Y, g:Y — Z, and z € Z.
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Specialised to the discrete case, the definition is
(f$9)) = > f).
yeg1(2)

Note that b, $, and § are all essentially special cases of §. Let x be a distinguished singleton
set. Then § : Density Y — (Y — Density Z) — Density Z, for example, can be identified
with a function

h:(x — Density Y) — (Y — Density Z) — (x — Density Z)

in the obvious way.

Another useful way of constructing densities is as follows. Suppose that (X, A, ) is a
measure space, (Y,B) is a measurable space and f : X — Y a measurable function. Then
(Y, B, f~1ou) is a measure space. Furthermore, if 4 is a density on (Y, B, f~topu), then foh
is a density on (X, A, p) because, by [Dud02, Theorem 4.1.11],

[ fenau= [ nagew.

Consequently, one can define a function
f : Density Y — Density X
by

f(h) = feh,

for each h € Density Y.

One can define conditional densities. Consider a function f : Density X x Y that defines
a product density. Then the conditional density obtained by conditioning on values in X can
be expressed by the function fi : X — Density Y defined by

_ f(z,y)
fil@)y) = Jy f(@,y) dv(y)’

for z € X and y € Y. Clearly, fi(z) is a density. Conditioning on the other argument is
analogous to this. Specialised to the discrete case, the definition is

_ f(=zy)
fi(z)(y) = ooy f )

Marginal densities can also be defined. Consider a function

f:Density X XY x Z

that defines a product density. Then the marginal density over the first argument can be
expressed by the function fi : Density X defined by

filx) = /Z /Y f(y, 2) dv(y) de(2),

for x € X. By Fubini’s theorem, f; is a density. This is easily extended to marginalising in
arbitrary products. Specialised to the discrete case, the definition is

fl(l') = ZZf(xvyaz)

zeZ yey
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