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Abstract

Humans rarely have sound or even complete knowledge about their environment.
Instead, we usually picture different contingencies what the world could be like. For
example, we might believe that a specific box is presumably empty, and that otherwise
it most plausibly contains a gift. On the grounds of (conditional) beliefs like this we act.
Sometimes we perceive new information that refutes some of these contingencies; then
we revise our beliefs appropriately. To a human, all this is natural and mundane.

For a machine to do the same, it needs a formal representation and understanding of
conditional belief and actions and perception. In this thesis we develop a formalization
and semantics of these concepts in one coherent logical language and investigate their
interaction. The main contributions are as follows.

First we introduce a method to express that a set of conditional beliefs is all that is
believed. This captures the idea that a (conditional) knowledge base covers the agent’s
beliefs to their full extent. We refer to this concept as only-believing, as it generalizes
Levesque’s only-knowing to conditional beliefs. It can also be considered a semantic
version of Pearl’s meta-logical System Z.

Then we investigate the belief projection problem, which refers to determining what is
believed after a number of actions have occurred. Solving the belief projection problem
is essential to reason about beliefs in dynamic systems, like a robot for example. We
propose two solutions in the framework of Reiter’s situation calculus. Namely, we
extend the well-known concepts of query regression and knowledge base progression to
conditional beliefs.

Finally, as a step towards practical reasoning about beliefs and contingencies, we
develop a limited-reasoning system for conditional beliefs. We complement Lakemeyer
and Levesque’s limited first-order inference with a novel sound first-order consistency
test. Together, these techniques enable us to approximate the notions of conditional
belief and only-believing in a way that is sound and decidable for an important class of

problems.
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Zusammenfassung

Selten verfiigen Menschen iiber korrektes oder gar vollstindiges Wissens {iber ihre
Umwelt. In der Regel haben wir lediglich Vermutungen, wie die Welt unter bestimmten
Bedingungen aussehen konnte. Zum Beispiel konnten wir glauben, dass ein Paket
vermutlich leer ist, andernfalls aber am ehesten ein Geschenk enthilt. Aufgrund solcher
(bedingter) Vermutungen handeln wir. Wenn sich eine Vermutung aufgrund neuer
Information als falsch erweist, passen wir unsere Vorstellungen entsprechend an.

Um zhnliches zu leisten, muss eine Maschine iiber eine formale Reprisentation und
tiber ein Verstindnis von Konzepten wie bedingte Vermutung, Aktion und Wahrnehmung
verfiigen. Die vorliegende Arbeit entwickelt eine Formalisierung und Semantik dieser
Begriffe in einer logischen Sprache. Die wesentlichen Beitrage sind wie folgt.

Zunichst fihren wir ein Konzept ein um auszudriicken, dass eine Wissensbasis
bestehend aus bedingten Vermutungen die Vorstellungen eines kiinstlichen Akteurs
vollstindig erfasst. Wir bezeichnen dieses Konzept als Only-Believing, da es Levesques
Only-Knowing auf den Fall der bedingter Vermutungen verallgemeinert. Es kann auch
als semantische Version von Pearls metalogischem System Z aufgefasst werden.

Dann untersuchen wir das Projektionsproblem, bei dem es darum geht zu entschei-
den, was man nach einer Sequenz von Aktionen glaubt. Dieses Problem zu 16sen ist
unerldsslich um in dynamischen Systemen - etwa einem Roboter - tiber Vermutungen
zu schlieflen. Wir entwickeln zwei Losungen im Rahmen von Reiters Situationskalkiil;
und zwar verallgemeinern wir die bekannten Ansitze von Regression und Progression
fir bedingte Vermutungen.

Schliefilich entwickeln wir als Beitrag in Richtung praktikablen Schlieflens iiber
Vermutungen und Eventualititen ein System fiir eingeschrinktes Schliefsen. Dem abge-
schwichten Inferenzmechanismus fiir Logik erster Stufe von Lakemeyer und Levesque
stellen zu diesem Zweck einen korrekten Konsistenztest zur Seite. Diese beiden Tech-
niken erlauben uns bedingte Vermutungen und Only-Believing zu approximieren und
dabei Korrektheit und Entscheidbarkeit zu erhalten.
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1 Introduction

With the advent of computing hardware, a group of scientists founded a new field of
research called artificial intelligence (McCarthy, Minsky, et al. 1955), which McCarthy
(2007) later described as “the science and engineering of making intelligent machines.”
While there are many different interpretations of the term “intelligence” itself (Neisser
et al. 1996), most research on artificial intelligence, including this thesis, is concerned
with common sense.

Common sense is fundamental for humans to get by in daily life. As we rarely have
sound or even complete knowledge about our environment, we usually employ common
sense to reach assumptions about what the world could be like. On the grounds of these
beliefs we act. We acquire new information when needed, and when such information is
contrary to our previous beliefs, instead of questioning everything we revise our beliefs
appropriately. We do so “with common sense,” and with such a routine in our daily
lives that, unlike, say, a mathematical exercise, it puts no burden on us.

A computer, on the other hand, solves arithmetical problems with ease, but is usually
not endowed with common sense. The machine not only has no commonsense knowl-
edge, such as “when I drop an object and hear a clink, it is presumably broken.” It does
not even know any such concepts as belief, action, or perception. To “understand” these
concepts and to reason about them, a computer needs a formal representation thereof
and computable procedures to draw inferences from that representation. In this thesis,
we develop a logical theory for that purpose.

This theory will allow us to express beliefs and to reason about their consequences:
how do our beliefs change after we perform actions or after we obtain new information?
Of course, there is no singular answer to that. In fact, the jury is still out on each
individual subfield involved: reasoning about knowledge and belief, conditional logic,
action theories, and belief revision. Considering the great many intricate philosophical
issues still under debate, we take a rather pragmatic stand here. We aim for a workable
theory that unifies conditional belief, actions, and belief change. After a thorough
investigation a fully fledged logic without much attention to computational complexity,

we also devise a decidable fragment, which is foundational for practical use.



1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

As a motivating example, consider the following scenario.

Example 1.1.1 It is Christmas, the presents have just been handed out. Now it is time
to put away the rubbish. You are holding a gift box. In the belief that somebody took
out the present already, you drop the box on the rubbish heap. Just when it hits the
ground, a clinking noise rings out. It looks like you were wrong: it seems there s a gift
in the box, and now it is broken. Anxious to know, you open the box and pull out a
shiny, unimpaired object. Apparently you were wrong again: yes, there was a gift in the

box - and now you even know what it is - but it is not broken after all.

What we witnessed here is the interplay of beliefs, actions, and perception as it
happens constantly in our daily lives. An intelligent agent - like a robot for the cleaning
work in our example - needs to deal with belief change, be it because they see (or cause
themselves) physical change, or because they find evidence their beliefs were wrong in
the first place.

While easy for humans, such commonsense behaviour is hard to realize for robots.
The field of cognitive robotics as envisaged by Reiter and his colleagues (Levesque and
Lakemeyer 2008; Levesque and Reiter 1998; Reiter 2001) aims “to develop an under-
standing of the relationship between the knowledge, the perception, and the actions of
[an autonomous] robot” (Levesque and Reiter 1998).

Here, we are concerned with this problem in a setting where the agent’s beliefs are not
only incomplete, but may also turn out wrong in the face of new information. We aim
for a logical language suitable to represent and reason about problems like Example 1.1.1.
While robots only serve motivational purposes in this thesis, our fundamental approach
stands in the tradition of cognitive robotics, and we hope one day it will help to control

robots at a high abstraction level.

1.2 Contributions

This thesis presents a logical framework for representation of and reasoning about defea-
sible beliefs in dynamic domains. The following three questions are a motif throughout
the thesis.

1. How can we capture the meaning of a conditional knowledge base in a semantically

perspicuous way?

2. How do conditional beliefs change in the face of physical actions and new infor-



1.2 Contributions

mation?

3. How can reasoning about conditional beliefs be kept decidable and, sometimes,

tractable?

We investigate these questions within the framework of mathematical logic. The key

features of the approach are the following.

First-order modal logic The language is a first-order modal dialect. First-order logic
allows us to express properties of objects and quantify over them. In Example 1.1.1,
quantification is used to say that there is some (unidentified) object x which is broken.
Formally, this can be written as 3x Broken(x). Quantification is a very powerful tool,

but also the source of first-order logic’s undecidability.

Conditional beliefs The language features a modal operator to express conditional
belief: the formula B(InBox(x) A Fragile(x) = Broken(x)) denotes the belief that if x
is in the box and fragile, then it is presumably broken. Many other interpretations of
conditionals are possible, including the counterfactual one: we believe that if x was in

the box and fragile, then it woxld be broken.

Only-believing A second belief modality allows to capture all that is believed. Such a
concept is of great use in knowledge representation, where we are typically interested
in what follows from a knowledge base. Only-believing allows to express that a condi-
tional knowledge base is believed and everything else is not believed (except the logical
consequences of the knowledge base). It is this implicit representation of non-belief that

makes only-believing special.

Actions and informing Another family of modal operators concerns actions. Actions
not only can have physical effects, but also carry information. An example of the former
is the physical action of dropping the box in Example 1.1.1; an example of the latter
is the clink, which conveys the information that something might be broken. Such

information will be incorporated into the agent’s beliefs by means of belief revision.

Belief projection The belief projection problem refers to determining what is believed
after a number of actions have occurred. It can be cast as a logical entailment problem:
given a knowledge base and a query in the form of a logical formula with actions
and beliefs, does the knowledge base logically imply the query? Solving the problem
requires to take the dynamics out of this reasoning task. We offer two approaches: one

by regression, where the query is rewritten to “roll back” the effects of the actions; and
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one by progression, where the knowledge base 1s updated to account for the effects of

actions.

Reduction to non-modal reasoning After applying regression or progression, one is
typically left with a logical entailment problem without actions but that still involves
conditional belief. We show that these conditional beliefs can also be eliminated by re-
ducing them to first-order reasoning tasks. That way, a large class of reasoning problems

in our framework can be reduced to non-modal first-order reasoning.

Limited reasoning First-order reasoning is known to be undecidable. To address this,
we devise a new logic of conditional belief with a weaker inference mechanism which
still retains the expressivity of a first-order language. We show that this logic is sound
with respect to the original language under certain circumstances. While this logic does
not accommodate actions, this is no effective limitation thanks to our solutions of the

projection problem.

1.3 Outline

The thesis is structured as follows. After reviewing related work in the next chapter,
we introduce the logical foundations in Chapter 3. This includes the first-order logical
language £, which serves as basis of all the languages to come. For future reference, we
also present two other logics known from the literature: the logic of knowledge and
only-knowing OL, and a variant thereof called ES that adds actions and sensing.

Chapter 4 introduces a novel logic of conditional belief and only-believing called BO.
Most notably, we prove a unique-model property for only-believing, a very useful result
for the rest of the thesis. We also give a representation theorem, which allows to simplify
many reasoning tasks in B80. Besides these results, we discuss the relation of 80 to its
ancestor OL and to another framework of conditional beliefs called System Z.

Chapter 5 extends B0 to accommodate actions. The result is called ESB, for epistemic
situation calculus with beliefs. We extensively investigate the belief projection problem
in 8B and prove regression, revision, and progression theorems. E8SB outranks the
other languages developed in this thesis in terms of their expressivity; in this sense, it is
the premier stage of this thesis. We also compare ESB briefly to its ancestor ES.

The next two chapters address the issue of undecidability that tarnishes the languages
up until then. Chapter 6 introduces two non-standard semantics of a non-modal first-
order logic. These so-called limited semantics are sound or complete, respectively, with

regard to a meaningful fragment of unlimited first-order logic. They set the stage for the



Chapter 3

Sections 3.2, 3.3

The first-
order logic £

Sections 3.6, 3.7
Knowledge and
only-knowing in OL

Sections 3.9, 3.10
Actions, knowledge,
and sensing in ES

\

1.3 Outline

Chapter 6
Limited first-order
reasoning in L~

Chapter 4
Conditional belief and
only-believing in B8O

Chapter 7

Limited conditional

belief in BOL

Chapter 5

Actions, conditional be-
lief, and revision in ESB

Figure 1.1: The dependency graph of the thesis.

logic of limited conditional belief, BOL, presented in Chapter 7.

Most chapters conclude with a brief discussion and pointers to future work. A

comprehensive conclusion of the thesis is finally drawn in Chapter 8. Numerous long

proofs from Chapters 4, 5, 6, 7 are presented in Appendices A, B, C, D, respectively.
The survey of related work in Chapter 2 is not essential for the understanding of the

rest of the thesis; the chapter can hence be skipped. The subsequent chapters however

largely build on each other. Figure 1.1 gives an overview of these interdependencies.






2 Relevant Literature

This chapter surveys relevant literature from the different fields we touch in this thesis.
We begin with related work on formalizations of knowledge and belief, which is the
broad field this thesis belongs to. Following this, we first present belief revision frame-
works and then theories of actions, upon which our epistemic situation calculus with
beliefs is based. Finally we discuss ways to make first-order reasoning decidable, which
is relevant to our work on limited reasoning.

Occasionally we use some logical notation in this chapter without covering the details.
The reader not familiar with logical notation is referred to Sections 3.2 and 3.3 for an

introduction to a first-order logic.

2.1 Knowledge and belief

The nature of knowledge has been the subject of debate among philosophers at least
since Plato’s dialogue Theaetetus in the 4th century BC (Chappell 2013). The importance
of knowledge for artificial intelligence was recognized from its beginning. In a seminal
paper, McCarthy (1959) envisions a program called Advice Taker whose behaviour
improves just through new information it is told - reprogramming the system would be
no longer required. The information is to be represented as declarative sentences, and
the Advice Taker should deduce from this knowledge which action to take next.

Arguably the most popular approach for formal analysis of knowledge is by modal
logic. Modern epistemic logic is in large part due to Hintikka (1962), who employed
modal logic to represent knowledge and belief. Knowing and believing are called modal-
ities (Halpern 1999). In classical modal logic, the main difference between knowledge
and belief is that the former is factually true, while the latter is always consistent (Fa-
gin, Halpern, et al. 1995). This understanding reflects one of the candidate definitions
discussed by Plato: knowledge is justified true belief.

While originally a field of philosophy, modal logic is today also widely used in
knowledge representation. (It is remarkable at this point that McCarthy (1997) opposed

modal logic and preferred classical first-order logic instead. Halpern (1999) counters
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these arguments and argues that in many cases, propositional or first-order modal logic
is the right tool to model modalities.)

A more general concept than knowledge or belief is that of conditional belief, which is
the main theme of this thesis. We will employ it to stratify beliefs so as to reason about
more or less likely contingencies. Our use of the concept is related to conditional logics,
which add if-then statements closer to human intuition than classical logic’s material
implication. An overview of modal logic and conditional logic is given below.

Levesque and Lakemeyer (2001) emphasize that a knowledge-based systems needs to
make available its knowledge to the rest of the system. To this end, Levesque (1984b)
proposed a functional view that resembles a database interface and considers a knowledge
representation system as a part of a larger knowledge-based system. As this view is at

least implicitly present throughout this thesis, we detail it in this section as well.

2.1.1 Modal logic for knowledge

Modal logic extends propositional logic with a new unary operator that can be given
many different interpretations. To illustrate the concept, we call the operator K and
understand it as knowledge. The formulas of this language are of the form -a, (e vV B),
(a A B), (@ D B), and Ka.

The modern semantics of modal logic is due to Kripke (1959). Truth of a formula is
defined with respect to a Kripke structure, which consists of a set of possible worlds
e and an accessibility relation — C e X e. A possible world is a hypothetical truth
assignments of all propositions. The accessibility relation links these worlds to each
other.!

In modal epistemic logic, the link is interpreted as “considered possible:” if w — w’,
then the agent considers w’ a possible world when w is the actual one. A sentence « is

known when all accessible possible worlds satisfy a. More formally, —, e, w = Ka iff?

We simplify the traditional definition of Kripke structures in order to be closer to the concept of worlds
used in the rest of the thesis. The classical understanding of a Kripke structure separates the world and
its valuation of propositions. That way, different worlds can have the same valuation, which is not
possible in our definition. In languages with only a finite set of propositions, subtle differences between
both definitions arise. For example, if there is only a single proposition P, then P AKP A—=K~P AK-KP
is satisfiable, namely by the classical Kripke structure where e = {w1, wy, w3}, w1 - wy — w3 (and
w; W, otherwise), and the valuation is such that P in wq and w; is true and false in w3. Clearly,
this construction implies w1 # w;. In our definition, there are only two worlds, namely the one that
satisfies P and the one that does not, and therefore the sentence is not satisfiable. When there is an
infinite supply of propositions, however, there are enough worlds available to replicate the same effect
as in classical Kripke structures by using worlds which differ only in propositions that do not occur in
the formula in question. Such issues will not be relevant in this thesis.

2We use “iff” as an abbreviation for “if and only if” throughout the thesis.
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—,e,w’ | aforall w’ €ewithw — w’.
Modal logic can also be characterized axiomatically by taking the standard propo-
sitional axioms (Kleene 2002) and adding a selection of the following axioms for the

modal operator K.
e K:Ka AK(ax D B) D Kp;
e T:Ka D a;
¢ D: Ka O -K-q;
¢ 4. Ka > KKa;
* 5. =-Ka > K-Ka.

An established convention is to name the logics after the axioms. A very frequent
combination is K45, which is also referred to as S5 and asserts positive and negative
introspection. KT45 is the logic of knowledge and KD45 is the logic of belief (Fagin,
Halpern, et al. 1995): T specifies that knowledge is true, and D means that belief is
consistent. Depending on which conditions the accessibility relation — satisfies, different
modal logics are obtained.

Except for K, these axioms correspond to certain conditions on the semantic accessi-

bility relation — C e X e. Namely, the condition for the axioms are as follows.
® T: — is reflexive, that is, for every w, w — w;
® D: — is serial, that is, for every w € e, there is some @’ € e such that w — w’;
® 4: — is transitive, that is, if w; — w, and w; — w3, then w; — w;3;
e 5: — is Euclidean, that 1s, if w; — w; and w{ — w3, then wy — ws.

A natural dual to the K operator is to refer to the inaccessible worlds of a Kripke
structure. We denote such an operator by N, and its semantics can be defined as
—,e,w | Na iff 5,e,w’ | a for all w’ € e with w + w’. Ka can be interpreted as
knowing at least @, and N-a as knowing at most @. Together, K& A N—a capture the
intuition that 4/l the agent knows is @, also referred to as only-knowing. Operators that
refer to inaccessible worlds have been studied by Levesque (1990) and independently by
Ben-David and Gafni (1989); the original idea is due to Humberstone (1987). Levesque
(1990) considers a first-order language with infinitely many extra-logical symbols. Unlike

general Kripke structures, models may not limit the set of considered worlds, and the
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(implicit) accessibility relation needs to adhere to the K45 constraints. Ben-David and
Gafni (1989) go beyond that by allowing arbitrary modal logics with general Kripke
structures. However, Levesque and Lakemeyer (2001) argue that this generality has
counterintuitive consequences. For example, the sentence KP A N=P > -=KQ, which
stipulates the intuitively true statement that if all we know is P, then we do not know
Q, is falsifiable by Kripke structures whose worlds all satisty P and Q.

It is remarkable that adding such an operator that refers to the inaccessible worlds
makes finding a proof theory much harder. In fact, as Halpern and Lakemeyer (1995)
show, any such proof theory must be non-recursive in the first-order case. The argument
is simple. For any non-modal formula e, validity of Na > =K coincides with «
being falsifiable. Hence, if we had a recursive axiom system, by enumerating all valid
formulas we would implicitly also enumerate all falsifiable non-modal formulas, which
Church (1936a,b) and Turing (1936) showed to be impossible for first-order logic.
Levesque (1990) proposed a non-recursive axiom system for his K45 logic of only-
knowing which includes the axiom schema Na > —Ke for any non-modal « that is not
valid. However, Halpern and Lakemeyer (1995) proved that Levesque’s proof theory is
actually incomplete for the first-order case, and as of today no complete axiom system is
known (apart from trivial ones such as declaring every valid formula an axiom).

Levesque’s logic of only-knowing will be present throughout this thesis. We shall
introduce a couple of modal logics of knowledge, belief, and action. Following Levesque
(1990), the operators for knowledge and belief will be K45 operators whereas truth of
knowledge (T) or consistency of belief (D) will not be required. Our use of the terms
knowledge and belief is a bit more informal: the term knowledge shall be seen as a hint
that the agent considers this information very certain and indefeasible, whereas with

belief the agent usually takes very well into account that she might be wrong.

2.1.2 Conditionals

Classical logic provides only one connective to make if-then statement, namely the
material implication. The material implication @ O B is equivalent to the disjunction
—a V B. As a consequence, when the antecedent is false, the implication is vacuously
true.

Often, this is contrary to human intuition. Consider the following two conditionals.
e If polar bears lived in Antarctica, they would eat penguins.

e If penguins lived in the Arctic, they would eat polar bears.

10
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The first one is certainly very plausible. But it is rather unthinkable that a group of
penguins would bring down a polar bear. With material implications, however, both
would come out true, since both antecedents are false. The false antecedent is what
makes them special: they are counterfactual.

A similar example involves belief. In Example 1.1.1, after dropping the box and
hearing a clink, we believe something inside the box broke. But we might also - less
plausibly - believe that if there is something metallic in the box, this caused the clinking
noise and presumably nothing is broken. This is a conditional belief: most plausibly
we believe something else, but keep other possibilities and their consequents in mind.
Often, conditional beliefs are also understood counterfactually, although the reference
point here is not the real world but the most-plausible belief.

Similarly to epistemic logic, conditional logic has its roots in philosophy topic.
Three early logical accounts of conditionals exist: Lewis (1973) and Stalnaker (1968)
devise possible-worlds semantics for conditionals; Adams (1965) adopts probabilities
for conditionals; Girdenfors (1978) characterizes conditionals with belief revision
techniques.

The approach we consider here is the notion of a system of spheres, due to Lewis (1973)
and Grove (1988). A system of spheres consists of multiple sets of possible worlds. These
spheres are totally ordered by a subset relation, with the rationale that the worlds from
the narrowest sphere are the most plausible ones. A conditional @ = S is evaluated in a
system of spheres by testing if the most-plausible worlds that satisty @ also satisty 3. In
Lewis” semantics of counterfactuals, spheres are relative to individual possible worlds.

It is easy to see that conditionals, other than material implications, are nonmonotonic:
it is very well possible that @ = B comes out true, but @ A y = B might not. For
example, if polar bears lived in Antarctica and were herbivores, they would not eat
penguins. Similarly, counterfactual conditionals are also neither transitive nor does
contraposition hold.

Among others, conditionals are helpful to determine causality (Lewis 1979). For
example, dropping a box is a cause of things in the box breaking, because if we had not
dropped the box, nothing would have broken. However, this counterfactual but-for
alone is not sufficient to obtain the intuitively correct causes; more advanced models are
needed (Halpern 2015; Halpern and Pearl 2005).

From the more practical perspective of artificial intelligence, conditionals are espe-
cially relevant due to their nonmonotonic nature (Kern-Isberner 2001). Pearl (1990)
proposed System Z, a reasoning framework where conditionals are ranked in a specific,

unambiguous way and nonmonotonic inferences can be drawn from them. Goldszmidt
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and Pearl (1996) extended System Z to account for qualitative probabilities.
Conditionals are central to this thesis - albeit not from a philosophical perspective but
a rather pragmatic view. We will also briefly meet System Z again in Chapter 4, when

we extend Levesque’s logic of knowing and only-knowing to the case of conditional

beliefs.

2.1.3 A functional view

Any knowledge-based system needs an interface to interact with the outside world.
Levesque (1984b) characterizes a knowledge-based system as a service with (at least) two

operations:

® TELL[a,e] = ¢’ computes a new state e’ that incorporates the new knowledge «

into the previous state e;
® ASK[e,e] € {yes,no} determines whether @ is known in the current state e.

The importance of a TELL operation was stressed before already by McCarthy (1959)
for the Advice Taker program.

Levesque (1984b) proposed a first-order K45 logic to perspicuously capture the notion
of the state e and new knowledge . The state e is taken to be a set of worlds considered
possible by the agent, which serves as semantic primitive of the logic: truth of knowledge
isdefinedase,w = Ka iff e,w’ |z @ for all w’ € e. An accessibility relation as in Kripke
structures is not needed; the K45 constraints are satisfied implicitly by using the same
set e on the right-hand side of the definition of Ka. The obvious definitions of TELL
and ASK are then

e TELL[a,e]=en{w |e,w = a};
* ASK[e,e] = yesiff e = Ke.

The question arises if and how these semantic operations can be expressed syntactically.
Levesque and Lakemeyer (2001) showed that in practice it is sufficient to restrict oneself
to representable states. A state e is (finitely) representable when there is some (finite)
set @ of objective sentences, that is, sentences that mention no K operator, such that
e={w|wkE ¢ forall p € D}.

A seemingly simple solution for ASK[a,{w | w [ ¢}] where ¢ is an objective
sentence is to check if K¢ > Ke is valid. However, this does not handle negative
introspection correctly: while ASK[-KQ,{w | w | P}] = yes, the sentence KP >
K-KQ is not valid, because {w | w | P A Q} satisfies KP and KQ.
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The problem is that K¢ alone does not capture the lack of knowledge. Only-knowing
(Levesque 1990) addresses this problem: at least for objective sentences, it maximizes the
epistemic state, and thus the agent’s lack of knowledge. Formally, only-knowing « is
defined as e,w | Oa iff for all w’, w’ € e iff e,w’ |F @. As an equivalent alternative,
we could take Oa as abbreviation for Ke A N—a where the semantics of the new N
operator is e,w |= Ne iff e, w’ |£ a for all w’ ¢ e; for this thesis, though, we prefer the
all-in-one definition of Oa.

With only-knowing, ASK and TELL can be characterized syntactically. For objective
¢, ASK[a,{w | w [ ¢}] = yes reduces to proving validity of O¢ > Ka. Moreover,
for objective ¢ and ¢, TELL[o,{w | w | ¢}] = {w | w | ¢ A ¢} reduces to proving
validity of O¢ > (Ka = Ky/) (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001).

In this thesis, we have this view of knowledge representation as a service for other
systems in mind. While we will not explicitly use TELL and ASK procedures, the
concept is still present: the idea to represent a knowledge base by way of only-knowing
is a core concept in this thesis, and actions will allow to modify these knowledge bases.
The logical language sketched in the previous paragraphs are introduced formally in
Chapter 3.

2.2 Belief revision

Belief revision theory addresses the question of adequately adjusting beliefs in the face
of new information. Theories of belief change have emerged from philosophy, but have
also drawn considerable interest in artificial intelligence.

Technically, most work on belief revision assumes a (propositional) logical language
with a consequence relation |= (Peppas 2008). Revision then operates on sets of sentences
in that language which are closed under logical consequence. Such a set is called belief
set.

The question of belief revision is then: when the agent’s belief set is @, and she is now
told a new piece of information ¢, what is the new belief set @ * ¢? (Note the implicit
assumption that the agent fully trusts the new information.)

When ¢ is consistent with @, the answer is simple: the new belief set ® * ¢ is the
deductive closure of ® U {¢}. This is called belief expansion and denoted by @ + ¢.

Often, however, ¢ contradicts some information in ®. These contradicting beliefs
need to be given up so that @ = ¢ can accommodate ¢ without being inconsistent. In
general, there is more than one way to do so. For example, when we believe PA(P > Q)

and we are then told that Q holds, we could give up P, or P O Q, or both to make
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room for Q.
Informally, it has become evident already that belief revision is related to giving up
beliefs. In belief revision theory, giving up belief in ¢ is called contraction and denoted

by @+ ¢. So one way to define revision is in terms of contraction followed by expansion:

Qi =(0+-¢)+¢.
In English, this equation states that revising ® by ¢ is the same as first giving up belief
in =¢ and then adding ¢ to it. This is called the Levi identity (Peppas 2008).
2.2.1 Postulates for belief revision

The Levi identity does not get us very far, unless we had a more precise definition of
contraction. In their seminal paper, Alchourrén, Girdenfors, and Makinson (1985) gave
the answers to both, revision and contraction. They characterized the revision @ * ¢
by means of eight postulates that every operator * should satisty, and similarly for the
contraction @+ ¢. The underlying principle of these postulates is that of minimal change,
meaning that the agent shall modify her beliefs as little as possible. These postulates are
typically referred to as AGM postulates by the authors’ initials.

The AGM postulates stipulate that for any belief set ® and any formulas ¢, ¢, v, the

following conditions are met.

AGMI1. f D+ ¢ |= ¢ and | (¥ D v), then ® x ¢ |E v.

AGM2. ® = ¢ [ ¢.

AGM3. f® ¢ | ¢, then ® + ¢ = .

AGM4. If @ £ —¢p and ® + ¢ = ¢, then ® x ¢ = .

AGMS5. If @ |~ FALSE, then @ * ¢ [~ FALSE.

AGM6. If E (¢ =¢),then D+ ¢ v iff ® =y | v.

AGM7. @ # (¢ Ay) E v, then (@ * ¢) + ¥ E v.

AGMS. If ® % ¢ £~ and (O * @) + ¢ = v, then © * (¢ A YY) = v.

Here we slightly differ in presentation from the usual way, where preferably subset
relations are used. For example, the third postulate is typically expressed as ¢ C O+ 4.
As the sets @, @ « ¢, and @ + ¢ are closed under |, both ways are clearly equivalent.
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These postulates are constraints for possible revision operators. Interestingly, there
are multiple ways to constructively define @ = ¢ in accordance with the AGM pos-
tulates: selection functions (Alchourrén, Girdenfors, and Makinson 1985), epistemic
entrenchment (Girdenfors and Makinson 1988), and systems of spheres (Grove 1988;
Lewis 1973). Here we focus on system of spheres, which we already encountered in
Section 2.1.2.

Roughly, a system of sphere is a collection of sets of possible worlds € = (ey, e, . . .)
such that e, C e,1, where a world is a truth assignment of all propositions. The subset
relation ranks these spheres by plausibility: the worlds in the narrowest set are the most
plausible. This plausibility ranking is the extra-logical information needed for revision.

Let @ be a belief set and let € = (ey, €2, . . .) be a system of spheres centred on @, that
1s,

e1 ={w | w £ ¢ forall ¢ € O}.

Then the following @ * ¢ satisfies the AGM postulates (Grove 1988):
Ox¢p={y|wEyorallw € ey withw |= ¢},

where e, is the narrowest sphere of € that is consistent with ¢, that is, w | ¢ for some
w € ey, but w £ ¢ forall w € e, and p < p*.

Again, we used slightly different notation and terminology than the belief revision
literature, where deductively closed sets of formulas are preferably used instead of the
semantic concept of worlds. The reader will encounter the concept of worlds and system

of spheres in the upcoming chapters again, where they are introduced more formally.

2.2.2 Postulates for iterated belief revision

The AGM postulates only refer to single revision and leave open the question of how to
characterize repeated revision (® = ¢) * . In terms of systems of spheres, the trouble
is that after the first revision, the extra-logical plausibility ranking on the worlds,
which determines the result of revision, is lost. Darwiche and Pearl (1997) and Nayak,
Pagnucco, and Peppas (2003) proposed amendments to the AGM postulates to address
this shortcoming.

To retain the extra-logical plausibility ranking, Darwiche and Pearl define revision
as an operation not only on belief sets, but on epistemic states, which augment a belief
set with a plausibility structure. An epistemic states can be represented as a system
of spheres. We write € = ¢ to say that the belief set associated with € entails y:
{¢|wE ¢ forallw € e1} E ¢, or equivalently: w |= ¢ for all w € e;.
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In this context, revision operators accordingly map epistemic states to epistemic states.
Darwiche and Pearl (1997) demand such operators to satisfy the AGM postulates (with
the belief set @ substituted by an epistemic state €), plus the following postulates, where

€ is an epistemic state and @, ¥, v are formulas.
DP1. If p Ey,then (€x @)y Fviff éxy Ev.
DP2. If  E ~,then 6+ ¢)x ¢y Fviff éxy | v.
DP3. If éx ¢ |= ¢, then (€ x ¢) x ¢ |E ¢.

DP4. If € ¢ [ -, then (€% @) x [ —¢.

The field of iterated revision is a highly disputed one, and a large variety of postulates
has been proposed. While the above Darwiche-Pearl postulates certainly are the most
prominent framework for iterated revision, it has been criticized for both, being too
permissive and too strong.

An alternative approach has been proposed by Nayak, Pagnucco, and Peppas (2003).
They stipulate a new postulate that says that the order of any two consistent pieces of
evidence is irrelevant, which is not necessarily true from the Darwiche-Pearl postulates.

This is captured by the third postulate of their framework.

NPP1. If & |= FALSE, then & = ¢ |= ¢ iff |= (¢ D ).

NPP2. AGM1-AGMS hold for é.

NPP3. If [t ~(¢p Ay) then (E* @)y Eviff €+ (dp AY) E v.
NPP4. If E (¢ D —¢) and £ —¢, then (€ x ¢) xy Fv iff éx ¢ | v.

Originally, Nayak, Pagnucco, and Peppas (2003) modified the definition of the belief
revision operator: they understand it as a unary function from sentences to belief sets,
which inherently contain the current belief set already, and which are dynamic, that is,
revision not only produces a new belief set but also a new revision function. To ease the
comparison, we phrased their postulates using epistemic states above. Jin and Thielscher
(2007) in turn criticized NPP3 for being overly strong and proposed an alternative
extension of the Darwiche-Pear] framework.

On the other hand, it has been claimed that Darwiche-Pearl postulates are too strong.
In particular, DP2, which says that of two contradictory pieces of evidence the later one
shall prevail over the earlier, is considered to lead to undesirable results and at odds with

the AGM postulates (Peppas 2008). Nayak, Pagnucco, and Peppas addressed this their
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fourth postulate. Delgrande and Jin (2012) remedy this by extending revision to take

not only a formula as new evidence but a set of independent formulas.

2.2.3 Revision operators

Along with the large variety of postulate systems, many different operators that adhere
to these postulates have been proposed. We first investigate revision operators that do
not rely on numeric ranking of possible worlds and thus can be represented, for example,
with a system of spheres.

A conceptually very simple revision operator is natural revision (Boutilier 1993, 1996).
Given an epistemic state € and a piece of evidence ¢, the idea is revise € by making the
most-plausible worlds that satisfy ¢ more plausible than any other world in €. Natural
revision places only little trust in ¢: in general, a new piece of evidence ¢ may already
lead to retraction of ¢ when none of the most-plausible ¢ worlds satisfies .

Deeper trust in new information can be modelled by lexicographic revision (Nayak
1994; Nayak, Pagnucco, and Peppas 2003). It leads to a more profound change of the
worlds’ plausibility ranking: lexicographic revision by ¢ promotes all ¢-worlds over all
—¢-worlds, while their respective relative orders are retained. That way, for the agent
to give up ¢, a subsequent evidence ¥ must be falsified by all ¢-worlds, not just the
most-plausible ones as in natural revision.

The revision operators we consider in this thesis are natural and lexicographic revision.
An extensive analysis of similar operators can be found in (Rott 2009).

An alternative framework for revision operators are the ordinal conditional functions
(Spohn 1988). An ordinal conditional function x maps a possible worlds to a natural
number, which can be taken as their plausibility. Some worlds need to have plausibility
0, which marks them out as most plausible. The ranking extends to sentences ¢ by
k(¢) = min{x(w) | w £ ¢}. Spohn (1988) presents a general scheme to update « by

some new evidence ¢, so that =« is less plausible than » after the revision:

k(w) - k(¢) if w = ¢;

k(w) — k(=¢) + m otherwise.

(« (¢, m))(w) = {

Spohn denotes « * (¢, m) as (¢, m)-conditionalization. By choosing specific values for
m, different operators are obtained. For example, Darwiche and Pearl (1997) show that
for m = k(=¢) + 1, (¢, m)-conditionalization satisfies their postulates. Note that similar
to lexicographic revision, the relative order among the ¢-worlds is left unchanged, and

likewise for the =¢-worlds. Due to the numeric confidence, conditionalization bears
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some similarity to probabilistic conditioning.

2.2.4 Belief update

Belief revision a la AGM is not suited to reflect how beliefs evolve in the face of physical
change. For example, suppose all we believe is InBox(gift) = Broken(gift), and we now
deposit the gift in the box. Not differentiating between revision and update, we would
revise the knowledge base by InBox(gift). According to AGM, this revision shall be
a simple expansion. The resulting revised knowledge base is therefore (InBox(gift) =
Broken(gift)) A InBox(gift), which is logically equivalent to InBox(gift) A Broken(gift).
The AGM postulates hence let putting the gift into the box have an awkward side-effect:
it breaks the gift!

Katsuno and Mendelzon (1991) were the first to realize this shortcoming of the
AGM postulates. Instead of modifying the AGM framework, they argue to distinguish
between belief revision and belief update, and propose a new set of postulates for update
operators o. We say a set of sentences @ is complete when for every ¢, either ® = ¢
or ® |= —=¢. Then the postulates for any belief set ® and any formulas ¢, ¢, v, the

postulates are as follows.

KM1. If® o ¢ |y and = (¥ D v), then ®o ¢ = v.

KM2. ®o ¢ = ¢.

KM3. @ | ¢, then Do ¢ =y iff @ | .

KM4. If ® |~ raLSE and ¢ [~ FALSE, then @ o ¢ [~ FALSE.

KMS5. If = (¢ = ), then Do ¢ | vif oy | v.

KM6. If @ o (¢ A ) | v, then (D o ¢) + ¢ | v.

KM7. f®opEyandPoy E g, then Do Eviff Doy = v.

KMS. If @ is complete and @ o (¢ V ) = v, then (@ o ¢) U (D 0 ) E v
KM9. ®¢ ¢ |= v iff for all complete ¥ 2 @, ¥ ¢ ¢ = v.

This presentation is a rewording of the one from (Peppas 2008) in our terminology.
The Katsuno-Mendelzon postulates consider change of a different type than we do in
this thesis. In their framework, some formula ¢ is made true by some physical action,

but there is no encoded law how this works and which action caused this effect. For
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example, there is no explicit way of saying that dropping a box breaks every fragile
object in it.

By contrast, this thesis is concerned with the model of change known from action
theories, whose goal is to explicitly represent how actions affect their environment. In
particular, this allows conditional effects such as dropping the box breaking only fragile
items in the box. On the other hand, in the Katsuno-Mendelzon framework an action
can make a sentence P V Q true. In the type of action theory we shall consider in this
thesis, the so-called situation calculus basic action theories (Reiter 1991, 2001), such

nondeterministic change cannot be modelled.

2.3 Actions and change

Commonsense reasoning requires an understanding of actions and change. For example,
it is generally plausible that a fragile object breaks when it is dropped. McCarthy (1963)
was the first to recognize this need. He envisioned a logical theory of actions and change,
which he called situation calculus, to be part of the (fictional) Advice Taker program
(McCarthy 1959).

The situation calculus quickly turned out to be too complex for real-world applica-
tions. As a consequence, the first practical planning system STRIPS (Fikes and Nilsson
1972, 1993) employed a much more restricted but also computationally more efficient
language. Today’s planning systems use a modern and more expressive version of this
language called PDDL (Helmert 2006; Hoffmann and Nebel 2001; McDermott et al.
1998).

In the meantime, research on action theories made progress towards computational
feasibility as well. A milestone was when Reiter (1991) presented a simple solution
for the frame problem, based on earlier work by Haas (1987), Pednault (1989), and
Schubert (1989). Related formalisms are the fluent calculus (Thielscher 1998) and the
event calculus (Kowalski and Sergot 1989). Thanks to the use of first-order logic these
languages are highly expressive. Moreover there is the propositional family of action
languages A (Gelfond and Lifschitz 1993, 1998) based on logic programs.

We are here mostly concerned with Reiter’s situation calculus, in particular with a
modal variant thereof (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011). Its predominant position among
today’s theories of action is reflected by Reiter’s monograph (Reiter 2001) and a chapter
in the knowledge representation handbook (Lin 2008).
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2.3.1 Problems

Since the conception of McCarthy’s situation calculus, three foundational problems
associated with actions and change have been identified, namely the frame, ramification,
and qualification problems. These problems, in one way or another, must be addressed

by any action formalism.

The frame problem

The frame problem is to specify the non-effects of an action. The effect of an action
is typically limited to a small set of properties and can hence be represented with
reasonable effort. Much more trouble is to stipulate what does 7ot change, due to the
sheer number of non-effects.

For example, it is a reasonable assumption that when we drop the box, everything
fragile in the box breaks. But almost everything else would remain the same as before:
the same items as before are in the box, the weather is still the same, kangaroos are still
hopping around in Australia, and so on.

The problem is one of the most famous in artificial intelligence and was first identified
by McCarthy and Hayes (1969). It got its name from the frame axioms which are
supposed to capture the non-effects of an action. The naive approach is to specify frame
axioms for every non-effect. In general, this is not feasible due to the vast number of
non-effects. McCarthy (1986) hence proposed the use of circumscription (McCarthy
1980), a form of nonmonotonic reasoning. A simpler solution in the situation calculus
was found by Reiter (1991), which uses classical logical equivalence to capture an action’s

effects and non-effects at once.

The ramification problem

The ramification problem is about the indirect effects an action may have due to domain
constraints.

As an example of a domain constraint we might say that we have control over things
we have in our hand and everything attached to it. Thus, when we are holding a box, we
also have control over the objects in it. But once we drop the box, we also lose control
over them as an indirect effect.

The ramification problem was first discussed by Finger (1987). In certain cases
ramification constraints can be compiled to direct effects (Mcllraith 2000). Lin (1995)

proposes another solution using a variant of the situation calculus where state constraints
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as well as ordinary action effects are encoded with a notion of causality. Thielscher

(1997) also uses causal relationships for state constraints in the fluent calculus.

The qualification problem

The qualification problem is to capture the preconditions of an action. Besides a few
major preconditions for an action, there is usually a large number of minor qualifications
that must satisfied so that an action is possible, but usually these minor qualifications
assumed to hold. The problem gets more complicated when state constraints affect the
precondition.

For example, we can drop a box only when we are holding it. But there is a long list
of other (rather improbable) conditions which make it impossible to drop the box, even
if we are holding it: when there is no gravity, when the box is glued to our hands, when
we have turned into stone, and the list goes on.

The qualification problem was first observed by McCarthy (1977). He proposed to

use circumscription to make action preconditions true “unless something prevents it.”

2.3.2 The projection problem

If solving the frame, ramification, and qualification problems ought to be more than
an end in themselves, action theories must serve another purpose than just studying
their own problems. From an artificial intelligence point of view, arguably the most
fundamental task of an action theory is projection. Roughly, the projection problem is
determine what is true and what is not after some actions.

Reiter (2001) defines projection more formally as follows: given a sequence of actions
and a logical formula, the projection problem is to decide if the formula holds after
executing the actions. There are two cardinal, dual approaches to the projection problem:

regression and progression.

Projection by regression

Regression rewrites the original formula, the query, to roll back the effect of actions.
Regression is often a very elegant mechanism to eliminate actions from the reasoning
task. On the downside, the regressed query may grow exponentially in the number
of actions. The procedure is hence not suited for long-lived systems that amass a huge
number of actions.

The idea of regression in the context of artificial intelligence is due to Waldinger

(1981). Reiter (1991) introduced goal regression along with his solution to the frame
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problem for the situation calculus. Reiter’s regression operator also carries over to
epistemic extensions of the situation calculus (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011; Scherl
and Levesque 2003).

Projection by progression

Progression applies the effects of an action to a knowledge base. Surprisingly, progression
is much more complex than regression - in general, progressing a first-order knowledge
base requires second-order logic. Fortunately, for specific problem classes progression is
first-order definable and even computable.

Interpreting STRIPS operators (Fikes and Nilsson 1972) as a mapping from one first-
order theory to another gives rise to the notion of progression. In a seminal paper, Lin
and Reiter (1997) gave a semantic account of progression in the situation calculus. They
proved that this type of progression is not generally first-order definable. Later Vassos
and Levesque (2013) confirmed this negative result for arbitrary models of progression.
Computationally more attractive problem classes have been analysed in (Lin and Reiter
1997; Liu and Lakemeyer 2009; Vassos, Lakemeyer, and Levesque 2008). Lakemeyer
and Levesque (2009) investigated the progression of knowledge in epistemic situation

calculus.

2.3.3 Theories of action

So far we only discussed problems related to action theories. In the following, we give
brief introductions to the most popular action formalisms in use today: Reiter’s situation

calculus, the fluent calculus, the event calculus, and the family of action languages A.

Situation calculus

The situation calculus (McCarthy 1963) was the first action formalism. It introduced
the concept of fluents, predicates or functions whose value may change over the course
of actions. To facilitate this in classical logic, the situation calculus reifies world states,
called situations, which then occur as additional arguments in fluents.

As mentioned above, the original situation calculus was notoriously computationally
infeasible, and it largely remained like that until Reiter’s solution of the frame problem
and his variant of the situation calculus (Reiter 1991). Whereas McCarthy and Hayes
took a situation to be a “complete state of the universe at an instant of time,” Reiter

models them as a sequences of actions that occurred since some initial situation, that
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is, as “world histories.” Logically, they are represented as the initial situation Sp and
successor situations do(a, s) resulting from doing action a in situation s.

To solve the frame problem, Reiter assumes a set of positive effect axioms of the form
¥} (X, a,5) D F(¥,do(a,s)) and negative effect axioms y]._(a?, a,s) D =F(X,do(a,s)) that
state under which conditions an action a makes F true or false, respectively. A causal
completeness assumption then allows to condense these axioms to a single successor-state

axiom of the form

F(%,do(a,s)) = \/ yi (X, a,5)V (F(X,s) A= \/ y]-_(a_c’, a,s)).
i ]

Intuitively, this axiom says that F (¥, do(a, s)) is true iff it was made true by a or it was
true before already and was not made false by a. For example, we could have a successor

state axiom
Broken(y, do(a, s)) = Broken(y, s) V InBox(y, s) A Fragile(y, s) A a = dropbox

to say that dropping a box breaks the fragile items contained in it.

Successor-state axioms are a remarkably concise representation. Adding a new fluent
merely requires to add one new successor-state axiom, and adding a new action merely
takes to adjust those fluents’ successor-state axioms which are affected by that action.

Successor-state axioms are also key to Reiter’s regression operator (Reiter 1991, 2001)
for the frame problem. The idea is, roughly, to iteratively replace occurrences of fluents
F(X,do(a, s)) with the right-hand side of F’s successor-state axiom. That way, actions
are successively eliminated.

Reiter’s solution is based on earlier work by Haas (1987), Pednault (1989), and
Schubert (1989), and bears some resemblance to Clark’s completion for logic programs
(Clark 1978). Successor state axioms are the key ingredient of Reiter’s basic action
theories and his regression operator.

Reiter’s situation calculus was a starting point of a whole new research agenda. Among
the notable results are the action language Golog (Levesque, Reiter, et al. 1997), intended
as a hybrid between traditional programming and planning, and epistemic extensions
(Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011; Scherl and Levesque 2003). We present the epistemic

situation calculus in detail in Chapter 3.
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Fluent calculus

The fluent calculus (Thielscher 1998) is a variant of Reiter’s situation calculus which
has an explicit representation of world szates. It inherits Reiter-style situations from
the situation calculus, but associates every situation with a state, which in turn is a
collection of reified fluents.

Other than successor-state axioms, which are fluent-wise, the axioms in the fluent
calculus are action-wise and represent how the state changes when an action is performed.
The binary function o is used to express which fluents are known to be true in a state.
Using the functions State and o, state-update axioms characterize how states are affected

by actions in a progression-like fashion. For example,
Holds(Fragile(gift) A InBox(gift), s) D State(do(dropbox, s)) = State(s) o Broken(gift)

says that when the gift is in the box and fragile, then it is broken after dropping the
box. Note that this example state-update axiom does not capture the intuitive effect of
dropbox, which should be that every fragile item in the box breaks, not just the gift, as
axiomatized in the example successor-state axiom above.

Indeed representing infinitary effects such as dropbox breaking everything fragile in
the box is quite cumbersome in the fluent calculus (Thielscher 1999). Nevertheless it
is noteworthy that in the absence of infinitary effects situation calculus basic action
theories can be translated to the fluent calculus.

Like in the situation calculus, a number of extensions to the fluent calculus have been
developed, including epistemic ones (Jin and Thielscher 2004; Thielscher 2000). With
FLUX (Thielscher 2005) there is a programming system similar to Golog.

Event calculus

The event calculus (Kowalski 1992; Kowalski and Sergot 1989) is a more distant relative
of Reiter’s situation calculus. Unlike the branching structure of situations used in
the situation and fluent calculus, the event calculus is based on a narrative of events
that happen on a linear and continuous time scale. For example, Happens(dropbox, t)
stipulates that the box is dropped at time point ¢.

Effects of events on this time scale are axiomatized by stipulating which events initiate

or terminate certain fluents. For example, the effect of dropping the box would be

HoldsAt(InBox(y) A Fragile(y), ¢) A Initiates(dropbox, Broken(y), ¢).
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2.3 Actions and change

The frame problem is then solved by circumscribing (McCarthy 1980) the foundational
predicates Initially, Happens and Happens for the narrative of events and the predicates
Initiates and Terminates for the action effects.

A number of different variants of the event calculus exist. The formalism has also

been extended to for epistemic reasoning (Miller, Morgenstern, and Patkos 2013).

Action language A

The family of action languages A (Gelfond and Lifschitz 1993, 1998) differs considerably
from the approaches described above. They come in two sorts: action description
languages and actions query languages. Unlike the first-order situation, event, and fluent
calculus, these languages are propositional.

Action description languages determine a transition system where actions lead to new
states. Such transition systems are the semantic primitive of A and its descendants. For

example, the action description of our dropbox action would read as
dropbox causes Broken if InBox, Fragile.

Descendants of the action language A also allow more complex action descriptions,
such as state constraints and defaults.
Action query languages then operate on such transition systems. Given a couple of

axioms such as now InBox and now Fragile, we can infer
necessarily Broken after dropbox.

The query is evaluated on the transition system in a straightforward way: the query
holds iff Broken is true in all states reached by dropbox from any state initial state that

satisfies InBox and Fragile.

2.3.4 Actions and belief revision

A number of belief revision extensions of the situation calculus have been proposed
(Delgrande and Levesque 2012; Demolombe and Pozos Parra 2006; Fang and Liu 2013;
Fang, Liu, and Wen 2015; Shapiro et al. 2011). The fundamental differences to our
proposal are the following: firstly, no other approach allows to fully capture the idea of
a knowledge base as we do with only-believing; secondly, with the exception of (Fang,
Liu, and Wen 2015) none of them addresses the belief projection problem; thirdly, only
Delgrande and Levesque (2012) employ a traditional belief revision scheme; and finally,
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none of the approaches seems to support quantifying-in.

Despite these differences, the work by Shapiro et al. (2011) is closest to our approach.
They too use conditional beliefs to determine the initial beliefs. Without only-believing,
however, this is quite cumbersome in practice and often neither more concise nor more
intuitive than specifying a plausibility ranking by hand. Another major difference is that
Shapiro et al. assume perfectly accurate sensors and thus cannot handle contradictory
information.

The next-closest relative is by Delgrande and Levesque (2012). In this formalism,
actions can inform the agent that some information is true like in our approach; new
information is then incorporated by a revision scheme based on Spohn’s ranking func-
tions (Spohn 1988). Among the mentioned approaches, this is the only one that follows
a traditional revision scheme like ours. However, the work is focused on modelling
fallible actions; it is not concerned with belief projection.

Fang and Liu (2013) use plausibility rankings on worlds and actions; the plausibility
ranking then changes according to the executed actions. Both rankings are explicitly
specified in the beginning. Fang, Liu, and Wen (2015) also consider progression, however
only in the propositional case.

The proposal by Demolombe and Pozos Parra (2006) avoids any plausibility ranking
by compiling physical and epistemic effects on predetermined beliefs of interest to
special successor-state axioms. As we have shown here, though, ranking the worlds by
plausibility exclusively in the semantics is suflicient; plausibilities need not be part of
the language.

Another framework to deal with faulty sensors is the Bayesian approach by Bacchus,
Halpern, and Levesque (1999). They also use extra action parameters to indicate the real-
world outcome, similar to our mimicking of classical sensing described in Section 5.11.

Belief revision, albeit not with physical actions, has also been addressed in dynamic
epistemic logic (van Ditmarsch, van der Hoek, and Kooi 2007) by several authors
(Aucher 2005; Baltag and Smets 2008; van Benthem 2007; van Ditmarsch 2005). Closest
to our work is the approach by van Benthem (2007), where revised beliefs are reduced

to initial beliefs in a regression-like fashion.

2.4 Decidable first-order reasoning

The problem of deciding whether a formula is valid in first-order logic is undecidable
(Church 1936a,b; Turing 1936). This puts serious bounds on the practical utility of

first-order logic. In particular, determining what follows from a knowledge base is
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2.4 Decidable first-order reasoning

undecidable. Starting from this negative result, research evolved in several directions to

achieve decidable or even tractable reasoning. There are two possible directions to keep

decidable:
e restrict the language expressiveness;
e restrict the inference capability.

Our approach is hybrid; it arguably chiefly belongs to the latter class but also makes

syntactic restrictions to the knowledge base.

2.4.1 Restricting the language

The syntactic perspective on decidability in first-order logic is to categorize formulas
by syntactic features in classes. Such a class is considered decidable if for every formula
that belongs to that class satisfiability is decidable. The following overview is largely
based on (Borger, Gridel, and Gurevich 1997), the standard reference for decidability

and undecidability of syntactic fragments of first-order logic.

Prefix-vocabulary classes

A classical approach of syntactic restriction is by investigating prefix-vocabulary classes.
Formulas in prenex normal form, that is, formulas where quantifiers occur only at
the outermost level, are categorized by their quantifier string, the number and arity
of function and predicate symbols they mention, and whether they mention equality.
An example of a decidable class is the Bernays-Schonfinkel class of formulas, which
are in prenex normal form with a quantifier prefix of the form 3*V*, that is, arbitrarily
many existential quantifiers are followed by arbitrarily many universal quantifiers, and
mention no functions but possibly equality.

Adding or taking away equality does make a difference for other classes. The Godel-
Kalmar-Schiitte class contains the formulas with quantifier prefixes of the form 3*vv3*
that mention neither functions nor equality. This class is decidable. But adding equality
makes the class undecidable in the presence of a single binary predicate.

As Gridel, Kolaitis, and Vardi (1997) put it, today “the dividing line between decid-
ability and undecidability for all prefix-vocabulary classes” is identified: there are nine
minimal undecidable classes without functions and equality, seven minimal undecidable
classes with functions or equality, and seven maximal decidable classes (Borger, Gridel,
and Gurevich 1997).
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Bounded-variable logics

An alternative way is to restrict the number of variables. These sentences need not be in
prenex normal form; in fact, the same variable may be quantified over and over again.

The fragment of first-order logic restricted to two variables and no functions is
known to be decidable (Mortimer 1975; Scott 1962). However, three variables and
one binary predicate already lead to undecidability. An interesting and still decidable
extension especially for knowledge representation is the two-variable logic with counting
quantifiers 35”, 32" which require the existence of at least or at most 7 distinct objects.

The decidability of two-variable logic connects first-order logic with propositional
modal logic (Gridel, Kolaitis, and Vardi 1997) and the prototypical description logic
ALC (Nardi and Brachman 2003). Typical description logics are more expressive than
propositional logic but aim to avoid the complexity of first-order logic. The three main
modelling primitives are concepts, roles, and individuals, which correspond to unary
predicates, binary predicates, and constants in first-order logic.

Interestingly, the problem of satisfiability is simpler in ALC (where it is PSPACE-
complete (Baader and Nutt 2003)) than in the two-variable fragment of first-order logic
(where it is NEXPTIME-complete (Gridel, Kolaitis, and Vardi 1997)). A considerable
zoo of description logics builds on ALC and its decidability and on the two-variable
logic with equality or counting quantifiers (Sattler, Calvanese, and Molitor 2003); these

logics populate a wide area of the efficiency-vs-decidability spectrum.

Bounded-extension logics

The decidability results for most (but not all) prefix-vocabulary classes as well as for the
two-variable fragment are closely connected to finite-model properties (Borger, Gradel,
and Gurevich 1997; Libkin 2013). A class of formulas is said to have the finite-model
property when all satisfiable formulas have a model with a finite universe of discourse.

To exemplify the relevance of finite-model properties, consider a formula from
the Bernays-Schonfinkel class, say Jx1 ... 3x,,¥y1 ... ¥y, ¢ for quantifier-free ¢. Any
model of this formula contains objects that witness the existentially quantified x1, . . ., x,,.
Limiting the universe of discourse to these < 7 objects then yields a finite substructure
that satisfies the formula. So a simple decision procedure for the Bernays-Schonfinkel
class is to generate all nonisomorphic structures with < 7 individuals and check if any
of them satisfies the formula (Libkin 2013).

A finite-model property can of course also be enforced axiomatically by bounding the

extensions of all predicates of interest to contain no more than N different tuples. In
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many realistic scenarios such a bound appears reasonable. For example, in our gift-giving
scenario we might say that our box can contain at most one object at a time. Based on
this idea, De Giacomo, Lespérance, and Patrizi (2016) introduce bounded basic action
theories in Reiter’s situation calculus, where in any reachable situation every fluent has
at most N tuples in its extension. It is remarkable that boundedness only concerns the
extensions; the universe of discourse remains potentially infinite.

Boundedness implies that it is suficient to consider certain finite models in the
individual situations, and hence verifying first-order formulas locally is decidable. De
Giacomo, Lespérance, and Patrizi further prove decidability for an expressive class of
temporal formulas that includes controlled quantification across situations.

They also provide sufficient criteria under which actions preserve the boundedness
condition provided that the initial situation is bounded. One method is to simply
condition action executability on the resulting situation being bounded. For instance,
we could allow the agent to put a new object into the box only when the box is empty.
Other ways to obtain boundedness are to ensure that actions do not enable more fluents

than they disable, or that tuples fade away gradually.

2.4.2 Restricting inference

An alternative way to achieve decidability is to limit the reasoning capabilities. Besides
undecidability, there is a second motivation to do so: the problem of logical omniscience
(Hintikka 1975). In the possible-worlds semantics, when the agent knows «, and @
logically implies 3, then the she also knows B. To solve the omniscience problem, this

closure under logical consequence must be suspended, at least to some extent.

Semantic approaches based on tautological entailment

One of the most influential approaches to the problem of omniscience is the logic of
implicit and explicit belief due to Levesque (1984a). Implicit belief follows the usual
possible-worlds semantics and is omniscient. If ¢ is the agent’s knowledge base, then
implicit belief contains all consequences of ¢, for this characterizes what the world
would be like if ¢ was actually true. This is not to say that the agent actually is aware of
these consequences.

For that purpose, Levesque introduces explicit belief. As more worlds lead to fewer
beliefs, Levesque introduces additional impossible worlds by resorting to a four-valued
semantics, where an atom may be true, or false, or true and false at once, or neither.

Such four-valued semantics first occurred in relevance logic (Anderson and Belnap 1975;
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Belnap 1977). In Levesque’s logic, BP A B(P > Q) A =BQ is satisfiable, where B is
the modal operator for explicit belief, that is, belief is not closed under implication.
This is contrary to any classical modal logic that satisfies the K axiom from modal
logic. Moreover, BP A =B(P A (Q V =Q)) is satisfiable, so belief is not closed under
equivalence.

Based on (Levesque 1984a) and tautological entailment, a number of further semanti-
cally grounded approaches emerged. Lakemeyer (1994, 1996) and Patel-Schneider (1990)
extend the notion of implicit belief to the first-order case with weakened existential
quantifiers. Delgrande (1995) adds belief contexts which can be reasoned about inde-
pendently. Schaerf and Cadoli (1995) also build on Levesque’s ideas for their theory

approximation from below and above, which we describe below.

Semantic approaches based on subsumption, unit propagation, and case splits

Another more recent thread of research by Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque investigates
limited belief in a first-order language (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2013, 2014, 2016; Liu
2006; Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque 2004). It is based on unit propagation, subsumption,
and case splits as inference mechanism. The fundamental structure of the syntactically
flavoured semantics are sets of ground clauses, so-called setups, which are closed under
unit propagation and subsumption. The semantics is essentially defined inductively,
with ground clauses being the base case. A setup satisfies a ground clause when it is
contained in the setup’s closure under unit propagation and subsumption.

Besides the setup, a natural number & € {0,1,2,...} is part of the model to indicate
the maximum allowed effort which may be put into proving that the setup satisfies the
formula. Roughly, £ specifies the number of allowed case splits. In the earlier approaches
(Lakemeyer and Levesque 2013; Liu 2006; Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque 2004), a case
split means to select some clause ¢ from the setup and to verify that the setup augmented
by every literal 7 € ¢ satisfies the formula. In a more recent variant (Lakemeyer and
Levesque 2014), a case split means to select an arbitrary literal £ and consider the setup
first augmented by ¢ and then by 7. Lakemeyer and Levesque (2016) extend the latter
notion to equality literals with functions.

For so-called proper* knowledge bases (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2002) reasoning
about beliefs in these limited logics is sound (but incomplete) with respect to the
traditional possible-worlds semantics. Liu (2006) and Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque
(2004) also give a tractability result for the propositional case and fixed k. The major
restriction of proper* knowledge bases is that existential quantifiers are not allowed.

This restriction leads to a one-to-one correspondence between setups and the knowledge
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base and thus reduces logical entailment to model checking. Interestingly, the recent
integration of functions (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2016) allows to represent existentials
by means of Skolemization.

Klassen, Mcllraith, and Levesque (2015) recently introduced a logic of limited belief
in a fashion similar to (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2014). They propose a neighbourhood
semantics, which elegantly avoids the syntactic flavour of setups. However, this approach
is restricted to propositional logic.

Our approach to limited reasoning in Chapters 6 and 7 follows the idea of limited
reasoning based on setups, unit propagation, subsumption, and case splits. As we will
see, incomplete reasoning alone is not sufficient for conditional beliefs, and we will

devise a complete semantics in the spirit of (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2014).

Other approaches

Not all approaches to the logical omniscience problem are semantically motivated. In
an early proposal by Konolige (1986), the agent has a set of basic beliefs represented by
logical sentences, and a (typically incomplete) set of deduction rules infers additional
beliefs. The trouble with that is, as Levesque (1984a) argues, that the deduction rules
need to ensure obvious inferences, such as that (¢ v ) implies (8 V @). But even if that
is given, the deduction lacks a semantical justification and it is not clear where to draw
the line between obvious and non-obvious deductions.

Vardi (1986) represents belief as sets of sentences, each of which is modelled by its
satisfying worlds. Fagin and Halpern (1987) introduce concepts of awareness and local
reasoning. Awareness is supposed to capture that an agent can only have beliefs about
something she is aware of. Local reasoning intends to model that people do not consider
all issues at once, similar to (Delgrande 1995). To this end, not just one but multiple
clusters of possible worlds are considered, and a sentence is believed when it is true in
one of them. Both approaches have in common that they suspend closure under logical
consequence. On the other hand, they are not satisfying as belief is still closed under
logical equivalence.

Halpern, Moses, and Vardi (1994) and Kaplan and Schubert (2000) propose compu-
tational approaches, where the deduction of beliefs is captured by some terminating
algorithm. These approaches are clearly very general - for example, Halpern, Moses,
and Vardi (1994) can capture the proposals from Konolige (1986) and Levesque (1984a),
at least under reasonable assumptions. On the downside, algorithmic approaches seem

to be easy to use only as long as the applied algorithms are easy to reason about.
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Unsound reasoning

By far the majority of existing approaches on decidable reasoning aim for sound but
incomplete inferences. In some scenarios, however, complete but unsound reasoning is
useful to disprove statements. A particular use-case relevant for this thesis is to soundly
determine whether a formula is consistent with some background knowledge.

In recent years, unsound reasoning has gained some interest in the theorem-proving
community, as is illustrated by a series of “Workshops on Disproving: Non-Theorems,
Non-Validity, Non-Provability” held at CADE and IJCAR conferences 2004-2007.

Among the more generally applicable approaches from these workshops is an unsound
variant of resolution by Lynch (2004). Assuming a theorem prover that incrementally
generates inferences (like resolution), the idea is to add new propositions which are
possibly no logical consequences but ensure that the theorem prover halts.

Above we already mentioned the approach for theory approximation by Schaerf
and Cadoli (1995). It supports both sound or complete reasoning by using tautological
entailment similar to Levesque (1984a). In a propositional language where all formulas
are in negation normal form, that is, negations only occur in front of atoms, their
goal is to approximate, for given @, the theory {¢ | ® |= ¢} by subsets and supersets.
To this end, for a given set of propositional variables S, they define two consequence
relations, |:§ and |:§, which are sound and complete, respectively, with respect to
classical entailment. Semantically, this is achieved by two kinds of interpretations: while
propositions from § are assigned either true or false as usual, interpretations for |=} may
assign propositions not in § both true and false at once, and interpretations for ={ may
not assign to these propositions any truth value at all. A (negated) atom is considered to
be true under an interpretation when the interpretation maps it to true (false). Then
|:§ is sound, |:§ is complete, and both are monotonic in S. Formally, for every @, ¢,

and § C §’,
® |3 ¢ only if ® =3, ¢ only if ® = ¢ only if ® ., ¢ only if ® L ¢.

Schaerf and Cadoli (1995) also extended their approach to propositional modal logic
and to fragments of first-order logic that correspond to simple description logics. Finger
and Wassermann (2007) improve the approximation from above of [ for propositional
logic.

In Chapter 6, we introduce two semantics, which are sound, complete, and monotonic
in a sense similar to |=¢ and |=3. The complete semantics in a way pursues the same

intuitive idea as Lynch (2004) does.
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This chapter presents the logical foundations of this thesis. To begin with, we introduce
the first-order logical language £, which is the basis for every following logic in this
thesis. While very similar to classical predicate logic, £ has a distinguishing feature
called standard names. Standard names not only simplify the semantics compared to
classical logic, but will also prove fundamental for later results in this thesis, such as the
representation theorems in Chapters 4 and 5 and the limited semantics in Chapters 6
and 7.

However, like classical logic, £ is not well-suited to represent knowledge, especially
the lack thereof. For this purpose we adopt the logic of only-knowing OL, a modal
extension of £ due to Levesque (1984b). We present OL in this chapter for future
reference. Later, in Chapter 4, we introduce an extension of OL to the more general case
of conditional belief.

OL is a purely static languages. To prepare for our later work on beliefs in dynamic
systems in Chapter 5, we present the epistemic situation calculus ES (Lakemeyer and
Levesque 2011). It is an extension of OL that accommodates actions similar to Reiter’s
situation calculus but in the spirit of modal logic.

This chapter is based on (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) for £ and OL, and, with a
little modification, on (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011) for ES.

3.1 Standard names

First-order logic differs from propositional logic in that it allows to represent objects.
For example, a constant called gift may be used to represent a present, and InBox(gift)
could be used to say that the gift is in the box. Yet, it is not possible in classical first-order
logic to express which object the gift is. £, which we introduce in the next sections,
provides a non-classical feature called (standard) names to do just that. Standard names
are special constants which allow us to syntactically refer to each and every object from
the universe of discourse. Effectively, this means we fix the universe of discourse to be

the countably infinite set of names #1,#2,#3,. ..
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What is the benefit of standard names? After all, in Tarskian semantics (Tarski 1935,
1944) of first-order logic the domain is not fixed and may be any non-empty set, including
uncountable ones (Kleene 2002). But standard names also have at least two significant
advantages for our purposes.

Firstly, as we shall see, they allow us to handle quantification by substitution, which
considerably simplifies the semantics. This is not possible in classical first-order logic
because there the objects from the domain are no syntactic elements. It should be pointed
out, though, that quantification by substitution has drawn philosophical criticism
(Kripke 1976).

Secondly, standard names are useful to express belief about things. Namely, they allow

us to distinguish between the following statements.
e We believe there is some x in the box.
e There is an x which we believe to be in the box.

The former expresses believing that, also known as de dicto belief in philosophy: perhaps
we have no idea what x is. The latter, by contrast, represents believing what and is
known as de re belief: here we know (or believe to know) what x is. Clearly, de re belief
is stronger than de dicto belief.

Standard names can be thought of as special constants that satisfy the unique name

assumptions and an infinitary version of domain closure.

3.2 The language £

Definition 3.2.1 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) The symbols of £ are taken from

the following vocabulary:
e infinitely many standard names #1,#2, . . ., written schematically as 7;
e infinitely many first-order variables, written schematically as x;
¢ infinitely many function symbols, written schematically as ¢;
* infinitely many predicate symbols, written schematically as P;
® connectives and other symbols: =, v, =, 3, round brackets, comma.

Each function or predicate symbol has an arity, which indicates how many arguments it

takes. Identifiers may be decorated with subscripts or superscripts.

34



3.2 The language L

Examples for predicate symbols are the unary InBox or Broken, and an example for a

function symbol is the constant gift.

Definition 3.2.2 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) The set of terms of L is the least
set which includes all variables, standard names, and 4(¢1, .. .,t;) where g is a k-ary
function symbol and #4,. .., are terms. A term that contains no variables is called

ground. A ground term that contains only a single function symbol is called primitive.

Definition 3.2.3 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) The set of formulas of L is the least
set such that

® P(t1,...,tp) is a formula where P is a predicate symbol and the ¢; are terms;
® (t1 = tp) is a formula where t; and ¢, are terms;
® —q, (aV B),and Ax @ are formulas where @ and f are formulas and x is a variable.

A formula of the form P(ty,..., 1) is called atomic or just an atom. A formula that
contains no variables is called ground. A ground atom whose arguments ¢4, .. ., #; are
standard names is called primitive. An occurrence of a variable x in « is free if that
occurrence is not in a subformula of a of the form Jx 8. By a} we denote the result of
substituting ¢ for all free occurrences of x in @. A formula that contains no free variable

1s called a sentence.

A formula (e Vv B) is called a disjunction, and 3 is called an existential quantifier. For
convenience, we define abbreviations to express inequality, tautology, contradiction,

conjunctions, universals, material implications, and equivalence:

® (11 # tp) stands for =(t1 = t5);

TRUE stands for Ix(x = x);

FALSE stands for ~TRUE;

(a A B) stands for =(=a V = B);

¥Yx a stands for =Ix q;

(@ D B) stands for (—a V B);

(@ = B) stands for (@ > B) A (B D @)).

Occasionally we use £ as an abbreviation for ¢y, . . ., ;. We often omit brackets to ease

readability. Then the convention is that the unary operators —, 3, and ¥ bind strongest;
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A binds stronger than V; V binds stronger than 2; O binds stronger than =. Moreover,
unless said otherwise, we assume free variables to be universally quantified with maximal

scope.

3.3 The semantics of £

To define truth of formulas, some semantic primitive is needed. In classical first-order
logic, truth of a formula is defined with respect to a structure, which consists of a
domain of discourse and an interpretation function that maps predicate and function
symbols to relations and functions over that domain, and an assignment function that
maps variables to domain elements. With £, things are much simpler thanks to standard

names.

Definition 3.3.1 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) A world w is a function
e from the primitive terms (71, .. .,n;) to standard names;
e from the primitive atoms P (1, . .., n;) to truth values {0, 1}.

Hence, a world can be used to determine the value of a term.

Definition 3.3.2 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) The denotation w(t) of a term ¢ is

defined as follows:
® w(n) = n for every standard name 7;
* w(g(ty,...,tp)) = wlg(ny,...,n,)] where n; = w(t;) and g is a function symbol.

Since quantification can be handled by substituting standard names for the variable,

the truth of a formula in a world is easily defined.

Definition 3.3.3 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) The truth relation |= of £ is defined

with respect to a world w:

L1. w E P(ty,...,tp) iff w[P(ny,...,n;)]=1where n; = w(t;);
L2. w E (ty = tp) iff nyand n; are identical names where n; = w(t;);
L3 wE-a iff wla;

L4 wE(@vp) iff wEaorwkE pB;

£5. w | Ixa iff v o} for some name 7.
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3.4 Relationship to classical first-order logic

As usual, we use the symbol [ in the following also to denote logical entailment: we
write X |= « iff all worlds @ which satisfy all sentences in X also satisfy @, thatis, w |= 8
for all B € X implies that w |= . When X is empty, we just write |= @. When X is the
singleton containing 3, we abbreviate 8 = @. We also sometimes identify a finite set of

sentences with their conjunction.

3.4 Relationship to classical first-order logic

An important question is how big the difference of £ to classical first-order logic is. The
most notable difference is perhaps that £ is not compact. Compactness is a corollary
of of Godel’s completeness theorem (Godel 1929; Kleene 2002) and means that a set
of sentences is satisfiable iff every finite subset is satisfiable. In £, there is a simple
counterexample: {Ix—=P(x), P(*1), P(#¥2), P(#3),...} is clearly unsatisfiable, but every
finite subset is satisfiable.

However, for formulas without standard names, £ comes very close to classical logic.

The following theorem illustrates this.

Theorem 3.4.1 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) Let a contain no standard names and

no =. Then |= « iff @ is a valid sentence in classical first-order logic.

Why do classical logic and £ differ on =? The reason again are standard names:
they assert an infinite but countable domain. While classical first-order logic cannot
distinguish between countable and uncountable infinite domains by the Lowenheim-
Skolem theorem (Kleene 2002), a formula may very well require every model to have a
finite domain. For example, 3x; ... Ixp¥x(x = x1 V...V x = x;,) ensures the domain
has no more than £ elements in classical predicate logic with equality; it is easy to
see that this formula is unsatisfiable in L. Let 6;, be the negation of that sentence and
A = {6 | B > 1} be a theory that asserts an infinite domain. Then any sentence @ that
mentions no standard names is valid in £ iff A entails « in classical predicate logic with
equality (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001). (Note that the interpretation of = is fixed in
predicate logic with equality to be the identity relation (Kleene 2002).)

As a corollary of Theorem 3.4.1 and the famous results by Church (1936a,b) and
Turing (1936) it follows that the decision problem for £ is undecidable.

Corollary 3.4.2 Satisfiability in L is undecidable.

This of course limits the practical utility of £ and any language that subsumes it,
which includes all logics presented in this and the following two chapters. To remedy

this, we investigate limited first-order reasoning in Chapters 6 and 7, which is decidable
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for a large class of problems.

3.5 Modelling knowledge

Ordinary first-order logic is a fairly standard knowledge-representation language, so the
question may arise: why not use it also to represent knowledge and belief? Roughly,
the problem with £ is that it does not allow fine-grained enough control over what is
known and, more importantly, what is zot known. For example, we might know there
is something in a box, but we do not know what it is. The formula 3x InBox(x) could
only capture the first part. So the question arises whether there is a way in £ to capture
the second part as well.

One way to express that the identity of x is unknown would be to use another predi-
cate Knownp,poy and to say Ix (InBox(x) A =Knowny,pox(x)). Unfortunately, though,
this approach does not scale well. Suppose we know that either #1 or #2 is in the
box. The formula Knowny,pox(*1) V Knowny,pox(#2) does not represent this appropri-
ately: the formula is true if Knowny,pox(*1) or Knowny,pox(*2) is true, but neither
should be, since neither #1 or #2 is known to be in the box! Hence another predicate
Knowny,poy#1)vinBox(#2) Would be necessary. In general, we would need such a predicate
for every formula that expresses incomplete knowledge.

Another solution that comes to mind is a three-valued semantics, where a third value
represents “unknown” besides the binary truth values. But the composition of two
unknowns is unclear. In the above example, we would have w[InBox(7)] = unknown
for all names 7. But on the other hand, w |= xInBox(x), so the unknowns somehow
should combine to knowledge. It is unclear how such a semantics could look like.

The standard tool to overcome such issues is to consider multiple possible worlds. The
concept is due to Kripke (1959) and Hintikka (1962). The intuition is that since the
agent has only incomplete knowledge, she considers many different worlds possible.
Knowledge is what is true in all these worlds. For example, if we had two possible worlds,
one of which satisfies InBox(#1) and the other InBox(#2), we would know InBox(#1) v
InBox(#2), but neither InBox(#1) nor InBox(#2). Syntactically, this is expressed with a
modal operator: K(InBox(#1) V InBox(#2)) A =KInBox(#1) A =KInBox(#2).

OL uses possible worlds as the semantic model of knowledge, and we will stick with
this for the most part of this thesis. An alternative way would be to reify possible worlds,
thus avoiding a new semantics. For one thing, however, it seems counterintuitive to
represent a clearly semantic concept like worlds syntactically. For another, the additional

indirection would make reasoning in this theory unnecessarily complex.

38
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An important case of knowledge frequently encountered in knowledge representation
are knowledge bases. A knowledge base is special in that it intuitively captures the
agent’s knowledge ro its full extent. Here, the lack of knowledge we want to express is
even infinite: everything is unknown unless it follows from the knowledge base. Even if
we reified possible worlds as objects in ordinary first-order logic, this would require a
meta-logical knowledge closure to express all these unknowns. In OL, by contrast, it is
captured with a modal operator for only-knowing: O(InBox(#1) v InBox(#2)) stipulates
that all the agent knows is InBox(#1) VInBox(#2), everything else is 7ot known (including
but not limited to InBox(#1) and InBox(#2)).

3.6 The language OL

Definition 3.6.1 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) The symbols of OL are the same as
for £ (Definition 3.2.1) plus K and O. The terms are the same as in £ (Definition 3.2.2).
The formulas are formed by the same rules as £ (Definition 3.2.3) plus

e Ka and O« are a formulas if « is a formula.

A formula that mentions no K or O is called objective. A formula that mentions function

and predicate symbols only within K or O is called subjective.

Ka may be read as “a is known.” Using a modal operator for knowledge allows
us to distinguish between de dicto and de re knowledge: knowing that there is some
x in the box is represented as K9xInBox(x), whereas knowing an object in the box
can be written as IxKInBox(x). When a variable is quantified outside of the belief
modality as in de re knowledge, this is also referred to as guantifying-in. It also allows
for introspection: KKa means that we know that we know a.

Oa means “a is all that is known.” This concept is useful in knowledge representation
because when specifying a knowledge base, one typically assumes that it exhaustively
represents the agent’s knowledge. Only-knowing also is related to autoepistemic logic
(Levesque 1990; Moore 1985) and Reiter’s default logic (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2005;
Reiter 1980).

As a notational convention, we will use v, ¢,y for objective sentences.

3.7 The semantics of OL

The semantics of OL inherits Definitions 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 for worlds and the denotation

of terms, respectively. We can hence immediately proceed to give the semantics of the
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language.

Definition 3.7.1 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) The truth relation | of OL is defined
with respect to a set of worlds e and a world w:

OL1. e,w = P(ty,...,t) iff w[P(ny,...,n)] =1wheren; =w(t;);

OL2. e,w [ (t; = t;) iff ny and n; are identical names where 7; = w(t;);

O0L3. e,w E —a iff e,w |£ a;

OL4. e,wkE(aVvp) iff e,wl Eaore,wkE B

OL5. e,w | Ixa iff e,w [ a} for some name 7;

0L6. e,w EKa iff forallw’,if w’ € e, thene,w’ | a;

OL7. e,w EOa iff forallw’, w’ €eiffe,w’ = a.

Except for the addition of Rules OL6 and OL7 and the new parameter e, the semantics
matches the one of £ from Definition 3.3.3. Note that the rule for only-knowing is
very similar to the one for ordinary knowledge, but also requires the converse direction.
Thus, O« implies Ka and additionally maximizes the number of possible worlds in e.

In the following, we allow ourselves to omit e or @ sometimes. Then e | « is to say
e,w | a for all w. Analogously, w |= a stands for e, w |= a for all e. We often use these
abbreviations for objective and subjective «, respectively.

It is straightforward to show that knowledge is closed under modus ponens and both

positively and negatively introspective.

Theorem 3.7.2 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001)
(1) E Ka AK(a 2 B) 2 KB;
(i) E Ka > KKa;
(111) = -Ka > K-Kea.

In the terminology of modal logic, this makes Ka a K45 operator (Fagin, Halpern,
et al. 1995).

It is immediate that only-knowing is stronger than knowing.
Theorem 3.7.3 E Oa D Ka.
The next property says that we can conjoin everything that is known.

Theorem 3.7.4 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) | Oa A KB 2 O(a A B).
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3.8 Modelling actions

Of particular interest are entailments of the form O« | KB, which corresponds to
querying the knowledge base @ whether B is known. The following theorem is of great

importance for such reasoning tasks.

Theorem 3.7.5 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001)
Let ¢ be objective. Then there is a unique e such that e = Og.

Is is also easy to see that Theorem 3.7.3 can be strengthened to the following result.
Theorem 3.7.6 Let ¢ be objective. Then e |= O¢ iff e is maximal such that e = Ké.

Only-knowing is thus useful to uniquely determine an agent’s knowledge. Checking
whether O¢ entails Ka thus boils down to model-checking e £ Ka, where e |= O¢ is
unique.

As an example, let @ be AxInBox(x). Then e E O« iff e = {w | @w[InBox(n)] = 1
for some name 7}. We therefore have Oa = KdxInBox(x) since every w € e satisfies
InBox(7) for some name 7. However, Oa | —3x KInBox(x), since for all names 7 there
1s some w € e such that w | —InBox(n).

This example also illustrates the difference between knowing and only-knowing.
Clearly, Ko | K3xInBox(x) as well. This is because for every ¢’ |= Ka, ¢’ C e.
However, since e’ is not necessarily maximal, Ko £ —=3xKInBox(x). Only-knowing
does maximize e and thus appropriately represents the agent’s unknowns.

The following is an immediate consequence of the unique-model property.

Corollary 3.7.7 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001)
Let ¢ be objective and o be subjective. Then O¢ |= o or O¢ | —0.

3.8 Modelling actions

Ordinary first-order logic is static, just like OL. A popular way to bring dynamics to
logic is to endow functions and predicates with an additional argument that reifies the
current world state. In the situation calculus (McCarthy 1963; Reiter 1991, 2001), this
parameter is called sizuation, and predicates or functions whose value changes depending
on the situation are called fluent.

While there are other interpretations (McCarthy and Hayes 1969), Reiter takes a
situation as sequential history of executed actions 4y, . . ., 4y, represented as a term of
the form do(ag, do(ay_, . ..do(ay,s)...)). Knowledge and sensing can be modelled in
this theory following the idea of possible worlds: a special fluent predicate serves as
accessibility relation of possible situations (Scherl and Levesque 2003); and when the

agent senses that ¢(s) holds in the actual situation s, only those situations s” which also
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satisfy ¢(s’) are stay accessible.

Reiter’s situation calculus is a dialect of classical first-order logic, which however needs
second-order logic to axiomatize the space of situations appropriately. Especially when
it comes to epistemic reasoning, reification and Tarskian semantics make reasoning quite
tedious at times.

Lakemeyer and Levesque (2004, 2011) propose an amalgamation of the situation
calculus with OL, called ES for epistemic situation calculus. What makes ES special is
that it retains the spirit of OL: situations are not reified but a purely semantic concept,
and actions occur as modal operators [4] and O (unlike in an earlier proposal (Lakemeyer
and Levesque 1998)). For example, in the original situation calculus saying that any
fragile x in the box is broken after dropping the box needs a formula Vs Vx (InBox(x, s) A
Fragile(x,s) > Broken(x,do(dropbox, s)). In ES, the same statement is expressed as
oVx (InBox(x) A Fragile(x) o [dropbox|Broken(x)). Actions go very well along with
epistemic features in this language.

The situation calculus itself does not stipulate which (physical or epistemic) effects an
action has. All it says is that executing a specific action in a certain situation always leads
to the same successor situation; actions are deterministic in this sense. An action’s effects
may very well be nondeterministic, though. However, in the most prevalent kind of
theory used in Reiter’s situation calculus and its descendants, the so-called basic action
theories, action effects are indeed deterministic. Uncertainty about the domain hence

needs to be encoded in the agent’s initial knowledge and beliefs.

3.9 The language ES

The language ES, in contrast to OL, is multi-sorted: standard names come in sorts object
and actions. There are also two different types of predicate symbols: fluent ones may
change their truth value as the result of actions, rigid ones do not. We introduce the

symbols and syntax of ES from scratch.

Definition 3.9.1 The symbols of ES are taken from the following vocabulary:
* infinitely many object standard names #1,#2, .. ;

¢ infinitely many first-order variables, written schematically as x,
- of sort object, written schematically as y;

- of sort action, written schematically as 4;

¢ infinitely many function symbols
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3.9 The language ES

- of sort object, written schematically as g;

- of sort action, written schematically as A;

* infinitely many predicate symbols
- of type fluent, written schematically as F;

- of type rigid, written schematically as R;

e connectives and other symbols: =, v, =, 3, 0, K, O, round and square brackets,

comma.

Each function or predicate symbol has an ariry which indicates how many arguments it
takes. Identifiers may be decorated with subscripts or superscripts. There shall be two

special unary fluent predicates called Poss and SF.

Intuitively, Poss(t) represents the precondition of the action ¢, and SF(¢) represents
the sensing result of action ¢. For example, if ¢ is the action of checking if the box is
empty, SF(z) would be true iff the box is empty. Of course, preconditions and sensing

results just like action effects are not fixed in the logic but to be defined axiomatically.

Definition 3.9.2 Standard names, written schematically as 7, come in two sorts:
® the object standard names are #1,#2,. . ;

e the action standard names are of the form A(ny,...,n;) where A is an action

function symbol and the 7; are object standard names.
The set of terms of sort object or action is the least set such that
® every variable and standard name is a term of the corresponding sort;

® 4(t1,...,1) is an object term if 7 is an object function symbol and the ¢; are

terms;

® A(ty,...,tp) is an action term if A is an action function symbol and the ¢; are

object terms.

A term that contains no variables is called ground. A ground term that contains only a
single function symbol is called primitive.
The differences of the version of ES we present here and the one from (Lakemeyer

and Levesque 2011) are already visible.

® We renamed the modalities Know and OKnow to K and O, respectively, in order

to be consistent with OL.
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® We omit fluent functions here. This is merely to ease the presentation; functions
can be simulated in first-order logic with equality anyway, so our restriction

means no loss in expressivity.

¢ QOur variant considers no second-order logic. Again, this eases the presentation.

We will return to this issue later in Section 5.6.

¢ Finally, in (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011), action standard names are defined anal-
ogously to object standard names. In contrast, here they are primitive action terms.
While it may seem awkward at first sight, this helps us avoid a counterintuitive

behaviour of the semantics in (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011).
Definition 3.9.3 The set of formulas of ES is the least set such that

® P(t1,...,t) is a formula where P is a predicate symbol and the ¢; are terms;

(t1 = tp) is a formula where t1 and ¢, are terms of the same sort;

—a, (@ V B), Ax @ are formulas where @ and B are formulas and x is a variable;

® [t]a and Oa are formulas where a is a formula and ¢ is an action term;

Ka and O« are formulas where « is a formula.

A formula of the form P(#y,...,1;) is called atomic or just an atom. A formula that
contains no variables is called ground. A ground atom whose arguments ¢4, . . ., 1} are
standard names is called primitive. A formula that contains no free variable is called a

sentence.

The essential addition over OL are the expressions [t]e and O, both of which
concern actions. The former means “after doing ¢, @ is true,” the latter means “after

any sequence of actions, @ holds true.”

3.10 The semantics of ES

To account for actions, we need to extend the concept of worlds from £ and OL
(Definition 3.3.1). A world shall not only determine a momentary snapshot but also

determine future states.

Definition 3.10.1 An action sequence is the empty sequence () or the concatenation

z - n of an action sequence z and an action standard name 7. A world w is a function

* from the primitive object terms ¢(n1, . . .,7;) to object standard names;
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* from the primitive rigid atoms R(n1, . . .,n;) to truth values {0, 1};
* from the primitive fluent atoms F (71, . . ., ;) and action sequences to truth values
(0.1}

Following Reiter’s terminology and his concept of situation terms (Reiter 2001), we
occasionally refer to an action sequence as situation, and to the empty sequence as the

initial situation.

Definition 3.10.2 The denotation w(t) of a term ¢ is defined as follows:
* w(n) = n for every standard name 7;

* w(g(ty,...,tp)) = wlg(ny,...,n,)] where n; = w(t;) and ¢4 is an object function

symbol;

o w(A(ty,...,t;)) = A(ny,...,np) where n; = w(t;) and A is an action function

symbol;

For example, if gift is an object constant and unbox is a unary action symbol, we
could have w(gift) = #5, and then w(unbox(gift)) = unbox(*5).

As mentioned above, actions not only have effects but can also produce new infor-
mation through sensing. The sensing result of an action 7 is represented by the atom
SF(n). Semantically, the sensing effect of 7 is reflected by dropping all possible worlds
that disagree with the real world’s value of SF(n).

Definition 3.10.3 We write @’ ~, w to say that @’ agrees with w on the sensing

throughout action sequence z, which is defined inductively by
* v’ ~y w for all w’" and w;
o w' ~,, wiffw ~, w, w[Poss(n),z] = 1, and w’[SF(n), z] = w[SF(n), z].

Intuitively, in @’ ~, w the first world @’ is a possible world, and @ is the actual
world where the sensing happened. Besides requiring that both worlds agree on SF(%),
the relation also requires 7 to be a legal action in w’ (in some variants of ES the latter
requirement is omitted, for example, in (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2004)).

Lakemeyer and Levesque (2011) thirdly require in @’ ~, w both worlds to agree on
rigid terms and atoms. In their formalization, action terms are interpreted analogously
to object terms and mapped to action standard names, which are atomic entities just like
object standard names. With the additional constraint, they ensure that the standard

names in z refer to the same actions in both the actual and the possible worlds. (Claflen
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(2013) hence weakens the requirement to only hold for action terms.) This requirement
brings trouble when we want to extend Levesque’s representation theorem to ES, as
we will do in Section 5.9. We briefly elaborate on the problem in Section 5.12. The
reader familiar with the representation theorem may already verify that the formula
((n = A) > K(n = A)) for an action standard name » and an action constant A is
valid in &S, but the classical representation theorem would reduce the sentence to
((n = A) D FALSE).

Definition 3.10.4 The truth relation | of &S is defined with respect to a set of worlds

e, a world w, and an action sequence z:

ES1. e,w,z E R(ty,...,t) iff
R is rigid and w[R(ny, . ..,np)] = 1 where n; = w(t;);

ES2. e,w,z E F(ty,...,t;) iff
F is fluent and w[F (n1,...,7n,),z] = 1 where n; = w(t;);

ES3. e,w,z | (t1 = tp) iff ny and n, are identical names where 7n; = w(t;);
ES4. e,w,z E-a iff e,w,z £ a;
ES5. e,w,zE(aVv B) iff e,w,zEaorew,z E B;
ES6. e,w,z EAxa iff e,w,z = @f for some name 7 of the same sort as x;
ES7. e,w,z E [t]a iff e,w,z-n|E a where n = w(t);
ES8. e,w,z Eoa iff e,w,z -z’ |= @ for every action sequence z’;
ES9. e,w,z EKa iff forall w’ =, w,if w’ € e, thene, w’,z E a;
ES10. e,w,z E O« iff forallw’ ~, w,w’ €ciffe,w’,z | a.

Lakemeyer and Levesque (2004, 2009, 2011) have proposed several alternative defini-
tions for only-knowing. The trouble with the above Rule £S810, which is taken from (La-
kemeyer and Levesque 2004), is that the unique-model property of only-knowing from
Theorem 3.7.5 does not hold true after actions. For example, consider SF(7) A [7]OTRUE.
Then any model e contains all worlds that satisfy SF(7). But Rule ES10 also allows e to
contain an arbitrary number of additional worlds that falsify SF(n).

Lakemeyer and Levesque (2009) fix this issue by progressing all worlds by z. This
way, they retain the unique-model property, so that they can capture all that is known

after actions. More precisely, their definition is
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ESY. e,w,z E Ka iff forall w’,if w’ € e?, then e¥, w’,{) E a;
ES10. e,w,z F Oa iff forall w’, w’ € e¥ iff e¥,w’,{) E a;

where the progression of a set of worlds is e¥ = {w] | w’ € e and w’ ~, w} and for a
single world w}[F (7),z'] = w’[F(#),z - z’] and w,[R(7)] = w’[R(7)].

Alternatively, one could progress e and w already in Rules £ES7 and ES8. Then the z
parameter is no longer needed for |=. We devise such a semantics for 88, our variant

of ES, in Chapter 5.

3.11 Discussion

This chapter introduced the logical foundations of this thesis: the non-modal language
L, the logic of only-knowing OL, and finally the epistemic situation calculus &S,
which are subsumed by each other. £ extends classical first-order logic with a feature
called standard names which allow to represent the identity of objects. OL extends this
language with modalities for knowing and only-knowing. &S further adds actions and
sensing in the spirit of Reiter’s situation calculus.

While knowledge needs not necessarily be correct, there are still important limitations
which we address in the upcoming chapters.

For one thing, knowledge is unconditional. For example, we might believe that
someone is Italian, but if not, she presumably is Australian. The only sort of conditional
statement supported by the logics from this chapter is material implication. The sentence
“if she is not Italian, then @” can only be translated to —Italian > a. Since we know she
is Italian, this material implication is vacuously true. To remedy this, the next chapter
introduces BO, an extension of OL to conditional belief that allows to express such
beliefs. We prefer the term “belief” over “knowledge” for such conditionals, as it suggests
that the agent the possibility into account that is beliefs are wrong. We continue to use
“knowledge” in the spirit of OL where the corresponding information is assumed to be
correct.

For another, knowledge is indefeasible. For example, when the agent knows ¢ and
then senses =¢ in ES, the agent is in a state of logical inconsistency, in which she knows
everything. Arguably, this is not useful in practical considerations. In Chapter 5 we
introduce E8B, which amalgamates BO with actions like ES does with OL, but deals
more reasonably with contradictory information by giving up beliefs in an appropriate

way.
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4 Conditional Belief and Only-Believing

This chapter introduces a logic of conditional belief called 8O. Conditional beliefs are
ubiquitous in our daily lives when we reason about different contingencies. Often, they
are of the form “if some premise holds, then presumably some conseguent is true.”

What makes such conditionals special is that the premise may be (or believed to be)
counterfactual, and still an agent could reasonably consider what would follow if the
premise was true. In OL, such a statement cannot be represented appropriately: the only
form of conditional in OL is the material implication, which is vacuously true for a false
premise.

BO is a descendant of OL and inherits many of its ideas, but extends it with the
notion of conditional belief. In particular, it generalizes the concept of only-knowing to
conditional belief; we refer to this conditional variant of only-knowing as only-believing.
By an embedding theorem we will see that indeed BO soundly extends OL. We also
investigate the close relationship of only-believing to Pearl’s System Z (Pearl 1990).

The presentation of B0 is based on (Schwering and Lakemeyer 2014, 2015). Some of
the longer proofs can be found in Appendix A.

4.1 Conditional belief versus knowledge

To see why conditional belief is a more general concept than knowledge, consider the
following example. (We prefer this example over Example 1.1.1 to illustrate the results

in this chapter and later in Chapters 6 and 7, as it involves no actions.)

Example 4.1.1 Suppose we expect a guest for dinner. We don’t know much about her

preferred diet yet, but we do have some (somewhat narrow-minded) beliefs:
e Most Australians are not Italians, and vice-versa.
® Australians usually eat kangaroo meat.

® We believe our guest is Italian or a vegetarian, and

if she is not Italian, she presumably is Australian.
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Figure 4.1: A system of spheres. The hatched area indicates ¢-worlds; the most-plausible
ones occur in ey, and e3 contains additional ones; there is none among the
most-plausible worlds e;. The conditional “if ¢ is true, then presumably v is

also true” holds when the worlds in the double-hatched area satisty .

® We know that kangaroo is meat, and that vegetarians do not eat meat.

Given this conditional knowledge base, do we expect our guest to be a vegetarian in case
she is not Italian?

Monotonic reasoning would suggest so: our belief of her being Italian or a vegetarian
yields that she must be a vegetarian if not Italian. But she also must be Australian, hence
eat kangaroo, and thus be a non-vegetarian - that is, in a monotonic logic everything is
believed if she is not Italian, because the beliefs are inconsistent with that contingency.

Conditional beliefs do not trap into inconsistency that easily. They detect that the
premise “not Italian” is inconsistent with the most-plausible scenarios, and therefore go
on to look for less-plausible scenarios where the premise holds, and check the consequent
in these scenarios. In our example, we hence believe that if the guest is not Italian, she

presumably is an Australian kangaroo-eater, but not a vegetarian.

Perhaps the most popular way to represent conditional beliefs is by a system of
spheres due to Lewis (1973) and Grove (1988). Every sphere is a set of possible worlds,
like the e in the semantics of OL. The idea is that one starts out with a narrow set
of possible worlds, which is contained by larger spheres. Such a system is depicted in
Figure 4.1. A conditional “if @, then presumably B8” holds when the material implication
(@ D B) holds at the innermost sphere consistent with a. The logic we present next

follows this model.
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4.2 The language 80

Definition 4.2.1 The symbols of BO are the same as for £ (Definition 3.2.1) plus curly
brackets, =, B, and O. The terms are the same as in £ (Definition 3.2.2). The formulas
are formed by the same rules as £ (Definition 3.2.3) plus

® B(a; = B1) and O{a; = B1,...,a;, = Bm} are formulas if a;, B; are formulas.

A formula that mentions no B or O is called objective. A set {¢p1 = Y1, ., m = ¥m}
is called objective when all ¢; and y; are objective. A formula that mentions function

and predicate symbols only within B or O is called subjective.

We read the conditional belief B(a = B) as “if @ is true, then presumably $ is also
true,” or alternatively as counterfactual “if @ was true, then 8 would also be true.” We
call O{a1 = Bi1,...,@m = B} the only-believing operator. It generalizes Levesque’s

only-knowing from OL and is read as “the conditionals @; = ; are all that is believed.

We define the following abbreviations:
¢ Ba stands for B(TRUE = «);
e Ka stands for B(~a = FALSE).

Ba and Ke are read as “« is believed” and “a is known,” respectively. We also adopt
the other logical abbreviations from L. Like with other unary operators, B and K shall
bind stronger than the logical connectives.

Before we proceed with the semantics, let us see how Example 4.1.1 can be expressed
in B0O.

Example 4.2.2 Let the predicates Aussie, Italian, Veggie represent that the guest is
Australian, Italian, a vegetarian, respectively; Eats(x) that x is among her preferred diet;
Meat(x) that x is meat. Let roo be a standard name representing kangaroo meat. Then
all we believe is

e Aussie = —ltalian and Italian = —Aussie;

e Aussie = Eats(roo);

® TRUE = Italian V Veggie and —Italian = Aussie;

¢ —Meat(roo) = FALSE and —¥x (Veggie A Meat(x) D —Eats(x)) = FALSE.
The question “if she is not Italian, is she presumably not a vegetarian?” then boils down

to whether OT entails B(=Italian = —Veggie), where I' is the set that contains the above

conditionals.
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4 Conditional Belief and Only-Believing

4.3 The semantics of BO

The semantics of BO inherits from £ Definitions 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of worlds and of the
denotation of terms, respectively. Before we proceed with the semantics of the language,
we need to formalize the notion of an epistemic state. It follows the concept of system
of spheres mentioned above and depicted in Figure 4.1. To keep matters simple, we

assume only finitely many different spheres, which are consecutively numbered.
Definition 4.3.1 An epistemic state € is an infinite sequence of sets of worlds ey, p €
P={1,2,...}, that

* is concentric, that is, e, C e,41 for all p € P;

* converges, that is, e, = e, for some g € Pand all p > 4.

We use (e1, .. ., e4) as a short notation for € when it converges at level g or earlier.

Note that every € can be expressed as (ey, . . ., e,) for some g € P; g does not need to
be minimal, though; for example, (e1, e2) = (e1, €2, €2).

An epistemic state induces a ranking of worlds and sentences by their plausibility.
The plausibility of a world is the plausibility of the first sphere that contains said world.
The plausibility of a sentence corresponds to the most-plausible world that satisfies that
sentence; we denote the plausibility of @ in an epistemic state € by | €| a]. In case there
is no such world in €, | €| @] cannot be a natural number. For that purpose, we use
co ¢ P to represent an “undefined” plausibility, with the understanding that p < oo and
c0+p=p+oco=ocoforall p € Pand co+ co = co. Thus, | €|a] = o indicates that all
worlds in € satisfy —a. To avoid confusion, we always make explicit when an expression

may take the value co.

Definition 4.3.2 The truth relation [ of BO is defined with respect to an epistemic

state € and a world w:

BO1. é,w | P(ty,...,t;) iff w[P(ny,...,np)] =1where n; = w(t;);
BO2. é,w | (t1 = tp) iff nyand n; are identical names where n; = w(t;);
BO3. é,w | ~a iff &w  a;

BO4. e,wlkE(aVvp) iff wlEaoré,wlk p;

BO5. é,w E Axa iff €, w [ af for some name 7;

BO6. ¢, w E Bla = B) iff
forallp e P,if p < [€]a] and w’ € ey, then €, w’ |= (@ D B);
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4.4 Properties of conditional belief

BO7. é,w EO{a1 = B1,...,a, = Bn} iff
forallp e P, w’ ce, iffé,w’ |5 Nicl@ s sp(@i D Bi);

where [€]a] = min{p | p = co or €, w | @ for some w € e, } denotes the plausibility
of @ iné.

We allow ourselves to omit € or @ when writing €, w |= @ by the same convention as
for OL. In particular, for subjective sentences o~ we may just write € |= 0.

Moreover, we will subscript the |= symbol with the name of the logic to avoid
ambiguity when necessary. For example, [=¢ refers to truth of OL from Definition 3.7.1,
and [Ego refers to truth in BO as defined above.

4.4 Properties of conditional belief

The conditional belief operator B(e = ) is used to form queries about the agent’s
beliefs. It expresses the agent’s belief that if @ was true, then 8 would be true as well.
Or in terms of possible worlds, the most-plausible @-worlds must satisty B as well.
This operator turns out to be a quite versatile tool. Besides the general conditional or

counterfactual reading, the following intuitions can be captured with it.

* B(TRUE = @) represents ordinary belief in a: it holds when all most-plausible

worlds satisty a. It is therefore abbreviated by Ba.

® B(—a = FALSE) captures the usual semantics of indefeasible knowledge of a: all

worlds at all spheres satisfy . It is therefore abbreviated by Ke.

® B(a VvV B = =) asserts that « is strictly more plausible than : the first (@ v B)-

worlds must be —3-worlds.

® —B(a = —p) says that 8 would be considered possible if @ were true: among the
most-plausible @-worlds at least one is a B-world. In particular, -B(a = FALSE)

and —K-a express that there is at least one a-world.

In this section we examine a few properties of conditional belief. En route, we shall
familiarize ourselves with the formalism.

The following alternative formulation of its semantics is sometimes more convenient
to work with than Rule 806.

Theorem 4.4.1 ¢ = B(a = B) iff [é|a] = oré,w | (o D B) forallw € ez,
Proof. For the only-if direction let € = B(e = ). Then by Rule 806, for all p € P, if
p <|élaland w € ey, then €, w | (o D B). If |€]a] = oo, the right-hand side of the
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4 Conditional Belief and Only-Believing

theorem trivially holds. Otherwise €, w |= (& > B) for all w € e|#|4), and the right-hand
side holds again.

For the if direction first let [€|a| = co. Then €,w £ o forall w € e, and p € P.
Hence €,w |= (o D B) forall w € e, and p € P, and so € | B(a = ) by Rule 806.
Now let [€|a] # o and €,w | (@ D B) for all w € e|z|,). By the concentricity
constraint in Definition 4.3.1, e1 C ... C ez|o). Thusforall p € P, if p < |€|a] and
w € ey, then €, w |= (@ D B), which by Rule BO6 gives € = B(a = p). m|

Another easy exercise is to confirm that Ka indeed expresses knowledge of @ as

claimed above.
Theorem 4.4.2 ¢ = Ka iff é,w = a forall w € e, and p € P.
Proof. For the only-if direction, let € | Ke. By Rule 806, forall p € P, if p < | €| -a]

and w € e,, then €,w | (-~ D FALSE), which simplifies to &, w F a (¥). We show
by induction on p that p < |€]|-a] for all p € P, which immediately gives us the
right-hand side of the theorem. The base case holds trivially. For the induction step,
suppose p < €] —a]. Then €, w | a for all w € e, by (*), and thus | €| -a] > p, that
is,p+1<|€e|-el.

Conversely, let €&,w | a for all w € e, and p € P. Then |€|-a] = oo, and by
Rule BO6, ¢ |= Ka. O

Next, we prove that B(e V f = — ) says that « is more plausible than g.
Theorem 4.4.3 ¢ =B(aVv 8= -pB)if |lé|a] < [€|Blor|é|a] =[€]|B] = .
Proof. é EB(aV B = =) iff (by Theorem 4.4.1) [€|aV B] = oré,w [ (aV D
-f) for all w € e|z|4vp)- The former is equivalent to |é|a] = €] 8] = co. The latter
holds iff €,w £ B for all w € e||4vp) ift (by concentricity of €) [€]| B8] > [€]a Vv B] =
le]a]. m

The following theorem establishes several general properties of the conditional belief
operator. As usual, neither transitivity nor monotonicity nor contraposition hold for
conditional beliefs (Properties (i), (i), (ii1)). Knowledge and belief are closed under
modus ponens from material implications and from counterfactual conditionals (Proper-
ties (1v), (v), (vi)), and what is believed is a subset of what is known (Property (vii)). The
abbreviations Ba and Ka both are positively and negatively introspective (Properties
(vit), (viii), (ix)). Hence, they are K45 operators (Fagin, Halpern, et al. 1995). The
Barcan formula is satisfied as well (Property (x)) and the agent is moreover omniscient
(Property (x1)). Somewhat surprising is perhaps Property (xii): when a conditional is
nested in another conditional’s consequent, then the outer conditional’s antecedent

is irrelevant to the inner conditional. Alternatively one could condition the nested
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4.4 Properties of conditional belief

belief on the outer conditional’s antecedent as well. However, our simple semantics
is advantageous when it comes to the representation theorem and later, in Chapter 5,

belief regression.

Theorem 4.4.4
(1) £ B(a = B) AB(B = y) > Bl@ = y);
(i) ¥ B(a = y) D Bla A B = v);
(iii) |- B(e = B) = B(~f = ~a);
(iv) EBa AB(a > §) o BB;
(v) = Ka AK(a > 8) o Kg;
(vi) |= Ba AB(a = B) > BB;
(vii) |= Ka > Bas
(viii) = B(a = B) > KB(ae = B);
(1x) E -B(e = B) > K-B(e = B);
(x) EVxB(a = B) > Bla = Vx B) where x does not occur freely in a
(xi) E Ke if = o;
(xii) = B(a = B(8 = y)) A -K-a > B(8 = 7).

Proof. (1) We show that € ¢ B(=R = TRUE) A B(TRUE = R) D B(=R = R) for €
withe; = {w | w | R} and e = {w | w |= TRUE}. Firstly, € = B(-R = TRUE)
iff (by Theorem 4.4.1) |€|-R]| = o or w | =R D TRUE for all w € e|z|_g|, which
trivially holds. Secondly, € = B(truE = R) iff (by Theorem 4.4.1) | €| TRUE] = oo
or w |= TRUE D R for all w € eg|gye)» Which holds by definition of e;. However,
¢ EB(-R = R) iff [¢|-R] = coorw | =R D R forall w € e|z|_g), which is false
because | €| —=R| =2 and w £ R for some w € e;.

(i) Let R and € be as in the previous case. We showed that € = B(TRUE = R), but
€ £ B(=R = R), so clearly strengthening the premise in B(TRUE = R) by =R renders
it false: € ¢ B(TRUE A =R = R).

(i) Again let R and € be as in the first case. We show € [ B(TRUE = R) = B(-R =
—TRUE), which is just what the abbreviation BR = KR stands for. In the first case we

already showed that € = B(TRUE = R). However, w £ R for some w € e;, so € = KR
by Theorem 4.4.2.
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4 Conditional Belief and Only-Believing

(iv) We show that € E Ba AB(a D B) D BB forall €. Let € | Ba AB(a D B). We need
to show that € = BB, which by Theorem 4.4.1 holds iff | €| TRUE] = co or €, w |= B for
all w € e|g|rruz|- Suppose | €| TRUE| # oo, for otherwise é = B follows trivially. From
the antecedent € = Ba AB(a O B) we obtain by Theorem 4.4.1 that é,w £ @ A (@ D B)

for all w € e|¢|1pug)- Thus &, w |= B for all w € e|z|1pus), and so € = BS.

(v) We show that € F Ka A K(a o B) D KB for all €. Let € = Ka A K(a D B). By
Theorem 4.4.2,¢,w |F @ and €, w |z (@ D B) forall w € ¢, and p € P. Hence, €, w | 8
forall w € e, and p € P, and so €, w |= KB by Theorem 4.4.2.

(vi) It suffices to show € E B(e = B) D B(e D p) for all €; the property then follows
with Property (iv). According to Rule BO6 we have
e ¢EB(a= p)iff
forallp e P,if p < |€| ] and w’ € ¢,, then €, w’ | (o D B);
e ¢=B(aD p)iff
forall p € P, if p < |€]| TRUE] and @’ € ey, then €, w’ [= TRUE D (@ D ).
We show that the right-hand side of the first line subsumes the right-hand side of the
second. Clearly, é,w’ = TRUE D (@ D B) iff €,w’ |= (@ D B). So it only remains to be
shown that the second line’s if-condition is at least as strong as the first line’s. It suffices

to show €| @] > | €| TRUE], which clearly since for any w with @ [ @, also w |= TRUE.

(vii) Let € | Ka. Then by Theorem 4.4.2, ¢,w = a for all w € ¢, and p € P,
particularly when p < | €| TRUE]. Thus by Rule 806, ¢ |= Ba.

(viii) Let € E B(a = B). Then é,w |= B(a = B) for arbitrary w, and particularly for
all w € e, and p € P. Thus by Theorem 4.4.2, ¢ = KB(a = B).

(ix) Let é [t B(a = ). Then similar to the above, €, w £ B(a = B) for arbitrary w,
and particularly for all w € e, and p € P. Thus by Theorem 4.4.2, ¢ | K-B(a = f).

(x) Let € F YxB(a@ = B). By Rules BO3, BO5, and BO6, for all standard names 7, for
allp e P, it p < |[€|a] and w € ¢y, then €, w | a D B;;. Reintroducing the quantifier
by Rules 803 and BO5 in front of S yields that forall p e P, if p < [€|a] and w € ey,
then €, w | @ D VYx B. Thus by Rule 806, ¢ = B(a = VYx B).

(xi) Let €,w [= a for all &, w. Then €, w |= ~a D FALSE for all w € e, and p € P for all

€, so by Theorem 4.4.2, ¢ = Ke follows.

(xii) Let € = B(e = B(B = vy)) A =K-a. The first assumption implies by Theo-
rem 4.4.1 that [€]a] # woré,w | a D B(8 = y) for all w € e, The second
assumption implies by Theorem 4.4.2 that |€|a] # oo, and thus €, w | « for some
W € e|z|q)- Hence €, w = a A (@ D B(S = y)) for that w, so € £ B(8 = ). O
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Before we turn to the unique-model property of only-believing in the next section, we
observe some relations with ordinary conditional belief. To begin with, only-believing

is stronger than ordinary conditional belief.

Theorem 4.4.5 E O{a1 = B1,...,an = Bn} D A;Bla; = ).

Proof. Suppose € = O{a1 = B1,...,a;n = Bn}.By Rule BO7, forevery p € P,w € e,

iff €, w | Aij¢|a;)sp(@i D Bi). Hence for every p € P, if w € ¢, and p < | €] a;], then

é,w [ (a; D B;). By Rule BO6, € = B(a; = ;). m|
In the case of objective ;, B; there is also a converse relation of conditional belief

and only-believing, as we shall see in Theorem 4.6.2.

Moreover, conditional belief can be conjoined to the only-believing.

Theorem 4.4.6 LetT = {a1 = B1,...,am = Bm}

Then = Ol AB(a = B) > Ol'u {a = S}.

Proof. Let € | OT' AB(a = p). Then forall p € P,if p < |[€|a] and w € e,

éw = (@ O B). To prove € E OI' U {&@ = B} we show the right-hand side of

Rule 807. For the only-if direction, for all p € P and w € e,, we have by assumption

&0 F Aielagsp(@ D Bi) A Ngjajspl@ D B). Conversely, for every p € P, if

€W F Aileaizp(@ D Bi) A Agja)sp(@ D B), then & w | Apza)sp(@ D Bi)s

which implies w € e,. o
Note that there are analogous results for only-knowing in OL, namely Theorems

3.7.3 and Theorem 3.7 4.

4.5 Unique-model property of only-believing

The idea behind only-believing is to determine all the agent believes - which particularly
includes what she is ignorant of. It is therefore a convenient way to specify what the
agent believes from a (conditional) knowledge base.

Here we show that only-believing always has a unigue model provided the conditionals
are objective. The proof proceeds by two lemmas. The first says that there is at most
one model, and the second says that there always is at least one. The proof of the second

lemma also shows how such a model can be determined.

Lemma 4.5.1 Let T = {¢1 = ¢1,...,¢m = Um} be objective.

Ifée EOT andé’ = OT, thené = é’.

Proof. Let € |= O and €’ | OT'. We show by induction on p € P that e, = ¢, and that
L] p;] > p ift [€'|¢;] > p for all i. For the base case consider p = 1. By Rule 807,
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4 Conditional Belief and Only-Believing

wee iff wE Nicicm(d; D) iff w €el. Thuse; =ef,and [€]|¢;] > 1iff w £ ¢;
forallw € ey = ef iff [€"] ¢;] > 1.

For the induction step suppose the statement holds for p—1. By induction, | €| ¢;]| > p
iff [¢"|¢;] = p forall i (*). By Rule BO7, w € ¢, ift w | Ajyz|9,)5p(¢: D ¥:) iff (by
() @ E Aisfer1g:12p (@i D ¥i) ff w € ¢). Thus e, = e, and [€]¢;] > p iff w [£ ¢, for
alweey, =e)iff [¢"]¢:] > p. O
Lemma 4.5.2 Let T = {¢1 = ¢1,...,¢m = Ym} be objective.

Then there isan € = {e1, . . ., ep+1) such that € = OT.
Proof. Let € = (e1,...,em41), wheree, = {w | w | Niclerney1) 1 6:)2p(@i O ¥i)} where
() shall stand for ({}). This is well-defined as the right-hand side for e, only refers to
e1,...,ep—1. Note that [{ey,...,e,1) | @] > p iff [€|a] > p for any objective a (*). To
see that for all 7 either [€]¢;| < m or [€]¢;] = oo (**), suppose there is a “hole” in
the plausibility ranking, that is, there is some p and 7 such that p + 1 = [€] ¢;] # oo,
and | €] ¢;] # p and for all j. Then w € ¢, iff (by (*)) w F Ape1g,15p (% D ¥2) ift
(since p is a hole) w | Agi¢1 g, 5p+1(9% D ¥) iff w € €pi1. Then w | ¢; for some
W € epy1 = e,, which contradicts the assumption p + 1 = | €| ¢;] and thus confirms (**).
By (*) and (**), € satisfies Rule BO7. i
Together, Lemmas 4.5.1 and 4.5.2 constitute the unique-model property of only-

believing, a fundamental property of only-believing.

Theorem 4.5.3 Let T = {¢1 = ¥1,...,0m = U} be objective.

Then there is a unique € = {e1, . . ., em+1) such that ¢ = OI.
Proof. By Lemma 4.5.2, € exists, and by Lemma 4.5.1, it unique. ]

An immediate corollary is that only-believing determines the truth of subjective

formulas.

Corollary 4.5.4 LetT = {¢1 = ¥1,...,¢m = Y} be objective and o be subjective.
Then OT | 0 and OT | —o.

To conclude this section, let us illustrate by means of Example 4.1.1 how only-
believing uniquely determines the agent’s beliefs and how the corresponding epistemic
state can be generated.

Example 4.5.5 Let I contain the conditionals from the formalization in Example 4.2.2.

The first sphere e; of € |= OT contains all worlds that satisfy all materialized conditionals
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from I

e1 = {w | w | (=Aussie V —Italian) A (—Aussie V Eats(roo)) A

(Italian Vv Veggie) A (Italian v Aussie) A u}

where u = Meat(roo) A Vx(Veggie A Meat(x) D —Eats(x)) represents our knowledge
about meat and vegetarians.

For the next sphere, we need to figure out the plausibilities | €| ¢ ] for the conditionals
¢ = ¢ € I'. To begin with, we need to answer if |€|Aussie] > 2, that is, if 1 is
inconsistent with Aussie. To give the answer, we can split on Veggie: from Veggie we
obtain —Eats(roo) (by u) and thus —=Aussie; on the other hand, from —Veggie we infer
Italian and thus —Aussie; so indeed e; is inconsistent with Aussie, that is, | € | Aussie] > 2.
By the same argument, | €| —Italian| > 2. It is moreover easy to see that e; is consistent
and thus |&|Italian]| = |€|TRUE|] = 1. Hence the conditionals Aussie = =ltalian,
Aussie = Eats(roo), —Italian = Aussie, plus the knowledge about meat and vegetarians

determine the second sphere:
e = {w | w = (=Aussie V =ltalian) A (=Aussie V Eats(roo)) A (Italian V Aussie) A u}.

Again we need to check which premises are consistent with e;, and only the re-
maining conditionals determine the next sphere e3. It is easy to see that | €| Aussie] =

L€| —Italian| = 2, so for the third and last sphere:

e; ={w|w F u}.

Since € is the unique model of OT in B0, it determines our beliefs. For example,
OT |= B(=ltalian = —Veggie) since | €| —Italian] = 2 and w |= =Italian > —Veggie for

all w € ey.

Finally we remark that the unique-model property does not extend to subjective
formulas. For example, O{TRUE = —BraLsE} has two models, namely ({}) and (W),
where W denotes the set of all worlds.

Let us first verify ({}) F O{TRUE = —BrarsE}. It is immediate that [({})| TRUE] =
0, so by Rule BO7 we merely need to prove that w € {} iff ({}), w |= —Brarse. The
only-if direction is vacuously true. For the converse, observe that ({}) |= BFALSE, so for
every w ¢ {}, ({}) [ ~BFALSE.

Next we verify (W) | O{trRuE = -Brarse}. Clearly, [(W)|TRUE] = 1, so by
Rule BO7 we need to show that w € W iff (W), w |= =BraLse. The if direction is
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vacuously true. For the converse, (W) = —BraLse iff w’ |= TRUE for some w’ € W,

which is true.

4.6 Relationship to OL

Many of the above results about B8O have counterparts of in OL: only-knowing and
only-believing imply ordinary knowledge and belief, respectively (Theorems 3.7.3 and
4.4.5); knowledge and belief can be conjoined with only-knowing and only-believing,
respectively (Theorems 3.7.4 and 4.4.6); the knowledge and belief operators are K45
operators (Theorems 3.7.2 and 4.4.4); and in the objective case both only-knowing and
only-believing have a unique model (Theorems 3.7.5 and 4.5.3) and thus determine the
truth of subjective sentences (Corollaries 3.7.7 and 4.5.4). This section further examines
the close relationship between OL and B0.

Only-believing expresses all the agent believes, that is, it maximizes the non-beliefs.
Intuitively, this should go along with maximizing the epistemic state, that is, with taking
into consideration as many possible worlds as possible. For only-knowing, this intuition
was already confirmed in Theorem 3.7.6. The next theorem shows that it also holds

true for only-believing objective conditionals.

Definition 4.6.1 We say € is maximal with € |= o for a subjective sentence o~ when no
worlds can be added to any plausibility sphere without falsifying o, that is, €’ |£ o for
all & with ej 2 ¢y forall p e Pand e, 2 ey for some p” € P.

Theorem 4.6.2 Let T = {¢1 = Y1,...,0m = Y} be objective.

Then € |= OT iff € is maximal such that € = \; B(¢; = ;).

Proof. For the if direction suppose € = B(¢; = ;) for all 7 and € is maximal with that
property. Let p € P and w be a world. By Rule 806, if p < |€|¢;] and w € e,, then
w |5 ¢; D y; for all i. Since € is maximal, if p < | €| ¢;] and w ¢ e), then w £ ¢; D ¥;
for some i. Thus w | Az ¢,)2p(¢i O ¢:) iff w € e,. Hence € |= OT.

For the only-if direction suppose € |= OI'. By Theorem 4.4.5, ¢ = \; B(¢; = ;).
Suppose € is not maximal. Then there is some é” such that €’ | A; B(¢; = ¢;) and
e, 2epforall p e Pand e, 2 ey for some p’ € P. By the if direction, €’ |= OT’, and by
Lemma 4.5.1 € = &’. Contradiction. i

For that theorem too there is a counterpart in OL, namely Theorem 3.7.6. Given
that only-believing and only-knowing apparently have a lot in common, the question

arises whether B8O subsumes the logic OL. Indeed the answer is afirmative. We make
this precise by embedding OL in B0.
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Definition 4.6.3 Let § be the function from OL formulas to B8O formulas which is
defined by (Oa)* = O{-¢a* = raLsE}, and (Ke)* = Ka¥, and inductively for the other
operators: ¢* = ¢ for objective ¢; (=)t = =a¥; (@ v B)F = (@f v B%); (Axa)f = Axat.
Theorem 4.6.4 Let o be a sentence of OL. Then =0y a iff = o,

The proof can be found in Appendix A.1. It is surprisingly tedious because care must
be taken to preserve equivalence when translating a system of spheres to a single set of

worlds.

4.7 Relationship to System Z

Pearl (1990) introduced System Z with the goal of tractable reasoning about conditionals.
It is fundamentally based on a unique ranking of the conditionals, called Z-ordering.
As we shall see in this section, the Z-ordering is essentially equivalent to the ranking
imposed by only-believing. Moreover, Pearl’s notions of 0- and 1-entailment can be
characterized in 80.

System Z is not a logical language but a meta-logical framework. To accord with
System Z, we assume for the rest of this section that ¢,y are objective and propositional
and I contains finitely many conditionals ¢ = . We now give a few definitions from
(Pearl 1990); we only adapt them to our syntax.

Definition 4.7.1 (Pearl 1990) T tolerates ¢ = ¢ iff Ayoyrer(¢d’ D W) AP Ay is
satisfiable in classical propositional logic. I is consistent iff for every I’ C T, there is
some ¢ = ¢ € IV such that IV \ {¢ = ¢} tolerates ¢ = .

Lemma 4.7.2 T tolerates ¢ = ¢ iff w |F ¢ A \yoyreruipmyt (@' D W) for some w.

Proof. Since all formulas are assumed to be propositional, they are satisfiable in classical
logic iff they are satisfiable in £ by Theorem 3.4.1. The lemma thus follows immediately
from Definition 4.7.1. o

Definition 4.7.3 (Pearl 1990) LetI; = {¢ = v € T | '\ (Io U ...T;_q) tolerates
¢ = ¢} be defined inductively on .

® For ¢ = ¢ €T, the Z-rank is defined by Z(¢p = y) =i iff ¢ = ¢ € I.
* Foraworld w, Z(w) = min{: | w | /\Z(¢:>¢)ziand ¢:>¢er(¢ DY)}
® For aformula ¢, Z(¢) = min{Z(w) | w |= ¢}.

The following theorem relates the Z-ordering with only-believing and plausibilities.

Theorem 4.7.4 Let é |= OT, which exists and is unigue by Theorem 4.5.3.
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(i) T is inconsistent iff | 8| ¢| = oo for some ¢ = ¢ € T.

(ii) IfT is consistent, then | &|¢) = Z(¢ = ) + 1 for every ¢ = ¢ € T.
(ii) If T is consistent, then min{p | w € e,} = Z(w) + 1.
(iv) IfT is consistent and ¢ is satisfable, then | €| ¢] = Z(¢) + 1.

The proof is in Appendix A.2. Next, let us consider Pearl’s notions of 0- and 1-

entailment.

Definition 4.7.5 (Pearl 1990) O-entailment and 1-entailment in the context of I are

defined as follows:
e ooy iff T'U{¢p = —} is inconsistent;

* ¢ riyiff Z(p AY) < Z(§ A-).

Unfortunately, Definition 4.7.3 leaves the value of Z undefined in some cases. Firstly,
it says nothing about the value of Z(¢ = ) in case ¢ = ¢ ¢ I;. Similarly, Z(w) is
undefined for some w in case T is inconsistent. And Z(¢) is hence only defined for
consistent I' and satisfiable ¢.

Requiring I to be consistent seems acceptable. But the restriction of Z(¢) to satisfiable
¢ also means that, for example, ¥ +; ¢ is undefined. To alleviate this, we assume for the
following theorem that Pearl implicitly defined min {} = co. Under that assumption,
Z(w) and Z(¢) are well-defined for all w and ¢ provided that I is consistent. Then we
can show that 1-entailment corresponds to conditional belief in BO.

Lemma 4.7.6 Let ¢ be unsatisfiable. Then | €| ¢] = oo = Z(¢).

Proof. By assumption, there is no w such that w [ ¢. Then clearly [€]¢] = .
Moreover, Z(¢) = min {} = . m|
Theorem 4.7.7 Let T be consistent. Then ¢ +1 ¢ iff OT | =K=¢ A B(¢ = ¢).

Proof. ¢ v+ ¢ iff Z(¢p AY) < Z(¢p A =) iff (by Theorem 4.7.4 and Lemma 4.7.6)
[Elo Ayl < |€lpA-y]ift [€]¢p] #oandw |F (¢ D y)forallw e ey iff w = ¢
for some w € e, and p € P,and w |= (¢ D ¢) for all w € ez 4 iff (by Theorems 4.4.2
and 4.4.1) € E =K-¢ A B(¢ = ¢). i

There seems to be no equivalent to O-entailment in B0. Given that Pearl (1990)
himself criticizes O-entailment for being “extremely conservative” and thus missing out
on many intuitive consequences, this is probably not a big issue. Still, the following

theorem states bounds of 0-entailment in BO.
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Theorem 4.7.8 Let I be consistent.
Then OT |= K(¢ D ¢) implies ¢ +o ¢ implies OT = =K-¢ A B(¢ = y).
Proof. For the first implication suppose OI |= K(¢ D ). By Theorem 4.5.3, ¢ |= OT
exists and is unique. Then € |= K(¢ > ). By Theorem 4.4.2, w |= (¢ D ¢) for all w € e,.
Since I' is consistent, there is some e, which contains all worlds by Theorem 4.7.4. Hence,
¢ D ¢ is a tautology, and so ¢ A (¢ D =) is unsatisfiable. Thus by Lemma 4.7.2, there
is no I'” C T that tolerates ¢ = =, s0 ¢ ko Y.

As for the second claim, ¢ +q ¢ only if (Pearl 1990) ¢ +y y iff (by Theorem 4.7.7)
O £ —K~¢ A B(¢ = ). o

4.8 Representation theorem

In this section we investigate if and how entailments involving conditional beliefs can
be reduced to non-modal reasoning. In particular, we want to reduce the problem
OT E B(a = ¢) to non-modal first-order entailments.

The concept is due to Levesque (1984b), who developed it for OL. The idea is as
follows. Suppose at the first sphere of an epistemic state € it is believed that at object #5 is
broken, but everything else is not: e; = {w | w | y1} where y1 = Broken(x) = x = #5.
Obviously, é  B3xBroken(x), because #5 is broken: |= y; D IxBroken(x) holds. It
gets more tricky when x is quantified outside of B. Then we need to find a standard
name 7 that we can substitute for x so that |= y; D Broken(x)X. Obvious choices to try
are the standard names that occur in the knowledge base and in the query. Here this is
just #5, and indeed = y1 D Broken(x);‘s comes out true. In general, however, this is not
enough, and also objects 7ot occurring in the knowledge base and query must be tested.
For example, to show € |= Ax B—Broken(x) we could test #7. Luckily, we do not need to
test all (infinitely many) names: Levesque showed that the names from the knowledge
base and query plus a single additional one suffice already. The intuitive reason is that
names that do not occur in the knowledge base or the query cannot be distinguished.

The above sketch only refers to reasoning on a single sphere, but an epistemic state
may have many different spheres. Luckily, their number is bounded by the number of
belief conditionals, provided they are objective, according to Theorem 4.5.3. This allows
us to generate a formula which deals with every sphere in the above fashion, and check
whether this formula is valid. We formalize this idea in the rest of this section.

To begin with, we adopt Levesque’s trick of substituting finitely many standard names

for free variables.

Definition 4.8.1 (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) Let ¢ be an objective sentence and
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be an objective formula. Then RES[[y, ¢] is defined as follows:

e if ¥ has no free variables, then

RES[y. 6] = {TRUE if = (¢ D ¥);

FALSE otherwise;

e if x is a free variable in ¥ and
- N contains the standard names occurring in ¢ or ¥,
- n’ is a new standard name not in N,

then

RES[y. ¢1 = \/ ((x = ») ARES[(¥). 1) v

neN

A\ ((x # 7) ARES[(g5), ¢17).

neN

The case for free variables x tries all names from ¢ and ¢ plus another one, »’. Notice
that »’ is eventually replaced by x again, so that no new standard name is introduced
by RES[[¢, ¢]. Given an OL knowledge base O¢, Levesque would then replace every
occurrence Ky in the query (perhaps with free variables) with RES[[y, ¢].

For us, it is not that simple because our knowledge base OT consists not just of a
single sentence but of usually multiple conditionals, so we cannot simply read off ¢
from the knowledge base. Similarly, it is not immediate how one would form the ¢
from a conditional belief in the query. So how could ¢ and ¢ look like in our setting?
Firstly, it is fundamental is that OT for objective I can be represented with objective
formulas and their number is bounded by T as well.

Definition 4.8.2 Let I = {@1 = B1,...,@n = PBn}. Let € = OI. An objective
representation y of OI is an infinite sequence of objective sentences y,, p € P, such that
ey ={w | w Fy,} forall p € P. We write (y1,...,y4) if v, =y, forall p > g.

So y, represents what is believed at the pth sphere. Luckily, the unique-model prop-
erty for objective I from Theorem 4.5.3 essentially carries over to objective representa-
tions. Moreover, as shown in the proof of Lemma 4.5.2, first-order reasoning sufhices to
determine an objective representation.

Lemma 4.8.3 LetT = {¢1 = ¢1,....Pm = Ym} be objectiveand y = (y1,...,ym+1) be
defined inductively by y, = )\ 0yt (D1 D Wi). Then ¥ is an objective represen-

64
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tation of OT, and for every other objective representation y', |5y, =y, forall p € P.

Proof. The construction of ¥ precisely reflects € from Lemma 4.5.2. Since that € is
unique by Lemma 4.5.1, and by construction e, = {w | w | ¥,}, ¥ is an objective
representation and unique (modulo logical equivalence). o
The idea is that the ¥, of an objective representation of OT will take the place of ¢
in RES[¢, ¢]. But what about ¢? Recall that OT | B(a = p) iff for all p € P, if —a
holds at all spheres p” < p, then @ > B holds at sphere p. Provided that I' and ¢’, ¢’
are objective, we can reformulate whether OT" £ B(¢’ = ¢”) using Lemma 4.8.3: for
an objective representation ¥ of OT, the entailment OT |= B(¢” = ¢”) holds iff for all
1<p <m+1,if RES[-¢’, v, ] is valid for all p” < p, then RES[[¢" > ¢, y,] is valid.
We can thus define a procedure [|a||; to eliminate all B(¢” = ¢’) from a. To cope with
non-objective ¢’ or ¢’, we simply apply || - ||y recursively from the inside.
Definition 4.8.4 Let a be a formula without O and let ¥ = (y1,...,v,) be objective

sentences. Then |||l is defined inductively:
* |lally = a if @ is an objective formula;
* [[=ally = =llally;
* [[(e1 vV ally = (lailly V llezlly);

* [[Fxally = Ixllally;

* [IB(@ = By = AL, (ALZ, RESLI=elly, vp1) > RES[l(@ > B)llz. v, 1)-

We use [la|lor as an abbreviation for ||a|l; where ¥ is the objective representation of
OT from Lemma 4.8.3.

With these definitions, we can eliminate modal operators from formulas. We hence ob-
tain the following result, which generalizes the representation theorem from (Levesque
1984b; Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) to conditional beliefs.

Theorem 4.8.5 Let T = {¢1 = Y1,....¢m = Y} be objective and a be without O.
Then OT k= a iffE lalor-

These results are proved in Appendix B.5, where we consider the more general
representation theorem for ES8 that is to be introduced in the next chapter.

Let us illustrate the representation theorem with a simple example; a more elaborate
one that involves introspection and quantifying-in is shown in the next chapter.
Example 4.8.6 Let I contain the conditionals from the formalization in Example 4.2.2.

We show that OT" | B(=ltalian = —Veggie). From Example 4.5.5 we can read off an
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objective representation y of OI', which can be rewritten equivalently as

y1 = —~Aussie A Italian A y;

v2 = (Aussie D —Italian A Eats(roo)) A (—Italian D Aussie) A y;

Y3 =M,

where once again p = Meat(roo) A Vx(Veggie A Meat(x) D —Eats(x)) represents our
knowledge about meat and vegetarians.
By Theorem 4.8.5 we need to determine validity of [|[B(—Italian = —Veggie)||5, which

expands to

RES[-Italian D> —Veggie, y1] A
(RES[—~Italian, 1] > RES[—Italian > =Veggie, y2]) A
(RES[[-—Italian, y1]] A RES[=—Italian, y,]] > RES[—Italian > —Veggie, y3]).

The first line checks for belief at the first sphere, the second line checks the second
sphere, and the third line the third and last sphere.

Clearly y; [ (=Italian > —Veggie), so RES[—Italian > —Veggie, y1] is TRUE. Like-
wise, RES[——ltalian, y1] is TRUE, and RES[-Italian > —Veggie, y»] is TRUE as well
since ¥z [ —ltalian O —Veggie; hence the second line is TRUE D TRUE. Finally, since
v2 £ Ttalian, RES[[—=ltalian, y,] is FALSE, so the third line is TRUE A FALSE D ... (the
consequent is irrelevant as the antecedent is unsatisfiable).

Altogether, by Theorem 4.8.5, we have that OT | B(=Italian = —Veggie) iff TRUE A
(TRUE D TRUE) A (TRUE A FALSE D ...) is valid, which clearly is the case. That way, we

proved OTI" |z B(—Italian = —Veggie) without any non-modal reasoning whatsoever.

4.9 Discussion

In this chapter we presented the logic 80, which extends Levesque’s logic of only-
knowing OL to accommodate conditional beliefs. Many typical properties of conditional
belief are satisfied in BO (Theorem 4.4.1). Our definition of conditional belief is also
expressive enough to capture indefeasible knowledge. In fact, OL can be embedded in
BO (Theorem 4.6.4).

The arguably most important result from this chapter is the unique-model property
of only-believing for objective conditionals (Theorem 4.5.3). As a consequence, only-

believing an objective conditional knowledge base completely determines the agent’s
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beliefs. In fact, only-believing minimizes the agent’s beliefs and maximizes the non-
beliefs (Theorem 4.6.2) - just like only-knowing does for knowledge. In light of these
results it is fair to say: only-believing is to conditional belief what only-knowing is to
knowledge. In other words, not only does B8O subsume OL (Theorem 4.6.4), but it
handles conditional belief in the same spirit as OL handles knowledge.

Only-believing also turns out to be related to System Z (Theorems 4.7.4 and 4.7.7).
In a way, B0 incorporates the ideas of System Z in a single logical language, whereas
System Z is more of a meta-logical toolbox. B0 is also more general, as its behaviour
is also well-defined for inconsistent (in the sense of Definition 4.7.1) conditionals and
features first-order logic including quantifying-in and introspection.

Finally we extended Levesque’s representation theorem for OL to conditional beliefs.
Besides the unique model of only-believing, our simple semantics of conditional belief
made this possible: recall that in an iterated conditional like B(e = B(B8 = 7)) the
nested belief B(8 = 7) is not conditioned on @ (Property (xii) in Theorem 4.4.4). This
is different from other accounts of conditional belief. Levi (1988) argues on philosophical
grounds that B(e = B(B = 7)) should be equivalent to B(e A 8 = ). And Boutilier
(1993) defines truth of B(a = p) as truth of BS after revision by «. (We did the
same in (Schwering, Lakemeyer, and Pagnucco 2015).) Such semantics would have
made the reduction of conditional beliefs to non-modal reasoning (Definition 4.8.4)
probably much more complicated or perhaps even impossible, because the reduction
works its way from the innermost beliefs to the outside, which in Boutilier’s semantics
at least would clash with the revisions from the outer beliefs. In the next chapter, our
simple semantics will help us a second time, namely with the regression theorem. Not
conditioning nested beliefs on an outer belief’s antecedent hence seems to be worth to
be at odds with other formalisms. (In fact, Levi himself seems not to bother much, as
we writes he has “always been mystified why so many serious authors have thought that
the problem of iterated conditionals is so important.”)

The connections of B0 with OL and System Z open many interesting follow-up
questions. For example, Levesque (1990) and Lakemeyer and Levesque (2005) have
shown that only-knowing has close ties to autoepistemic logic (Moore 1985) and Reiter’s
default logic (Reiter 1980). It would be interesting how these relationships carry over to
only-believing. Such an investigation could possibly lead to a logic for reasoning about
contingencies in autoepistemic and/or default logic.

Another open problem is to develop a proof theory for BO. Existing proof theories
for the propositional fragment of OL (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001) and for different

accounts of conditional logic (Lewis 1973; Stalnaker 1968) could provide a good starting
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point. As for the first-order case, the following negative result inherited from OL sets
limits to any proof theory of B80: no sound and complete axiom system of 8O can
be recursive. The problem is that any sound and complete proof theory of BO needs
to be able to prove O{TRUE = TRUE} D —B=¢ for objective ¢ iff ¢ is satisfiable; yet
the satisfiable formulas are not recursively enumerable in first-order logic, so the proof
theory cannot be recursive.

Many further questions arise from the connections originating from System Z. In
particular, System Z is related to Pear]’s work on probabilistic inference (Pearl 1990,
2014), and it seems plausible to build on that to facilitate probabilistic reasoning in
BO. To this end, one might annotate conditionals with probabilities. Belle, Lakemeyer,
and Levesque (2016) similarly annotate sentences, but do not allow for conditional
probabilities.

An earlier approach to semantically capture System Z is due to Boutilier (1991).
Boutilier employs two modal operators to refer to the accessible and the inaccessible
worlds in a Kripke structure. In this sense, he draws on the idea of only-knowing, which
can be understood as a combination of two modalities: ordinary knowing (at least) and
knowing at most. The semantics of Boutilier’s logic is quite technical, and Boutilier
mentions as future work a “connective analogous to Levesque’s O operator” in order to
combine conditionals with the “semantic clarity of only-knowing.” BO addresses this
need with its only-believing operator. Otherwise, it is not easy to see how much OL
and B0 have in common with Boutilier’s logic. For example, it is unclear whether a
unique-model property comparable to Theorem 4.5.3 holds. A comparison of the logics
is left for future work.

This chapter extensively covered the problem of querying a conditional knowledge
base, represented as the entailment problem OT = B(a = ). We were not concerned
with the question how beliefs change in the face of physical actions or when new
information is received and beliefs need be revised appropriately. The interaction of
conditional belief with change in the sense of Reiter’s situation calculus is the focus of
the next chapter.

In terms of Levesque’s functional view of knowledge representation (Levesque 1984b;
Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001), the present chapter was concerned with asking, and the
next one deals with telling. Defining and studying according operations TELL and ASK
on epistemic states is another perspective of future work.

Reasoning in B0 is of course undecidable because it subsumes the first-order logic
L. While the representation theorem eliminates the modal operators, the complexity

of first-order logic remains. To alleviate this, we introduce a limited variant of 80 in
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Chapter 7.
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5 Actions and Belief Revision

In this chapter we investigate how conditional beliefs and classical revision interact with
actions. The logic, called ESB for epistemic situation calculus with beliefs, inherits the
conditional belief features from 80 and complements them with situation calculus-style

actions. Actions can have two different kinds of effects:
* the physical effect of, say, dropping a box is that fragile items in the box break;

* the epistemic effect of hearing a clink upon dropping the box is that it makes us

believe something inside the box broke.

The notion of actions follows the epistemic situation calculus ES (Lakemeyer and
Levesque 2011) presented in Chapter 3. Rather than adopting the approach of classical
sensing a la &S, however, we introduce a concept of informing where new information
is incorporated by classical revision techniques.

Our particular focus in this chapter is on the projection problem for beliefs, which
refers to determining what is believed after a sequence of actions occurs. Surprisingly,
the belief projection problem in the context of conditional beliefs and/or belief revision
remained open for a long time. We present two solutions. The first one is by backward
reasoning: formulas are rewritten in order to roll back any actions; this procedure is
called regression. The alternative is to reason forward: the knowledge base is revised and
updated according to actions that occur; this approach is called progression.

Besides these main results, we also lift the representation theorem from the previous
chapter to E8B. Finally we situate ESB within the popular belief revision postulate
systems and compare informing to sensing in ES.

The presentation of ES8 is based on (Schwering and Lakemeyer 2014, 2015; Schwe-
ring, Lakemeyer, and Pagnucco 2015). The results of this chapter require some lengthy

proofs, which are given in Appendix B to keep the presentation clear.
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5.1 Informing versus sensing

Informing and sensing are two related but different models of how an agent may obtain
new information from the outside world. The classical model (Scherl and Levesque
2003) is to let any action sense if a specific formula holds in the real world. Thus sensing
actions answer yes-no questions such as “is the gift broken?”; these answers are definitive
and cannot be revised. &S follows this approach, too.

In ESB, we use a more lightweight concept which we call informing. Here, an action
simply informs the agent about a suspected fact, possibly without any legitimization
from the real world. For example, a clink tells the agent “the gift is broken,” but nobody
verified this information and it might be actually wrong. This information is inherent
to the clink alone, it is independent of what is true in the real world.

Why would we give up the tried and tested concept of sensing? The trouble with
sensing is that it is not well-suited for contradictory sensings. Technically, when an
action 7 is performed, the set of possible worlds is thinned out by removing all worlds
which disagree with the actual world on the value of SF(n). For one thing, this means
that when two subsequent sensings contradict each other, no possible world is left. Such
a logically inconsistent state is highly undesirable as the agent likely is incapable of any
reasonable action. For another, even if contradictory information could be handled in a
useful way, some error model of would be necessary. Probably it would be represented
with two different axioms defining SF, one for the actual world and the other for the
possible worlds. Nevertheless it is not clear how these axioms should look like in general.

ESB addresses the need to handle contradictory information by using (iterated) belief
revision. That way implausible information can be displaced. They are not lost once
and for all, though, but instead they can be reinstated if new evidence suggests so. The
epistemic state of ESB is hence not just a set of worlds but a system of spheres as in
B0. New information is incorporated into this system using classical belief revision
schemes, namely natural revision (Boutilier 1993, 1996) or lexicographic revision (Nayak
1994; Nayak, Pagnucco, and Peppas 2003). Natural revision is suitable for less reliable
information, lexicographic revision on the other hand leads to strong belief in the new
information. For example, the clinking noise is perhaps a weak indicator that something
inside the box broke. On the other hand, when we see someone unboxing an object
or even do it ourselves, it is quite a convincing that the object actually was in the box,
unless perhaps we hallucinate. We hence refer to natural revision as weak revision and
to lexicographic revision as strong revision.

Formally, informing is modelled with a special atom IF(n) that represents the infor-
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mation carried by the action 7. Whenever 7 is executed, the epistemic state is revised by
the information IF(7) according to the revision scheme associated with 7. In particular,
this means to bring the most-plausible worlds that satisfy IF(7) to the new first sphere,
so that afterwards IF(n) is believed.

The second problem with classical sensing mentioned above is to axiomatize the
sensor error model. Informing “solves” this problem as a side-effect of its simplicity:
there is no error model (in general). (We show in Section 5.11 that informing can mimic
sensing a la 88, in which case the problems of classical sensing arise again, of course.)
Right or wrong information can freely flow in, without anybody or anything checking
its truth or falsity.

Informing has a specific exogenous flavour. In classical sensing, the sensing action
is clearly under the agent’s control, and its outcome is predetermined by the actual
world. By contrast, a clink, for example, is usually not performed by an agent, but
rather happens as a consequence of the agent’s actions such as dropping the box. Reiter
attributes such exogenous actions to “nature” (Reiter 2001). Unwrapping a gift box and
finding an object 7 could be modelled with an action unbox(7). Here, the parameter »
intuitively is not under the agent’s control but rather an exogenous input: nature fills
in which object 7 was in the box. Bacchus, Halpern, and Levesque (1999) use action
parameters in a similar fashion to model noisy sensing results in their probabilistic

model.

5.2 The language ESB

The language ESB is a combination of ES and BO. The reader will hence recognize
much of the following definition.

Definition 5.2.1 The symbols of ESB are the same as for ES (Definition 3.9.1) minus
K plus curly brackets, =, and B. There shall be a unary special fluent IF (instead of
SF). The terms are the same as in ES (Definition 3.9.2), except that action functions
come in two subsorts, namely weak-revision and strong-revision actions. The formulas
are formed by the same rules as ES (Definition 3.9.3) with the rule for Ka and O«
replaced with

® B(a; = B1) and O{a; = B1,...,aym = Bm} are formulas if a;, B; are formulas.

A formula that mentions no B or O is called objective. A set {¢1 = Y1, ..., ¢m = ¥}

is called objective when all ¢; and y; are objective. A formula that mentions function
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and predicate symbols only within B or O is called subjective. A formula that mentions

no [¢] or O operators is called static.

Perhaps a few clarifying words about sorts and subsorts are in order. Every function
symbol is to be of sort object or action, and every action function is to be of sort
weak- or strong-revision. As a consequence, every standard name is of exactly one of
the following sorts: object, weak-revision action, or strong-revision action. Variables,
however, exist for every sort and subsort; in particular, there are generic action variables,
which range over weak-revision and strong-revision actions.

Comparing the syntax of OL and ES (Definitions 3.6.1 and 3.9.3) on the one hand and
of BO and ESB (Definitions 4.2.1 and 5.2.1) on the other shows that ESB extends BO
with actions the same way as &S extends OL. The action operators and the conditional
belief operators thus have the same meaning in ESB as in ES and BO, respectively. We
also inherit the abbreviations Ba and Ker from 80.

The newly introduced predicate symbol IF is used to represent the information carried
by every action. For example, if ¢ is the action that represents a clink, IF(¢) would be
true iff something is broken. The subsort of ¢ indicates whether the information shall be
trusted weakly or strongly, which will be semantically reflected in the revision scheme.

We use the same logical abbreviations as for 80. Like with other unary operators,
[¢] shall bind stronger than any other operators; O, however, shall bind weakest. For
example, O[a|Broken(y) = Broken(y) vV InBox(y) AFragile(y) Aa = dropbox abbreviates
YaVyO(([a]Broken(y)) = (Broken(y) V ((InBox(y) A Fragile(y)) A (2 = dropbox)))).

Let us assume that standard names, variables, and function symbols of sort object in
ESB are exactly the standard names, variables, and function symbols of £, and similarly
that the rigid predicate symbols in E8B are the predicate symbols of L. Then clearly
every formula of £ or B0 is also a formula of ESB.

5.3 The semantics of ESB

Since ESB combines the features of BO and ES, it is no surprise that we can adopt
most semantic concepts from them. Action sequences and worlds are defined the
same way as in ES (Definition 3.10.1). An epistemic state is a system of spheres
as in BO (Definition 4.3.1), except that the worlds are worlds in the sense of ES
(Definition 3.10.1). The denotation of a term is also defined as in ES (Definition 3.10.2).

We define the semantics of ESB without the additional z parameter for the action
sequence used in ES. Instead of keeping the history of executed actions in the model,

we simply progress worlds immediately whenever an action occurs.
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Definition 5.3.1 The progression of a world w by an action standard name 7 is a world

w > n such that
* (w>n)g(ni,...,n,)] = wlg(ny,...,ng)] for all object function symbols g;
* (w>n)[R(ny,...,n)] = w[R(ny,...,n;)] for all rigid predicate symbols R;

* (w>n)[F(ni,...,np),z] = w[F(ni,...,n),nz]for all fluent predicate symbols
F and action sequences z.
We abbreviate w > n1>>...> np by w> (n1,...,mp).

It is immediate that @ > 7 is uniquely defined. Having that, we can define the

semantics of objective sentences.

Definition 5.3.2 The truth relation = of ESB for objective sentences is defined with

respect to a world w:

ESBU. w k= R(ty, ..., 1) iff
R isrigid and w[R(ny, ..., np)] = 1 where n; = w(t,);

ESB2. w E F(ty,...,tp) iff
F is fluent and w[F (n21,...,n.),{)] = 1 where n; = w(t;);
ESB3’. w E (t1 = t) iff ny and n; are identical names where n; = w(t;);
ESBY. wE —~a ff wlt a;
ESB5. wE(avp) iff wEaorwl B
ESBE. w = Axa ff w [ af for some name 7 of the same sort as x;
ESB7’. w E [t]la iff w>n | a wheren = w(t);
ESBY. w o iff w>z [ a for every action sequence z.

Only Rules ESB2’, ESB7’, and ESBY’ differ from the corresponding rules for ES in
Definition 3.10.4. The difference is because the action sequence is no part of the model
in E8B; instead, worlds are progressed immediately when an action is executed. Both
approaches are equivalent, but ours is easier to work with as we shall see when we give
semantics to the belief modalities.

Progressing an epistemic state by an action is more complicated, because the infor-
mation content of the action needs to be considered. That is, we need to first revise
the epistemic state before we progress its individual worlds. The following definition

introduces the necessary tools.
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5 Actions and Belief Revision

Definition 5.3.3 For an epistemic state ¢ and an objective sentence ¢, we define
* [é]=min{p|p=cco0re, # {}};
e [é]l=max{p|p=1ore, 1 #e,}.
e élg=(e1NW,....e;y N W) where W = {w | w = ¢} for objective ¢.

Intuitively, | €] denotes the first non-empty level of €, and [€] refers to the last
distinct level. Notice that |€] = co when the epistemic state is empty, whereas always
[€] € P since € converges. We will always make explicit when | €] can take the value
co. Restricting € to only ¢-worlds by writing €| ¢ is useful in combination with |€] to
capture the plausibility of ¢ in €: | €] ¢|. For now, this expression is only defined for
objective sentences ¢, for we have not yet introduced the semantics of beliefs; but in a
few moments we can generalize €| ¢ to arbitrary formulas. The reader may have noticed
that we introduced the same notation | €| @] already in Definition 4.3.2 for BO; once
we generalize €| ¢ to arbitrary formulas, the old definition of | €| a] from BO coincides
with the new one.

We can now define what it means to revise an epistemic state. Weak revision moves
the most-plausible worlds that satisfy the new information to the front. Strong revision,
by contrast, promotes all worlds that satisfy the new information over all other ones.
An illustration is depicted in Figure 5.1. The first sphere is thus the same after a single
revision, but the subsequent ones differ. Intuitively, after strong revision the agent is
more reluctant to give up belief in the new information again. Strong revision hence

leads to stronger belief in the new information than weak revision.

Definition 5.3.4 The weak revision € *, ¢ of € by an objective sentence ¢ is defined as

follows:

o if [€]¢] =oc0r  Exyvo=({})

o if [€]p] #oo: Exyd=(W,eqUW,... e[ UW) where W = (€] ¢)24)-
The strong revision & ¢ of & by an objective sentence ¢ is defined as follows:

o if[€]p]=0c0r  Ex¢=({})

o if [€]g] #£o0:  Exd =(C|P)z|g)-- > €D
E1=D)e)-g) YUW,...., €| =¢)s7 UW)
where W = (€] )z
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5.3 The semantics of ESB

(a) An epistemic state é. (b) Weak revision € #y ¢. (c) Strong revision € #g ¢.

Figure 5.1: The original epistemic state € in (a) has three different spheres (e, e, €3).
Hatched area indicates ¢-worlds; the most-plausible ones occur in ez, and
e3 contains additional ones. Weak (natural) revision by ¢ promotes these
most-plausible ¢-worlds, namely ez | ¢, to the first sphere, but leaves the
ranking otherwise unchanged, as depicted in (b). Strong (lexicographic) revi-
sion promotes all ¢-worlds, namely e | ¢ and e3 | ¢, over all =¢-worlds, but
preserves the relative ordering of the ¢-worlds and —¢-worlds, respectively,

as depicted (c).

When the revision mechanism is clear from context or irrelevant, we just write € * ¢.
In particular, we mean by € IF(n) the revision according to the sort of 7, that is,
€ xy I[F(n) if n is a weak-revision action and € =, IF(n) if 7 is a strong-revision action.

Now it is easy to define the progression of an epistemic state.

Definition 5.3.5 The progression of a set of worlds W and of an epistemic state € are

defined as

e Wen={w>n|weW}

® éx>n={(e{>n,...,e;>n)where(ef,...,e;) = €xIF(n).
We abbreviate €>> 71> ... n, by € > (n1,...,np).

The following lemma says that the revision and the progression of an epistemic state

are well-behaved.
Lemma 5.3.6 €%y ¢, € x5 ¢, and € > n are epistemic states.

Proof. Let € = (ey,...,e,4) be an epistemic state. Then e, C e,41 for all p € P, and
eg =epforallp >gq.
Hence (€#w @)y S (€#w P)ps1 for all p € P, and (€xy ¢)ge1 = (€#w @), for all

P = q+1, 50 €y ¢ satisfies the concentricity and convergence constraints, and thus is an
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5 Actions and Belief Revision

epistemic state. Likewise, (€ #s ¢), C (€% ¢)p41 forall p € P, and (€ %5 ¢)2.4 = (€%, ¢),
forall p > 2- g, so €%, ¢ is an epistemic state, too.

Finally consider € > n, which simply progresses the individual worlds in € IF(%).
It is immediate from Definition 5.3.1 that the progression w > n of a world w again
is a world. Thus W > # is a set of worlds if W is one, and if W € W', then W > #»n C

W’ > n. Therefore, since € * IF(n) is an epistemic state, € > 7 is one, too. m|

As mentioned above, weak and strong revision of the same epistemic state lead to the

same factual beliefs (but typically differ in the counterfactual beliefs).
Lemma 5.3.7 vy 6)1 = (Z, @)1 and |75 6| 6] = 1, 07 @ vy ) = (@ 4 ).

Proof. It [€|¢] = oo, €xydp = ({}) = €x,¢. Otherwise, (€+w d)1 = (€|d)|z|p) =
(€xs¢)1 #{} and [€xp|p] = 1. O

With these definitions in hand, we can give semantics to the full language.

Definition 5.3.8 The truth relation |= of E8B is defined with respect to an epistemic

state € and a world w:

ESBL. é,w = R(ty,..., 1) iff
R is rigid and w[R(ny,...,np)] = 1 where n; = w(¢;);

ESB2. é,w |= F(ty,...,tp) iff
F is fluent and w[F (ny,...,n),{)] = 1 where n; = w(t;);

ESB3. ¢, w |= (t1 = tp) ff ny and n; are identical names where 7; = w(t;);
ESB4. é,w E —a iff &, w | a;

ESB5. ewl=(avp) iff wkEaoré,wfE B;

ESB6. é,w = Axa iff €, w [ @f for some name n of the same sort as x;
ESB7. é,w kE [t]la iff €>n,w>nE a wheren = w(t);

ESBS. é,w = oa iff é>z,w>z | a for every action sequence z;

£SBY. ¢.w |- B(a = ) iff
forallp e P,if p < |€]a]) and w’ € ey, then €, w’ |= (@ D B);

ESBI0. &w = Ofar = Bi,...,an = B} iff
forallp € P, w’ € ¢, iff €, 0" | Nisjg)ay)sp(@i D Bi);

where €|a = (e NW,...,eu N W) for W = {w | €,w | a} generalizes €| ¢ to

arbitrary a.
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5.3 The semantics of ESB

Rules ESB2-ESB8 are just the ones from the objective semantics (Definition 5.3.2)
retrofitted with an additional epistemic state €, which in case of [¢] and O needs to be
progressed on the right-hand side. It is hence immediate that the Definitions 5.3.2 and
5.3.8 agree on the truth of objective sentences. The new Rules ES89 and ESB10 are

the same as for BO (Definition 4.3.2) and express the same intuition.
Theorem 5.3.9 Let @ be a sentence of BO. Then Ego a iff E a.

The proof is surprisingly tedious; we give it in Appendix B.1.
Lemma 5.3.10 E Do if F a.

Proof. For the only-if direction suppose |= Oa. Then by Rule ESB8, €> z,w >z = @
for all €, w, and z. In particular, this holds for z = (), and since é>() = € and
w > () = w, we have &, w |= a for all €, w, so £ a. Conversely, suppose |= @. Therefore
and by Lemma 5.3.6, for all €, w, z, we have €> z,w >z |= @, and by Rule ES88
¢, w [ Oa. Thus  Oa. mi

The proofs of Theorems 4.4.5, 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 4.4.3, 4.4.4, and 4.5.3 all carry over to
ES8B without any modification. By Lemma 5.3.10, Theorems 4.4.5, 4.4.4 and 4.5.3 also
hold after any sequence of actions. We therefore have the counterparts to the mentioned
BO theorems in ESB.

Theorem 5.3.11 F 0O{a; = B1,....,am = Bm} 2 \; Bla; = B;).

Theorem 5.3.12 ¢ E B(a = B) if [é|a] = oré,w | (@ D B) forall w € e|g|q).
Theorem 5.3.13 ¢ E Ka iff é,w | a forall w € ey and p € P.

Theorem 5.3.14 & = B(a v 8 = —B) iff [¢]a] < €] 8] or || @] = [Z] B] = co.
Theorem 5.3.15

(1) £ 0B(e = B) AB(B = y) > Ble = v);
(1) - OB(@ = y) D Bla A B = y);

(117) £ OB(a@ = B) = B(=p = —a);

(iv) = OBa AB(a > B) > BS;
(1) F oKa AK(a > B) 5 Kg;

(vi) £ oBa A B(a = ) o BS;

(vii) | oKa > Ba;

(viii) = 0B(a = ) > KB(a = B);
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5 Actions and Belief Revision

(ix) E 0-B(a = p) > K-B(a = p);

(x) £ O¥xB(a = B) 5 B(a = Vx B) where x does not occur freely in a;
(xi) = OKa if | o;
(xii) = OB(a = B(B = 7)) A =K=a > B(8 = ).

Theorem 5.3.16 Let T = {¢1 = ¢1,...,¢m = Ym} be objective.

Then there is a unique € = {e1, . . ., em+1) such that é = OT.

5.4 The belief projection problem

The belief projection problem is to decide if a specific belief holds true after a sequence
of actions. Logically this is expressed as an entailment problem: given a knowledge
base about the domain’s dynamics and the agent’s (conditional) beliefs, does a certain
formula about actions and beliefs follow? Following (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011;

Reiter 2001), we consider knowledge bases of the following form in this paper.

Definition 5.4.1 Let # be a finite set of fluent predicate symbols and IF ¢ . A
formula is fluent when it is objective, static, and all fluent predicate symbols are from

F . A basic action theory over F consists of two sets gy, and Zp,j, where

® X4y contains dynamic axioms, namely

- asentence O[a]F (x1,...,x;) = yr for every fluent predicate symbol F € #

where yr 1s a fluent formula;

- asingle sentence OIF(a) = ¢ where ¢ is a fluent formula;!
® 3. contains finitely many conditionals ¢ = ¢ where ¢ and ¢ are fluent sentences.

We identify X4y, with the conjunction of its elements and let O(Zgyy, Zp,e)) stand for
O({—Xgyn = FALSE} U Zy,)). Then the belief projection problem is to decide entailments

of the form
OZdyns Ziel) F [t1] - - [t ]B(@ = B).

The idea of basic action theories dates back to Reiter (1991, 2001). Sentences of the
form O[a]F (x1,...,xp) = yr are called successor-state axioms because they relate the

state after an action a to the one before a. They incorporate Reiter’s solution to the

1Usually, basic action theories also feature a precondition axiom of the form Poss(a) = 7 for a fluent
formula 7. It is generally treated very similar to the IF(a) = ¢ axiom. For simplicity, we omit it here.
Also see Section 5.11.
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5.4 The belief projection problem

frame problem (Reiter 2001). The informed-fluent axiom OlF(a) = ¢ axiomatizes the
information an action 4 tells the agent. The conditional =24y, = FALSE in O(Zgyn, Zpel)
expresses that the agent knows these dynamic axioms.

There are two principal answers to (belief) projection problems.

Query regression reasons backwards: it rewrites the query to undo the actions and thus
reduces reasoning about future situations to reasoning about the initial situation
(Reiter 1991, 2001). The goal is hence to rewrite the query [#1] ... [t ]B(e = B)
to a new, static query which is equivalent (modulo O(Z4yy, Zp,el)) to the original
query.

Successor-state axioms are fundamental to roll back an action: they deterministi-

cally relate every fluent’s value before and after an action. For example, a fluent

after an action such as [7]F (n’) can be replaced with the right-hand side of F’s

X

successor-state axiom yr*, 4. This process can be iterated until the initial situation

is reached.

As we shall see, this procedure not only works for objective formulas, but also for
conditional beliefs. In fact, two theorems will play a role analogous to successor-

state axioms: they relate [2]B(a = ) to a belief before 7.

Regression is a very elegant mechanism to eliminate actions from the reasoning
task. On the downside, the regressed query may grow exponentially in the number
of actions. The procedure is hence not suited for long-lived systems that amass a

huge number of actions.

Knowledge base progression reasons forward: it applies the action to the knowledge
base and thus produces a new “snapshot” of the world (Lin and Reiter 1997;
Reiter 2001). That is, we need to determine some updated beliefs ¥/ | such that
O(Zdyns Zhet) entails [2]O(Zgyn, 2 )-

A general way to do so is to rename all fluent symbols in the knowledge based
and initialize the original symbols to the correct value after an action using the
successor-state axioms. For example, if we have only a single fluent F and a
knowledge base F(n1) V F(n3), then after doing 7 the new knowledge base can
be represented as (R(n1) V R(n2)) A Vx(F(x) = ypfzz .

Unfortunately, progression is highly complex; it is not first-order definable (Lin
and Reiter 1997; Vassos and Levesque 2013). The problem is that in general it is

inevitable to introduce new predicate symbols, like we did with R above. These
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new predicates need to be forgotten again, which can be achieved using second-
order logic (Lin and Reiter 1994, 1997): R shall be an existentially second-order

variable.

We will see that the sketched general approach to progression can be generalized
to conditional knowledge bases using a notion of only-believing extended with

means to forget predicates.

Before we study regression and progression in the upcoming sections, let us formalize

Example 1.1.1 as a basic action theory and investigate a few example queries.

Example 5.4.2 The scenario comprises a single box that may contain items, which we
represent by a fluent predicate InBox(7). Items can be taken out of the box by action
unbox(7), and the box can be dropped by action dropbox. Dropping the box breaks
all fragile items in it, which is formalized using a rigid predicate Fragile() and another
fluent predicate Broken(r). A clinking noise, represented by the action clink, indicates
that something in the box seems to be broken: 3y (InBox(y) A Broken(y)). Intuitively
clink is exogenous, that is, it is not under the agent’s control but she observes (nature
executing) a clink. Unboxing an item 7 through action unbox(n) tells us that this item
was in the box and is not broken: InBox(7) A =Broken(7). The successor-state axioms

for InBox and Broken and the informed-fluent axiom constitute the dynamic axioms

T4yn = {O[a]InBox(y) = InBox(y) A a # unbox(y),
O[a]Broken(y) = Broken(y) V InBox(y) A Fragile(y) A a = dropbox,
alF(a) = (a = clink > Jy(InBox(y) A Broken(y))) A
Vy(a = unbox(y) D InBox(y) A =Broken(y))}.

We still need to decide of which revision sort the actions are. Since a clinking noise is a
rather unreliable hint that something is broken, we make clink a weak-revision action.
By contrast, when one takes an object out of the box, that object must indeed have
been in the box and be in one piece (otherwise one probably hallucinates), so unbox(#)
shall be a strong-revision action. We let dropbox be a strong-revision action, too; since
IF(dropbox) is vacuously true the revision has no effect anyway.

Our agent believes that most likely the box is empty; but taking the possibility into
account that she may be wrong about that, she believes that in this case only the gift
would be in the box. We use the object constant gift to refer to the gift that may or may
not be in the box. Note that it is not a standard name, so the agent might have no clue

what the gift actually is. She moreover believes that if there was something in the box, it
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would not be broken yet. Thus we define the initial beliefs as

Ypel = {TRUE = Vy-InBox(y),
dyInBox(y) = VYy(InBox(y) = y = gift),
dyInBox(y) = Vy(InBox(y) D —Broken(y))}.

This completes the basic action theory. As we shall see, O(Zgyp, Zpel) entails the following

queries.
Q1. Initially the agent believes the box is empty: BYy —InBox(y).

Q2. After dropping the box, she still believes the box is empty, but also that if some-
thing fragile was in the box, it would be broken:
[dropbox](B(Yy =InBox(y)) A Yy B(InBox(y) A Fragile(y) = Broken(y))).

Q3. When a clink occurs after dropping the box, she comes to believe that the gift was
in the box, but she has no idea what the gift is:
[dropbox][clink|B(InBox(gift) A Broken(gift) A =3y Bgift = y).

Q4. When the object #5 is taken out of the box, she believes that this must be the gift,
and that it is not broken after all:
[dropbox][clink][unbox(#5)]3y B(gift = y A —=InBox(gift) A =Broken(gift)).

We use the latter two queries to illustrate the results of this chapter: regression,
progression, and representation theorem. To begin with, we prove these queries seman-
tically.

Example 5.4.3 First we need to determine the epistemic state € £ O(Zdyn, Zhel)- By
Theorem 5.3.16, € is unique, and using the idea from the proof of Lemma 4.5.2 we
generate € = (ej, ez, e3). The first level ey contains all worlds that satisty Zdyn and the

material-implication-versions of all conditionals in Zyj, which simplifies to
er = {w | w [ Zgyn A Yy -InBox(y)}.

Thus | €| TRUE] = 1 and | €| IyInBox(y)| > 1, so the next level e, contains all worlds
that satisfy X4y, and FyInBox(y) > Yy (InBox(y) = y = gift) as well as IyInBox(y) >
Vy(InBox(y) > =Broken(y)), which simplifies to

e2={w | w [ Zgyn A Vy(InBox(y) D y = gift A ~Broken(y))}.
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Hence [ €] 3yInBox(y)] = 2, so all following levels contain all worlds that satisfy Xy,
that is,
es={wl|wkE z“dyn}'
Example 5.4.4 Now we can prove the above queries.
Q1. BYy-InBox(y).

Clearly, e; # {}, so |€|TRUE] = 1. Moreover w [= ¥Yy=InBox(y) for all w € e;. By
Theorem 5.3.12, the query holds.

Q2. [dropbox](B(Yy —-InBox(y)) A Yy B(InBox(y) A Fragile(y) = Broken(y))).

We progress € to evaluate this query. The action dropbox makes each Broken(n) true
when Fragile(n) and InBox(7) are true. Since dropbox makes a (strong) revision by
the vacuously true IF(dropbox), there effectively is no revision. The progressed state

¢ > dropbox is thus

(¢> dropbox); = {w | w | Zgyy A Yy -InBox(y)};
(¢> dropbox); = {w | w | Zgyn A

Vy(InBox(y) D y = gift A (Broken(y) = Fragile(y)))};
(¢ > dropbox); = {w | w |& Z4yy A Yy (InBox(y) A Fragile(y) > Broken(y))}.

By the same argument as for Q1, [dropbox|BYy —InBox(y) is true. And for all 7, there
is some w € (€>dropbox), such that w [ InBox(n) A Fragile(n), and then also
w |= Broken(n), so [dropbox]¥yB(InBox(y) A Fragile(y) = Broken(y)) holds as well.

Q3. [dropbox][clink]B(InBox(gift) A Broken(gift) A =3yBgift = y).
The action clink does not change the truth value of any fluents, but it triggers a
weak revision by Jy(InBox(y) A Broken(y)), that is, the most-plausible worlds from

¢ > dropbox satisfying this formula constitute the first plausibility level in the revised

state (¢ > dropbox) * clink. Thus (€ > dropbox)  clink can be written as

((¢> dropbox) * clink); = {w | @ = Zgyn A

Vy(InBox(y) = y = gift) A Broken(gift) A Fragile(gift)};
((¢> dropbox) * clink); = {w | @ = Zgyn A

Vy(InBox(y) D y = gift A Broken(gift) A Fragile(gift))};
((¢> dropbox) * clink); = {w | @ |5 Zgyn A

Vy(InBox(y) D y = gift A (Broken(y) = Fragile(y)))};
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((€> dropbox) * clink)y = {w | @ | Zgyy A
¥y (InBox(y) A Fragile(y) > Broken(y))}.

Since clink has no physical effect, (¢ > dropbox) > clink = (¢ dropbox)  clink. So
w [ InBox(gift) A Broken(gift) for all w € (> dropbox > clink);. Moreover, the
worlds do not agree on the denotation of gift, so there is no standard name 7 such that
w [ (gift = n) for all w € (€ > dropbox > clink);. Thus the query, which says that the
gift is believed to be in the box and broken but the agent has no clue what the gift is,

comes out true.
Q4. [dropbox][clink][unbox(#5)] 3y B(gift = y A =InBox(gift) A —=Broken(gift)).

We need to make another progression by unbox(#5). Firstly, the state is strongly revised
by IF(unbox(#5)), which is equivalent to InBox(#5) A =Broken(#5). The first two levels
of the revised state thus contain the IF(unbox(#5))-worlds from (€ > dropbox > clink);
and (€>> dropbox > clink),. For space reasons we only consider the first plausibility

level, which is

((¢> dropbox > clink) * unbox(*5)); = {w | w | Zgy, A
Vy(InBox(y) = y = #5) A gift = #5 A =Broken(*5) A —Fragile(*5)},

and when we then apply the physical effect of unbox(#5), namely make InBox(#5) false,

we obtain

(¢ > dropbox > clink > unbox(*5)); = {w | w | Zgyn A

Vy—InBox(y) A gift = #5 A =InBox(*5) A =Broken(*5) A —Fragile(*5)}.

The query is thus true, because all worlds at the first plausibility level agree on gift being
#5.

It is remarkable that Q4 would not have come out true if clink was a strong-revision
action. Then the agent would have rather believed that there were two (or more) items
in the box than that the clink was due to something other than an object in the box
breaking. That is quite reasonable: making clink a strong-revision action would have
meant strong trust in its information; the agent would therefore be reluctant to give up

the belief that something inside the box broke.
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5.5 Projection by regression

The first solution we offer for the belief projection problem is by regression. Regression
rewrites a formula about future situations to a formula about the initial situation.
The idea, due to Reiter (Reiter 1991, 2001), is to successively replace subformulas
[£]F(t1, ..., tp) with the right-hand side of F’s successor-state axiom yr. Intuitively this
is sound because the successor-state axioms ensure that action effects are deterministic.
As we shall see in this section, we can regress conditional beliefs after actions in a similar
way.
Definition 5.5.1 A formula that mentions no 0 or O and no fluent predicates other
than those from F U {IF} is called regressable.

To ease the technical treatment we assume that the formula to be regressed adheres to

the following form:

® it is rectified: quantifiers use distinct variables, and none of the variables occurs in

the basic action theory;
e the t; in action terms A(ty,. . ., t,) are standard names or variables.

It is easy to see that any formula can be rewritten to satisfy these constraints. For example,
IF(unbox(gift)) is transformed to Ix (x = gift A IF(unbox(x))). The first restriction is
needed because otherwise scopes of variables may collide during regression. The second
one will allow us to push action operators inside B, which would be inappropriate for
action terms like unbox(gift) because the denotation of gift shall be determined by the

real world.

Definition 5.5.2 The regression of an objective regressable formula @ after actions r

with respect to a basic action theory with dynamic axioms X4y, is defined as follows:
R1. R[r,R(t1,...,t)] = R(t1,...,t;) for rigid R;

R2. R[r,F(t1,...,t;)] for fluent F € F is defined inductively on r:

© RIOF (1. )] = Ftn,. . 1),
* Rlr- 6. F( i)l = Rlryey T30

R3. R[r,IF(t)] = R[7, ¢%];
R4. R[r,(t1 = t2)] = (t1 = t2);

R5. R[r,—a] = =R[r, a];
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R6. R[7, (a1 V az)] = R[r, a1] Vv R[r, az));
R7. R[r,Axa] = AxR[r, a];
R8. R[r,[t]a] = R[r - t, a].

We write R[a] for R[(), a].

With that definition, we can already regress objective formulas. The following theorem

states that regression soundly takes the dynamics out of the reasoning task.

Theorem 5.5.3 Let X4y, be the dynamic axioms of a basic action theory, ¢ be a fluent
sentence, and Y be an objective regressable sentence. Then gy A ¢ = ¢ iff ¢ | R[Y].

The proof is in Appendix B.2. Induction proofs about regression are quite involved
because formulas grow during regression. Our proofs are unconventional in that we use
a non-standard length measure (Definition B.2.9). Once it is shown that this measure is
well-behaved for inductions, the actual proofs come out quite easily. Besides that, the
idea is similar to the regression theorem for ES sketched by Lakemeyer and Levesque
(2011).

The key to extending regression to conditional beliefs is the relationship between
beliefs after an action and the conditional beliefs before that action. The following two
theorems establish such a relationship for weak- and strong-revision actions, respectively.
We will use this correspondence to regress beliefs similarly to how we use successor-state

axioms to regress ﬂuent atoms.

Theorem 5.5.4 Let a be a weak-revision action variable. Then

= 0[a]B(a = B) = -B(IF(a) = —[a]a) A BUF(a) A [a]la = [a]B) V
B(IF(a) = —[a]a) A B([a]a = [4]B) V
B(IF(2) = rALSE).

The proof is in Appendix B.2. Intuitively the disjunction on the right-hand side
considers three different cases. Action a triggers a revision, which promotes certain
worlds to the first plausibility level. In the first case, at least one of these worlds satisfies
@ after a, and therefore we need to consider information learned by 4 in the antecedent.
In the second case, none of them satisfies @ after a4, and therefore the revision is not
relevant to the belief. The third case deals with revision by inconsistent information.

The formal proof follows that intuition.
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Theorem 5.5.5 Let a be a strong-revision action variable. Then

E O[a]B(a = B) = -B(IF(a) A [a]a = FaLSE) A B(IF(a) A [ala = [a]B) V
B(IF(a) A [a]a = FALSE) A B([a]a = [4]B) V
B(IF(a) = FALSE).

The proof is in Appendix B.2. The three cases on the right-hand side are similar to
the ones for weak revision in Theorem 5.5.4. The strong revision caused by a promotes
all IF(a)-worlds over all =IF(a)-worlds. In case some of the former worlds satisfy «
after a, some of them make up the most-plausible a-worlds after 4, so the belief must
also be conditioned on IF(a). This is covered by the first case. Otherwise, if none of
the promoted worlds satisfies « after 4, the revision is irrelevant for that particular
conditional belief. The third case deals with revision by inconsistent information. The
formal argument follows this intuition and proceeds generally similar to the one of
Theorem 5.5.4.

Theorems 5.5.4 and 5.5.5 resemble successor-state axioms in that the action @ occurs
outside of the belief at the left-hand side, but not at the right-hand side of the equivalence.
We can use them in a way similar to Rule R2 to push the action inside the scope of B.

Once that is done, regression proceeds with the antecedent and consequent in B.
Definition 5.5.6 The regression of a regressable formula « is defined as in Defini-
tion 5.5.2 plus the following rule:
R9. R[r,B(e = )] is defined inductively on 7:
* R[(.Bla = B)] = B(R[a] = R[B]);
* R[r-t,B(e = B)] = R[r,o¢] where o is the right-hand side of Theorem
5.5.4 or 5.5.5 depending on the sort of ¢.
This completes the regression operator. The following theorem states its correctness.

Theorem 5.5.7 Let gy, Xpel be a basic action theory and let a be a regressable sentence.
Then O(Edyn’ z:bel) |: o l)fOZbel |: R[a]

The proof can be found in B.2. Let us illustrate regression using the gift-giving

example.

Example 5.5.8 Consider query Q4 from Example 5.4.2:

O(Zdyn’ Zhe) E
[dropbox][clink][unbox(#5)]3y B(gift = y A =InBox(gift) A =Broken(gift)).
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We first regress [unbox(#5)]3yB(gift = y A —InBox(gift) A —Broken(gift)), and then
show that the regressed sentence is satisfied by € > dropbox > clink, the progression of
the model of O(Z gy, Zpe1), which we determined in Example 5.4.3. We do not regress
by clink and dropbox here for space reasons; we handle them in Example 5.8.4 by
progression. After rewriting the formula to adhere to the normal form required for

regression, the task is to determine
R[[unbox(*5)]3y B3y’ (gift = y" A gift =y A =InBox(y”) A =Broken(y"))].
Regression then moves inside the existential and the action unbox(#5) and we obtain
Ay R[unbox(*5), B3y’ (gift = y" A gift = y A =InBox(y”") A =Broken(y"))].

The action unbox(#5) is then pushed inside of the belief modalities and we obtain, after

minor simplifications,

Ay (R[-B(IF(unbox(*5)) = raLse) A B(IF(unbox(*5)) = ¢)] v
R[B(IF(unbox(*5)) = raLsE) A By)] v
R[B(IF(unbox(#5)) = FALSE)])

where ¢ = [unbox(*5)]3y’ (gift = y" A gift = y A =InBox(y”) A =Broken(y")).

Now regression proceeds inside the belief modalities with the antecedents and con-
sequents. In particular, regressing ¢ substitutes InBox(y’) and Broken(y’) with the

right-hand sides of the successor-state axioms:

Rly] =By (gift =y  Agift =y A
—(InBox(y”) A unbox(*5) # unbox(y")) A
—(Broken(y”) vV InBox(y") A Fragile(y") A unbox(*5) = dropbox)).

After some trivial simplifications, the final regressed formula is equivalent to

(-B(InBox(*5) A =Broken(*5) = FALSE) A
JyB(InBox(*5) A —=Broken(*5) = gift = #5 A gift = y A =Broken(*5))) v
B(InBox(*5) A =Broken(*5) = FALSE).

Finally we need to prove that € > dropbox > clink satisfies this formula. Note that
there are w € (€> dropbox > clink); with w | InBox(#5) A —=Broken(#5). Consider
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any such w. Since such worlds do exist, =B(InBox(#5) A —Broken(#5) = FALSE) is
true, and therefore we need to prove that 3yB(InBox(#5) A —=Broken(#5) = gift =
#5 A gift = y A —Broken(#5)) is true as well. We substitute #5 for the existentially
quantified y. Since w = InBox(#5) by assumption and nothing but gift is in the box
at level (¢ > dropbox > clink)s;, w also satisfies the consequent, namely w [ gift =
#5A(gift = y),, A—~Broken(#5). Thus & > dropbox > clink satisfies the regressed formula.
We finish the proof of the query in Example 5.8.4 where we deal with dropbox and

clink by progression.

This completes the discussion of our first solution of the belief projection problem,

and we turn to progression next.

5.6 Forgetting in only-believing

Progressing a knowledge base by some action 7z means to update that knowledge base
according to the effects of 7. In other words, we want to forger the initial knowledge
and let an updated knowledge base take the place of the now obsolete knowledge. This
correspondence between progression and forgetting was first observed by Lin and Reiter
(1997). Their notion of forgetting is irreversible, and it is therefore not to be confused
with belief contraction known from belief revision theory. Unfortunately, even the
seemingly simple forgetting-as-erasure is already highly complex: in general, it requires
second-order logic (Lin and Reiter 1994, 1997).

The relationship between forgetting and second-order logic is easily seen by an
example. Consider the set of worlds e = {w | w = (G1 A G2)}, which expresses that
all we know is G; and G,. Forgetting G, should lead to additional possible worlds,
namely those which still satisfy G; but perhaps not G,. Assuming an appropriate
second-order extension of our language, the resulting set of worlds could be represented
ase’ = {w | w F AG2(G1 A G2)}, where G, is now an existentially quantified second-
order variable. (As for the semantics of the existential, we would want something like
w | IAG2(G1 A Gy) iff @’ = (G1 A G3) for some w’ that agrees with w on everything
except perhaps G».)

The reader may argue that the representation with second-order quantification is
overly complex, as we could simply write ¢’ = {w | w £ G;}. Indeed an atomic propo-
sition can be easily forgotten without second-order logic by replacing all occurrences
with TRUE and FALSE and taking the disjunction of the respective sentences (Lin and
Reiter 1994). However, things get more complicated when first-order logic comes into

play and whole relations, not just atomic facts, need to be forgotten. As a matter of fact,
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Lin and Reiter (1997) present an example for which forgetting of a relation cannot be
defined with first-order logic alone.

In this and the next two sections, we adopt the idea of progression of a basic action
theory through syntactic manipulation using existentially second-order variables. It was
introduced by Lin and Reiter (1997) in a non-epistemic setting. The first question that
arises here is therefore how to extend our language with second-order quantifiers. The
subsequent sections then investigate, firstly, how the revision of a knowledge base can
be represented, and, finally, how physical and epistemic effects on a knowledge can be
accounted for.

For the purposes of forgetting we need to introduce second-order variables in only-
believing expressions O{a; = Bi1,...,@, = B }. But what should be their scope?
The variables clearly should be quantified within O, yet its scope should encompass
all @; and B;, so that all occurrences in «@;, B; refer to the same variable. Adding full
support of second-order quantifiers and allowing them to appear between the O and
its arguments {@1 = Bi,...,a, = P} requires a quite cumbersome semantics,
though. On the other hand, full second-order logic is not even required for forgetting
- existentials between O and {a1 = Bi1,...,an = Bn} suffice. As it permits a much
simpler semantics, we parameterize the only-believing operator with a finite set of

function and predicate symbols, which are taken to be existentially quantified inside O.

Definition 5.6.1 The set of well-formed formulas is the least set formed from the rules
from Definition 5.2.1 and

e Og{a; = Bi1,...,ay = B} is a formula where the a; and B; are formulas and

S is a finite set of object function and predicate symbols.

We say a is S-free when it mentions no object function or predicate symbol from S.

Due to the relationship between existential quantification and forgetting, we read
Os{a1 = Bi1,..., @ = Bm} as “before everything about S is forgotten, the condi-
tionals @; = fB; are all that is believed.” We let S stand for a finite set of object function
and predicate symbols for the rest of this chapter.

To characterize the semantics of existential quantification, we use the following

relation to say that two worlds agree on everything except perhaps certain symbols.

Definition 5.6.2 We define w ~s w’ iff
* wlg(ny,...,np)] =w'[g(n,...,np)] for all object function symbols g ¢ S;

* w[R(n,...,np)] =w'[R(ny,...,n)] for all rigid predicate symbols R ¢ S;
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* w[F(ny,...,n),z] = w'[F(ny,...,n),z] for all fluent predicate symbols F ¢ S

and action sequences z.

For aset of worlds W and an epistemic state €, we let Ws = {w’ | w € W and w 5 w'}
and €s = ((e1)s. - - .. (erz))s)-

Intuitively, w ~s @’ means that w and w’ agree on everything except perhaps S.
Notice that w ~ w’ iff w = w’. The epistemic state €s is the result of forgetting
everything about S in €. For example, suppose one believes that R and (R = R’) in
éand e; # {}. Then w[R] = w[R’] = 1 for all w € eq. Belief in R is then lost in
€(ry> while R’ is retained: for each w € ey, not only w € (€(z})1, but there also is a
w’ € (€ry)1 which agrees with w on everything except that w’[R] = 0.

Definition 5.6.3 The semantics of the new only-believing operator is defined using

standard only-believing:

ESB11. é,w = Og{ar = Bi,..., 0 = B} iff

¢, v O{ar = Bi,...,an = Bn}and € = €’ for some ¢’.

Note that extended only-believing subsumes standard only-believing, as their seman-
tics coincide for S = {}. It is not surprising that earlier results such as the unique-model
property from Theorem 5.3.16 and the regression result Theorem 5.5.7 carry over to

the extended operator.

Corollary 5.6.4 Let T = {¢1 = Y1,....¢m = Y} be objective.

Then there is a unique € = (e, . . ., ep+1) such that € |= OgT.
Proof. € | OT is unique by Theorem 5.3.16, so € = €’ is unique by Rule ES811. O

Theorem 5.6.5 Let Xayn, Tyl be a basic action theory with S-free Ly, and let a be a
regressable sentence. Then O s(Zdyn, Zpel) F @ iff OsZpel F Rla].

The proof is an easy consequence of the original regression theorem shown in Ap-

pendix B.2.

5.7 Revision of only-believing

How does a conditional knowledge base change when new information comes in? An
answer to this brings us already half way to knowledge base progression. Because to
update a knowledge base when an action occurs, progression needs to take into account
both the revision effect and the physical effect of an action. Here we are only concerned
with the former. The goal is to find for a set of objective conditionals I a revised set

I % v that matches the semantic revision by v.
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Semantically, performing an action brings along a revision of the epistemic state,
which promotes certain worlds over others. In this section we examine how the semantic
revision can be matched syntactically. More precisely, we are looking for a set of
conditionals I x v which is only-believed when I" was only-believed before revising by v.

Recall that by Theorem 5.3.14, B(a vV 8 = —3) asserts that @ is more plausible than
B or both are considered impossible. We use this to define I's as the set conditionals
whose material implication holds in the first sphere consistent with §. I's will be helpful
to characterize different spheres in order to represent revision by 4.

Definition 5.7.1 Is ={a = BT |Or'EBWG V-(a D> B)= (e D B))}.

A syntactic representation of weak revision by v needs to reflect that the most-
plausible v-worlds are promoted to the first level. To this end we use a new dummy
predicate R to partition the worlds: the R-worlds represent those which are promoted,
and the —R-worlds represent the beliefs before the revision.

Definition 5.7.2 Let R be a rigid predicate symbol. Let I' = {¢1 = ¥1,. .., ¢ = ¥}
and v be objective and {R }-free. Then the weak revision of T by v is

I' %y, v = {TRUE = R} U
{-(R D> v) = FALSE} U
{-(R>(¢pD¢)=>FALSE | p = ¢ €T, } U
{(=R A ¢) =y [¢=>yell

We now prove that the revised set of conditionals (after forgetting R) matches

semantical weak revision.

Theorem 5.7.3 LetT = {¢1 = Y1,...,¢m = Y} and v be objective and S-free. Let R
be the nullary rigid predicate newly introduced in T »y, v.
Ifé = OgT, then € «y v E Osu(r) #w v.

The proof is in Appendix B.3. It proceeds by constructing a state ¢’ whose first sphere
is e{ = ((€#wv)|R)1 and the subsequent spheres are e, = ((€*wv)|=R), for p > 1.
Then é’ is a model of OT sy, v, and forgetting S U {R} obtains the theorem.

Strong revision changes the ranking of the worlds more profoundly than weak
revision, and representing this change is hence more complex. Strong revision by v
promotes all v-worlds over all —v-worlds. We therefore duplicate the conditionals from
I" twice using new predicates, and require v to be true in the first copy. The revised
truth values are then set through additional conditionals based on the dummies’ truth

values.
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To ease the presentation, we restrict our consideration of strong revision to static
formulas. They are sufficient for our purposes of progressing a basic action theories,
since the initial beliefs Xy, are static as well. Extending the below definition and theorem

for non-static conditionals is straightforward.

Definition 5.7.4 Let T = {¢1 = ¥1,...,¢m = ¥, } and v be objective and static. Let
8’ be the object function and predicate symbols in ', and let 8" be just as many object
function and rigid predicate symbols of corresponding arity which do not occur in T or v.
For any formula 3, let 8* be the formula obtained from by replacing each symbol from
8’ with the corresponding symbol from S”. Let A= {¢ = ¢ € T, | OT | K(¢ D y)}.
Then the strong revision of T by v is defined as

Cxgv = {¢" Syt |d=>y el,} U
{"Av)=y =y ely} U
{TRUE 2 v} U{=(¢" DY) Vv v|d =y €A} U
{=((v A=v") D (¢ D ¥)) = FALSE | ¢ = ¢y €[} U
{=((mrv AV") D (¢ D ¥)) = FALSE | ¢ = ¢y € [, } U

{~((v=v)2(@=¢)AW=y")) = raLsE | ¢ = €T}

The first and the third line account for the promoted v-worlds in the revised epistemic
state. In particular, the third line asserts that there is the right number of levels where
v holds. The material implications in the last three lines set the original predicates
according to the values of the dummy predicates.

As with weak revision, the syntactic strong revision I' %5 v matches its semantic

counterpart.

Theorem 5.7.5 Let T = {¢1 = ¢1,...,dm = Ym} and v be objective and static. Let S
be a finite set of object function and predicate symbols, and let v be S-free. Let S” be the
symbols newly introduced in T s v. If € |= OgL, then € ;v = Ogus/T *sv.

The proof is structurally similar to the proof of Theorem 5.7.3 and can be found in
Appendix B.3.

5.8 Projection by progression

With the preparatory work from the preceding two sections, we are now ready to
define the progression of a basic action theory X4y, Zpe. Given an action standard

name 7, we first revise the theory by »’s information and then apply »’s effects on
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fluents. The revision is captured by Xy * ¢% where ¢ is from the informed-fluent axiom
OlF(a) = ¢ € X4y, and the type of revision corresponds to the subsort of 7. (The
reason for taking ¢? instead of IF(n) is to keep the belief conditionals fluent.) In this
section we show how the physical effects of 7 are handled.

For two sets of predicate symbols ¥ = {Fy,...,Fp} and R = {Ry,..., Ry} of

corresponding arity we denote by a, the formula obtained by replacing each F; with
R;in a.
Definition 5.8.1 Let Xy, il be a basic action theory over fluents 7 = {Fy,..., Fp },
and let R = {Ry,..., Ry} be rigid predicates of corresponding arity which do not other-
wise occur in Zgy, or Zpel * @5 Let 7 be a action standard name. Then the progression
of Xyl by 7 is defined as

Zhel > 1 = (Zpe) * gofl)g U{=Vxq1...Vx;(F(x1,...,x7) = ’)/FZZ) = FALSE | F € F }.

The intuition behind the definition is as follows. When 7 is executed, the beliefs are
first revised by the information ¢? produced by 7, which leads to . * ¢%. The beliefs
(Zpe * gofl); represent the same conditionals belief as | * @2, except that each F; is
renamed to R;. Intuitively, the R; memorize the value of F; before the physical effect of
n. The additional conditionals in Ty, > 7 initialize each fluent F(x1, ..., x;) with its
value after doing 7, that is, y# % . Notice that the progression of a basic action theory
again is a basic action theory over ¥, so progression can iterate.

The following two results establish the correctness of progression. The first theorem
says that, if all that is believed is a basic action theory, then after doing action 7 all that

is believed is the progressed basic action theory.

Theorem 5.8.2 Let Yyyn, Zhel be a basic action theory. Let S’ be the symbols newly intro-
duced by Zhel > 7. Then IZ Os(zdyn, Zbcl) D [n]OSUS’(Edym Zhel > 71)
The second theorem says that the same beliefs are entailed by a basic action theory

after doing action 7 and the progression by 7 of that basic action theory.

Theorem 5.8.3 Let Yyyn, Zhel be a basic action theory. Let S’ be the symbols newly intro-
duced by Ty, > n. Then O s(Zgyn, Ziel) F [72]a iff Osus (Zdyn, Zbel > 1) | .

The proofs of both theorems are in Appendix B.4. They proceed in two steps.
First, we show that X, * ¢2 and (X, * <pfz);r; determine the same conditional beliefs
modulo the substitution of ¥ by R, where R € 8’ is the set of rigid predicates from
Definition 5.8.1. Second, we see that after progressing the individual worlds in the

model of O(Zgyn, Zpel * ¢5) by 7, the resulting epistemic state agrees with the model of
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O(Zdyn> Zbel > 1) on everything except perhaps R. We therefore have that, when using
standard only-believing, the semantic progression and the syntactic progression agree
on everything except R. Using the extended only-believing operator also the differences

in R vanish.

Example 5.8.4 Let us proceed with query Q4 from Example 5.4.2 which we investi-
gated in Example 5.5.8 already. The query involves the action sequence dropbox, clink,
unbox(#5). Since dropbox is a physical action with no epistemic effect, let us take an
abbreviation instead of doing it by the definitions: it is easy to see that € > dropbox

from Example 5.4.4 satisfies O(Zgyy, ) where

¥/ = {TRUE = ¥y -InBox(y),
dyInBox(y) = ¥y (InBox(y) = y = gift),
dyInBox(y) = V¥y(InBox(y) > (Broken(y) = Fragile(y))),
=¥y (InBox(y) A Fragile(y) > Broken(y)) = FALSE}.

We focus on the progression of O(Zgyn, X[ ) by the weak-revision action clink. Accord-

ing to Definition 5.7.2, the revision ¥/ | * ¢%. = contains the conditionals
c clin.
® TRUE = R;
* -(R> gojhnk) = FALSE;
® (R > (¢ D ¢)) = raLsE for each ¢ = y € X/ | such that O] | F B(e?. | V
(¢ D y¥) = (¢ DY)
* “RAp=>yforeachp >y el .

This amounts to

X[ * P4k = LTRUE = R,
=(R > Ay (InBox(y) A Broken(y))) = FALSE,
=(R > (IyInBox(y) > ¥y (InBox(y) = y = gift))) = FALSE,
=(R > (AyInBox(y) o Yy (InBox(y) o (Broken(y) = Fragile(y))))) = FALSE,
=(R > (=Vy(InBox(y) A Fragile(y) > Broken(y)) D FALSE)) = FALSE,
TRUE A =R = Vy-InBox(y),
=R A JyInBox(y) = ¥y (InBox(y) = y = gift),
=R A dyInBox(y) = Yy(InBox(y) D (Broken(y) = Fragile(y))),
=R A =¥y (InBox(y) A Fragile(y) > Broken(y)) = FALSE}.
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In the progression > clink the fluents InBox and Broken are renamed Rp,pox and
RBroken, respectively, and two conditionals are added to set InBox and Broken to its

correct value:

InBox Broken

’ : — 7’ a
Ty > clink = (Zy  + Plink) R Ry

{=(InBox(y) = Rinpox(y) A clink # unbox(y)) = FALSE,

_'(BrOken(y) = RBroken(y) v
Rinox(y) A Fragile(y) A clink = dropbox) = FALSE}.

Let us consider projection problem Q4 from Example 5.4.2 another time:

O(Zdyn’ Zhel) F
[dropbox][clink][unbox(*5)]3y B(gift = y A =InBox(gift) A =Broken(gift)).

So far we have determined the progression of X, by dropbox and clink, and in Exam-
ple 5.5.8 we regressed the query by unbox(#5). Together, this projection problem can

therefore be recast as the purely static entailment problem

O (R Rinpos Rioken} (Zdyns Ziyey > clink) [
-B(InBox(*5) A =Broken(¥5) = FALSE) A
B(InBox(#5) A =Broken(*5) = gift = #5 A =Broken(*5)) v
B(InBox(*5) A =Broken(#5) = FALSE).

The equivalence of both entailment problems follows from the progression and re-
gression results, Theorems 5.8.3 and 5.6.5. Let us confirm for this example that the
(regressed) query indeed is a logical consequence of the (progressed) theory. In Exam-
ple 5.4.4 we proved that €>> dropbox > clink satisfies the regressed query. So it sufhices
to show that &> dropbox > clink is the model of O(r Ry, Ryyopen} (Edyns 2oy > clink).
Following the procedure from the proof of Lemma 4.5.2, €’ | O(Zgyn, X[, > clink) ift

>/ __ ’ ’ ’ ’
€’ =(ej,ej, e}, e,) where

e ={w|w EFZgn ARA
(R o Vy (RInBox(y) =)= glft) A RBroken(gift) A Fraglle(glft)) A
Vy (IHBOX(J/) = RInBox(y)) A VJ/ (BrOken()’) = RBroken(y))};
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e; ={w | w [ Zgyn A (R D Vy(Rimpox(y) =y = gift) A Rproken(gift) A Fragile(gift)) A
(=R 2 ¥y = RmBox(7)) A
¥y (InBox(y) = Ringox(y)) A ¥y (Broken(y) = Rproken(¥))};

5 ={w | w | Zayn A (R O ¥y (RinBox(y) = ¥ = gift) A Rproken(gift) A Fragile(gift)) A
(=R 2 ¥y (RinBox(y) 2 ¥ = gift A (Rproken(y) = Fragile(y)))) A
Vy (InBox(y) = Ringox()) A ¥y (Broken(y) = Rproken(¥))};

ep={wl|lwkE Zgyn A (R D VY (Rinox(y) = = gift) A Rproken(gift) A Fragile(gift)) A
(=R 2 ¥y (RinBox(y) A Fragile(y) D Rproken())) A
¥y (InBox(y) = Rinpox(7)) A Yy (Broken(y) = Rproken(¥))}3

’
{R.RunBox>RBroken }
in €’ represent the worlds from (¢ > dropbox > clink);, and the =R-worlds represent

and then it is easy to verify that € = &> dropbox > clink: the R-worlds
the additional worlds in (¢ > dropbox > clink),. Since there is no other model by

Corollary 5.6.4, the static entailment equivalent to Q4 shown above indeed holds.

5.9 Representation theorem

So far in this chapter, we have seen how actions can be taken out of the belief projection
problem, which leaves us with static reasoning about beliefs as in 80. In Section 4.8
we saw that such belief entailments can be reduced to ordinary non-modal reasoning. It
thus appears straightforward to extend the representation theorem for B0 to the static
formulas of ES8.

At first sight, this may seem trivial, as static ESB adds nothing but terms of sort
action to BO. The catch is that action standard names are not atomic but formed with
an action function symbol A. In general, taking all ground terms as standard names is
problematic: if all we knew was ¢ = P(#1) A Vx (R(x) D R(g(g(x)))), which intuitively
means that P is the set of odd natural numbers, then RES[P(x), ¢]] would have to
enumerate all odd “numbers:” #1, 7(¢(*1)), 4(4(9(9(*1)))), and so on. Levesque (1984b)
concludes that such standard names would be too expressive for the representation
theorem.

Our rescue is that action function symbols may only take terms of sort object, which
restricts the nesting of standard names at the first level already. Action standard names
are hence of the form A(ny, ..., n;) for object standard names 7;. We hence only need
to update the RES[[y, ¢] operator (Definition 4.8.1) to handle free action variables.

Care needs to be taken to choose the right action standard names to substitute for
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the free action variable. For example, a relevant action standard name might not occur
directly but be “hidden,” as in Ix(a = A(x) A x = #1) as opposed to @ = A(*1). Clearly
this formula is true for certain values of 4, but we can find out so only by trying A(#1)
for a. So at least we need to consider all action standard names that can be formed from
the action function symbols and object standard names that occur in ¢ or ¢. As another
example, consider Ax(a = A(x) A x # #1). Again this sentence is true for appropriate a,
but we can neither find that out by substituting A(*1) for 2 nor with some arbitrary
other name A’. Instead, we need to test A(n) for some 7 # #1. So the trick is to take the
action function symbols from ¢ and ¢ and close them also under some names that do
not occur in ¢ or ¥, such as A(#2) in this example.

While the definition of RES below admittedly seems complex at first, it follows this

rather simple idea. We also provide an example to illustrate it below.
Definition 5.9.1 Let ¢ be an objective sentence and ¢ be an objective formula. Then

RES[y, ¢] is defined as follows:

e if ¥ has no free variables, then

L )
RES[y. 6] = TRUE 1if (¢ D ¥);

FALSE otherwise;

e if y is a free object variable in ¢ and
- N contains the object standard names occurring in ¢ or ¥,
- . .
- n’ is a new object standard name not in N,
then

RES[y. 1 = \/ (v = ») ARES[(¥), 61) v

neN

A (@ # 2) ARES[(w),). 617 );

neN

e if a is a free action variable in ¢ and there is no free object variable in ¢,

A contains the action function symbols occurring in ¢ or ¢,

K is the maximal arity of the symbols in A,

N contains the object standard names occurring in ¢ and ¥,

N ={nl,....ng | nl ¢ N} contains K new object standard names that

neither occur in ¢ nor in ¥,
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- M ={An,...,n,) | A € Aandn; € N} is the set of action standard

names formed from the action symbols A and object standard names N,

- M ={Any,....,n) | A€ Aandn; € N UN’} \ M is the set of action
standard names formed from the action symbols A that and the action
standard names N U N’ but have at least one argument from N’ that does

not occur in ¢ or ¥,
- A’ ¢ A is anew action constant that neither occurs in ¢ nor in ,

n ..n .
- forn’ = A(ny,...,n) € M’ welet (n'),} K denote the result of replacing
in A(ni,...,np) every occurrence of an object standard name nlf e N’

(which may occur zero or more times in 71, . . ., 7n;) with the variable y;,

then

RES[y, 4] = \/ ((a = n) A RES[(y5), 4]) v

nem
\/ B By (@ = YLy A
neM’
ANOi =7 A N\ i # 3;) ARES[w5), 617) v
1<i<Kn"eN 1<i<j<K
Ay (@ # A ..p)) ARES[W4), 612).
AeA

Before we explain the new case for free action variables, note that the other two cases
are the same as in the representation theorem for 80. Like in Definition 4.8.1, the case
for a free object variable y tries all names from ¢ and  plus a new one, 7’. Notice that
n’ is eventually replaced by y again, so that no new standard name is introduced by
RES[y, ¢].

Now consider the case when ¢ has a free action variable 4 and there is no free object
variable in ¢. First, we remark that the condition that there shall be no free object
variable in ¢ is merely a tie-breaker so that RES is well-defined; we could equally well
require analogously in the case for free object variables that there shall be no free action
variable in y.

The first and the last of the three large disjuncts in RES for action variables are similar
to the case for free object variables. M contains all action standard names that can be
formed from the symbols in ¢ and y, it thus corresponds to the set NV in the case for
free object variables; all these names are tested explicitly. The new action constant A’

corresponds to 7 in the case for an objective variable; it is tested and then again replaced
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by a to avoid a new standard name in the result.

New is the middle disjunct of RES, that is, the disjunction over n” € M’. It covers
the action names which are partially but not fully formed from symbols in ¢ or . Let
us consider an example to illustrate how it works. Suppose ¢ or ¥ mention a single
binary action function symbol A € A and one object name 7y € N. Then K = 2,
so N’ = {n{,n}}; intuitively these object names represent all names which do not
occur in ¢ or . Let us consider the subformula where 7" € M’ has the value A(71, n}).
After doing the substitution, the subformula begins with 3y13y2((a = A(n1,92)) A (y1 #
n)A(y2 #n) A1 # y2) ARES[[lﬁjl(m,né)’ ¢]]j(n1’n;)). Imagine A(n1, 7)) where n) ¢ N

A
A}’
A(ny,ny)is represented by A(n1, 7}). Intuitively this works because ¢ cannot distinguish

substituted for a: then the formula is equivalent to RES[[J’Zl(nl n,),qﬁ]] that is,
G
between A(n1, 7)) and A(n1, 7)), as n}, ny ¢ N.
Besides this extended RES[[y, ¢] operator we also need to reflect forgetting of the
extended only-believing in our reduction. To this end, we add second-order quantifiers

to the language.

Definition 5.9.2 The set of well-formed formulas is the least set formed from the rules
from Definitions 5.2.1 and 5.6.1 and

® JSa is a formula, where S is a finite set of object function or predicate symbols

and « is a formula.

Semantically these quantifiers are easily interpreted with ~ g from Definition 5.6.2.

Definition 5.9.3 The semantics of existential second-order variables is defined as fol-

lows:
ESB12. é,w EASa iff for some w’, ¢, w’ F @ and w ~g w’.

We remark that this simple semantics of second-order quantifiers does not behave
well with quantifying-in. Lakemeyer and Levesque (2009, 2011) extend the semantics
with another parameter for variable maps where the extension of second-order variables
is memorized. As we use them for objective reasoning only, the simple semantics is
sufficient here.

An objective representation in ES8 is defined analogously to objective representation
in 80 (Definition 4.8.2).

Definition 5.9.4 Let I = {&1 = B1,...,@n = Bm}. Let € | OgI. An objective
representation ¥ of OgI is an infinite sequence of objective sentences y, such that

Yy ={w | w | 3ASy,} forall p € P. We write (y1,...,y4) if 4 = v, forall p > q.
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The following lemma corresponds to a similar result for B8O (Lemma 4.8.3).
Lemma 5.9.5 Let T = {¢1 = ¥1,....,¢m = Um} be objectiveand y = (y1,. .., Ym+1)
be defined by v, = Nisyobbiniyprb-: (D D ¥i)- Then vy’ = (ASy1,...,A8Vm41) is an
objective representation of OsT, and for every other objective representation y"', for all
pPeERFY, =V
Proof. As argued for Lemma 4.8.3, ¥ is an objective representation of OI'. Let € = O’
and €’ |= OgI'. Forall p e Pand forall w, w | Y, iff w’ | y, for some w’ ~s w iff
w’ € e, for some w’ x5 w iff w € (€s), iff w € ¢,. i

We can now reduce belief projection problems OT = [#1]. .. [ ]B(a = B) to static,
non-modal (even though in general second-order) logic, provided that T is objective.
The belief entailment obtained after eliminating the actions by means of regression or
progression is solved the same way as in 80 (Definition 4.8.4). By Lemma 5.9.5, we
only need to consider a single objective representation of O sI" which is moreover finite.
Then the very same procedure as in B8O works to eliminate conditional belief operators

from the query.

Definition 5.9.6 A formula is belief-static if for every non-static subformula [¢]a or
Oa, « is objective. Let @ be a belief-static formula without O and let ¥ = (y1,...,v4)

be objective sentences. Then ||@||; is defined inductively:

* |lally = a if @ is an objective formula;

I=ally = —llelly;

* [l(a1 Vv ad)lly = (lailly v llezlly);
* [Axally = Ax|lally;
[ ]

-1
1Bl = Blly = AL, (A% RESIIally 7/1) > RESTI(@ > Bl 7,1)
We use ||a||ogr as an abbreviation for [|a||; where ¥ is the objective representation of
OgTI from Lemma 5.9.5.

The following theorem generalizes the representation theorem from B0 (Theo-
rem 4.8.5) to £S8.

Theorem 5.9.7 Let T = {¢1 = Y1,...,Pm = Ym} be objective and a be belief-static
without O. Then OsTI" | a if  llellogr.

The proof can be found in Appendix B.5. As a special case, we show the representation
theorem for BO there (Theorem 4.8.5).
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5.9 Representation theorem

We could lift the belief-static restriction on @, which prohibits beliefs within the
scope of actions, by a regression-like procedure that transforms the @ in belief-static
form by means of Theorems 5.5.4 and 5.5.5. Unlike regression, this procedure may leave
fluents unchanged and is thus does not require on a basic action theory. We skip such an
extended || - || operator here, and instead merely show that the representation theorem

works well with regression.

Corollary 5.9.8 Let gy, Xpel be an S-free basic action theory and let a be a regressable
sentence. Then O s(Zgyn, Zvel) F @ iff F [[R[@]llogz,,-

As an alternative to the regression-like procedure sketched above, we could update
the objective representation to reflect the epistemic effect of actions. We saw however in
Section 5.7 how involved this can get with belief revision, and we do not investigate this
any further here. It is however easy to see that the representation theorem goes along

equally well with progression as with regression.
Corollary 5.9.9 Let Xy, Tl be a basic action theory, S” be the symbols newly introduced
by Zye) > n, and let « be a belief-static sentence without O.
Then Os(Zayn, Zhel) = [2]a iff | llallog,s (SaymSpa > n)

These corollaries are also shown in Appendix B.5. We conclude this section with an
example that, unlike Example 4.8.6, also involves nested beliefs and quantifying-in.

Example 5.9.10 Let us illustrate the representation theorem with query Q3 from

Example 5.4.2. With progression, the problem reduces to the static belief entailment
O(Zdyns Zpel > dropbox > clink) = B(InBox(gift) A Broken(gift) A =3y Bgift = y).

In Example 5.8.4, we already determined the progression by dropbox and clink, that is,

’
{R,R1nBox-RBroken} "
off from €’ in Example 5.8.4 and simplifying it a little to eliminate the second-order

O{R Rinpox-Rasoren} (Zdyn» Zbel > dropbox > clink), and its model & Reading

variables (which is easy here) yields the objective representation

¥1 = Zdgyn A Vy(InBox(y) = y = gift) A Broken(gift) A Fragile(gift);
¥2 = Zgyn A Vy(InBox(y) > y = gift A Broken(gift) A Fragile(gift));
¥3 = Zdgyn A Vy(InBox(y) O y = gift A (Broken(y) = Fragile(y)));
¥4 = Zgyn A Yy (InBox(y) A Fragile(y) > Broken(y)).

By Theorem 5.9.7, to prove the entailment problem it suffices to check the validity
of ||B(InBox(gift) A Broken(gift) A =JyBgift = y)|ly. The |le|l; operator works its
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5 Actions and Belief Revision

way from the inside to the outside, so we begin with ||Bgift = y||;. This expands
to A;:1((/\§;11 RES[[||-TrUE|ly, ¥, 1) > RES[lI(TRUE > gift = y)lly, ¥, 1), and since
¥ vy D —~TRUE for all p’, this is equivalent to RES[gift = y,y1]]. Neither ¥ nor gift = y
contain any object standard name, so we only need to plug in one arbitrary standard
name for y, say #7. Then RES[gift = y, 1] expands to RES[gift = #7,y]"”, and since
I v1 D gift = #7, this finally expands to is FALSE.

The next step is to determine ||B(InBox(gift) A Broken(gift) A =3y FALSE)||;. As in the
previous step, & ¥, D —TRUE for all p’, that is, the first sphere is consistent, the formula
boils down to RES[InBox(gift) A Broken(gift),y1], which is TRUE because | y; >
InBox(gift) A Broken(gift). That is, |= || B(InBox(gift) A Broken(gift) A =3y Bgift = y)|l;

was eventually reduced to |= TRUE. The query is thus proved.

5.10 Belief revision postulates

In this section we relate ESB to the most well known accounts of belief change: the
postulates for single revision by Alchourrén, Girdenfors, and Makinson (1985) and
Girdenfors (1988), often referred to by their initials AGM; the postulates for iterated
revision by Darwiche and Pearl (1997); and the alternative proposal by Nayak, Pagnucco,
and Peppas (2003). We will see that the AGM postulates are satisfied and a slight
weakening of the Darwiche-Pearl postulates hold. For strong revision furthermore all
but the first Nayak-Pagnucco-Peppas postulate are satisfied as well. The divergences
from these postulate systems only concern the special case of revision by an inconsistent
formula: our semantics provides no escape from the inconsistent epistemic state ({})
once it is reached.

We prove the postulates for semantic revision by objective sentences; the correspond-
ing results for theory revision follow by the theorems from Section 5.7. Our translation
of the postulates to ES8 is similar to the one by Shapiro et al. (2011). Perhaps the
only notable translation is that belief expansion is modelled as material implication:
€ |= B(¢ D y) represents that ¢ is in the belief set after it is expanded with ¢. For the
remainder of this section let ¢, ¥, v be objective sentences.

We begin with the translation of the original belief revision postulates by Alchourron,

Girdenfors, and Makinson (1985) to our formalism.

Definition 5.10.1 The Alchourron-Makinson-Girdenfors postulates in ES8 are as

follows.

AGMI1. If éx ¢ E By and é* ¢ = B(y D v), then éx ¢ | Bu.
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AGM2. &+ ¢ = Bo.

AGMS3. If éx ¢ |= Bu, then € E B(¢ D v).

AGM4. If & |£ B-¢ and & = B(¢ D v), then &+ ¢ = Bu.

AGMB5. If € [ K¢, then €+ ¢ [~ BFALSE.

AGMe. If € E K(¢ = ), then €= ¢ |= Bu iff €=y |= Bv for every v.
AGM7. If éx (¢ A¢) E Bu, then éx ¢ E B(y D v).

AGMS. &+ ¢ £ B~y and €% ¢ = B( D v), then & (¢ A ¢) E Bu.

Theorem 5.10.2 The Alchourron-Makinson-Gairdenfors postulates are satisfied.

Proof. We suppose e, # {} for some p € P, for otherwise the postulates hold trivially as
(€% 6), = {} and thus € 6 |= BFALSE. Since the postulates refer only to a single revision
and (€ #y 6)1 = (€ 6)1 by Lemma 5.3.7, the proof does not need to distinguish between

weak and strong revision.
AGM1. Follows from Property (iv) of Theorem 5.3.15.

AGM2. If there is no ¢-world, (€ * ¢), = {} for all p € P; else for all w € (¢ * ¢)1 # {},
w [ ¢. In either case, € x ¢ | Bo.

AGMS3. Let €x ¢ |= Bu. Suppose € £ B(¢ D v). Then for some @ € e[z |1mue)» @ |
¢ A —v. Then w € (€ ¢)1, and therefore € x ¢ = Bu, which contradicts the assumption.
Thus € E B(¢ D v).

AGM4. Let € [£ B=¢ and € |= B(¢ D v). Then for some w € ez}, w E ¢, and for all
w € ez, w | ¢ D v. Therefore (€+¢); C ey, and forall w € (€+ @)1, w E ¢ Av, s0
ex ¢ E Bu.

AGM5. Let € [ K-¢. Then for some w € ez, w | ¢. Hence (€x¢)1 # {}, so
é* ¢ [ BFALSE.

AGM6. Let € | K(¢ = ¢). Then w | ¢ iff w £ ¢ forall p € Pand w € e,. Thus
AGM?7. If there is no ¢-world, é* ¢ = B(¥ D v) holds trivially. Otherwise, consider
w € (€ ¢); with w |= . Then w € (€= (¢ A ¢))1 and by assumption, w [ v. Hence
ex¢ E By D).

AGMS. Let éx ¢ = By and €+ ¢ = B( D v). Then for some w € (€ @), w = .

Therefore (€ (¢ A )1 C (€* @)1, and forall w € (€ (¢ AY))1, w E ¥ A D v),and
so w = v. Hence € (¢ A ¢) |= Bu. O
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The most popular postulate system iterated revision is due to Darwiche and Pearl

(1997). We slightly restrict them here by weakening the second postulate.

Definition 5.10.3 The restricted Darwiche-Pearl postulates in ESB are as follows.
DP1. If ¢ E K(¢ D ¢), then (€ ¢)x ¢ = Bu iff €+ ¢ | Bu.

DP2. If ¢ E K(¢ D —¢) and € = K—¢ D> K-, then (€% ¢) x = B iff €x ¢ | Bu for

every v.
DP3. If €« = Bg, then (€* ¢) x = Bg.
DP4. If €« [ B-¢, then (€ ¢) * ¢ £ B—g.

The restriction of DP2 concerns the special case of revision by an inconsistent formula.
Since E8B provides no escape from the empty epistemic state, DP2 holds in case the first
revision is by an inconsistent formula only if the second revision is by an inconsistent
formula as well. We hence require € | K=¢ > K- in our variant of DP2. We remark
that the restricted postulate is still slightly stronger than NPP4 (see below).

Theorem 5.10.4 The restricted Darwiche-Pearl postulates are satisfied.

Proof. DP1. Let € = K(y > ¢). Then (¢|y), C (¢|¢), for all p € P (*). Therefore
w e (€xg)xy)iff [€x¢|y] #ocoandw € (€x¢|Y) .y it (by (%) [E]yY] # o
and w € (€]¢)z)y) iff w € (€x ).

DP2. The proof is very similar to DP1. Let € £ K(y D —¢) and € |= K-¢ > K-y
If |é|y] = oo, then |€x ¢ || = oo, and therefore €y = (€ ¢p)* ¢ = ({}), so the
postulate holds. Now suppose |€|y| # co. By the second assumption, € [ K-¢, so
€] @] # oo. By the first assumption, w [£ ¢ for all w € (¢|¢), for all p € P. Thus
(€1e), N(€|Y), = {} (*), so neither weak nor strong revision by ¢ affects the relative
order of the y-worlds. Hence w € ((€* @) x )1 iff w € (€% ¢ |¥) 5. 4)4) iff (by (¥))
w € (€Y)g)y) ff w € (€xy)1.

DP3. Let exy | Bg. If |€|¢] = oo, then €x¢ = (€x¢)*y = ({}), so the pos-
tulate holds. If [€|y] = oo, then [€x ¢ || = oo, and therefore (€x ¢)xy = ({}),
so the postulate holds. Now suppose |[€|¢] # oo and [€|y] # oo. By assumption,
@1¥)1z1y) € (€1¢)1¢|y)- Therefore the most-plausible y-worlds remain most plausible
after weak or strong revision by ¢, so (€ ¢ |¥)|z.¢jy) S (€% P[Pz 4|y Thus, if
w e ((€x@)xy), thenw € (€x @ |Y)zugp |y and w € (Ex P | P)zsgp|y)s S0 W E @.
DP4. Let éxy £ B-¢. Then |€xy|¢p| # oo, and so [€]|¢] # o and [E|y] #
co. By assumption, for some (€|¢ A ¢)z1y # {}. The ¢-worlds among the most-

plausible y-worlds remain most plausible after weak or strong revision by ¢, so we
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have (€x ¢ [ A @)|z. p)y) # {}. Hence there is some w € (€% ¢ [ A @)z, 4y)> and
therefore also w € (€% ¢ |¥) . 4|y Thus w |F ¢ for some w € ((€* @) * Y)1. m|

Finally, let us turn to the alternative proposal for iterated revision by Nayak, Pagnucco,
and Peppas (2003).

Definition 5.10.5 The Nayak-Pagnucco-Peppas postulates in ESB are as follows.
NPP1. If € = KrALSE, then €* ¢ | O{TRUE = ¢}.

NPP2. AGM1-AGM6 hold.

NPP3. If & [ K~(¢ A ¢) then (% ¢) * ¢ = Buiff &% (¢ A ¢) |= B for every v.
NPP4. Tf & = K > ~) and & I K—, then (¢ ¢) =y = Bu iff ¢+ v = Bu.

The Nayak-Pagnucco-Peppas postulates hold with two exceptions. For one thing, the
absurdity postulate NPP1 does not hold. NPP1 allows to recover from an inconsistent
revision: it says that after revising an inconsistent state by ¢, ¢ shall be all that is believed.
In E8B, NPP1 would be counterintuitive because we would lose any indefeasible
knowledge we might have had already before reaching the inconsistent € (such as the
dynamic axioms of a basic action theory). Avoiding this would require additional book
keeping, which seems like a lot of effort for relatively little gain.

For another, the conjunction postulate NPP3 only holds for strong revision. NPP3
for weak revision is not satisfied because, unlike strong revision, weak revision by ¢
does not preserve the relative ordering among the ¢ worlds. Hence, after revision by ¢
the most-plausible y-worlds might actually not satisfy not ¢.

Theorem 5.10.6 The Nayak-Pagnucco-Peppas postulates NPP2, NPP3 for strong revision,
and NPP#4 are satisfied.

Proof. We only need to prove NPP3, as we have shown the AGM1-AGM6 in The-
orem 5.10.2 already and NPP4 is a special case of DP2. Suppose w € ((€ #5 @) *s¢)1.
Then w € (%) 74,4y By assumption, [€x,¢|¢] < [€x¢| =], so w | ¢ and,
since the revision by ¢ did not affect the relative ordering of the (¢ A ¢)-worlds, also
W € ez pay)- Thus w € (€%, A)1. Conversely, suppose w € (€+5¢ A)1. Then
W € ez gny |- Therefore w € (€%, d) |7+ 4)|y)> and thus w € ((€+; @) s ¥)1. m]

5.11 Sensing in ESB

ESB uses informing as a lightweight alternative to classical sensing, since sensing cannot

cope well with contradictory information as elaborated in Section 5.1. Informing is (or
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seems) weaker than sensing, as there is no ground truth to the information in general.
Nevertheless, as we shall see now, informing is expressive enough to mimic classical
sensing.

The idea is as follows. Suppose A should sense whether or not ¢ holds in the actual
world. We can simulate this with a strong-revision action A(§), where 7 takes a binary
value to represent whether ¢ holds in the real world (for example, j = #1 iff ¢ is true),
and IF(A(%)) is defined as ¢ or —¢ depending on the value of §. Then A(§) informs the
agent about the real-world value of ¢, and the revision promotes the worlds that accord
with this value and it is thus believed.

To show how it works, let us translate an ES projection problem to ESB. In &S,
the dynamic part of a basic action theory consists of successor-state axioms like in
Definition 5.4.1 plus two more axioms: OPoss(2) = 7 for the action precondition and
a sensed-fluent axiom OSF(a) = ¢, where 7 and ¢ are fluent &S formulas (Lakemeyer
and Levesque 2011). Besides the dynamic axioms, a basic action theory contains a set
of fluent sentences about the initial situation. We use A to denote an ES basic action
theory; there is one for the real world and one for the agent’s knowledge. The projection

projection in ES is to decide an entailment
A1 A OA; Ees [A1(ED][A2AB)] - . . [Ar(#) K.

For simplicity, let us only consider problems where « is fluent.
Doing an action 7 in ES tells the agent that Poss(7) holds and what the real-world
value of SF(n) is. Let A contain the action function symbols we are interested in; here,

the symbols of the #; suffice. Consider

OlF(a) = A Vy¥5(a = A(7,9) D Poss(a) A (§ = #1 = SF(a)));
AeA

O0Outcome(a) = /\ Yy¥y(a = A(¥,9) D (§ = #1 = SF(a))).
AeA

The second axiom binds § on the real-world value of SF, which is then used in IF to
revise by that value. Let A? be like A; except that every action function symbol is
retrofitted with one additional dummy argument j whose value shall have no effect.
Moreover, A7 shall contain the above Outcome axiom and A} shall contain the IF
axiom.

The query in the above entailment problem can then be translated to ESB by

iteratively replacing every subformula of the form [A;(Z;)]8 with the new formula
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39; (Outcome(A;(%;, 5,)) A[Ai(£;, 5:)]1B), where A; shall be of sort strong-revision action.
That way, we obtain the ESB entailment

A} A O{-A} = FALSE} |
3371(Outcome(A1(F1,j71)) A
[A1(1,51)]352(Outcome(Az (22, §2)) A
[A2(22,52)]1373(Outcome(As (L3, 73)) A ...
o [ A1 (Bt - 1)1 3Pk (Outcome(A (2, Ji ) A
[A (T, 51)Ka) ... ).

Every action A;(%;,%;) revises by the information that A4;(%;) senses in ES. If these
sensings are consistent, that is, A; A OA; Fgs [A1(£1)]. .. [Ax(£,)|KFALSE, then after
doing the actions the possible worlds in ES correspond to the most-plausible worlds
in ESB (this follows from the NPP3 postulate from Theorem 5.10.6) - knowledge
after sensing in &S matches belief after informing in ESB then. If the sensings are
inconsistent, ES ends up in the empty epistemic state, whereas ESB tries to avoid this
by promoting less-plausible worlds to the first sphere.

This modelling is not limited to binary sensing. For instance, a sonar that senses a
distance to some obstacle can be represented with an action sonar(j), where § is the
sensed distance. When the basic action theory stipulates IF(sonar(y)) = distance = 7,
then 37 ((distance = ¥) A [sonar(7)]B(distance = §)) holds, that is, the agent believes the
correct distance.

As noted before already, Bacchus, Halpern, and Levesque (1999) model noisy sensing
in a similar way: they use two artificial action parameters, one for the correct value
and another one for the nominal sensor reading. For example, in sonar(§, y),  would
represent the noisy distance reported by the sensor and y would be the actual distance
to the wall. Their framework accounts for the probability of the sensor reporting j

when the real value is y.

5.12 Discussion

In this chapter we integrated the logic BO from Chapter 4 with actions in the spirit
of Reiter’s situation calculus. Just like ES can be seen as an offspring of OL and the
epistemic extension of Reiter’s situation calculus by Scherl and Levesque (2003), ESB
has its roots in B0 and an epistemic extension of the situation calculus by Shapiro

et al. (2011) that supports belief change, albeit only to some extent. ES and ESB
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inherit only-knowing/only-believing and most of their semantics from OL and B0,
respectively, and adopt the idea to integrate actions with knowledge and belief from
(Scherl and Levesque 2003) and (Shapiro et al. 2011).

However, ESB has grown way beyond the proposal by Shapiro et al. (2011). For one
thing, (Shapiro et al. 2011) features no concept like only-believing, and conditionals are
only intended to determine the agent’s initial knowledge. It is hence quite cumbersome
to specify a knowledge base. In fact, it seems like in their approach specifying a ranking
of the possible situations by hand is often the easier way compared to finding the right
set of (possibly negated) conditionals to characterize the initial situation. For another,
the formalism by Shapiro et al. follows the classical sensing approach known from
&S and (Scherl and Levesque 2003); they do not use belief revision techniques like we
do. Instead, with every sensing they thin out the set of possible situations, and let the
remaining most-plausible situations define the current belief. As a consequence, they
cannot deal with contradicting information at all; belief that was discarded once cannot
be reinstated as it is lost forever in their approach.

Shapiro et al. (2011) argue that in their framework does not go along well with any
belief revision scheme because any modification of the plausibility ranking could lead to
counterintuitive results in introspective formulas. The anomalies they mentioned do not
occur in our logic because here a world’s plausibility is a property of that world alone
(and of the epistemic state), independent of the currently considered actual world. In
contrast, introspection and quantifying-in both do work as expected in our framework.

To replace classical sensing, we devised a concept called informing. Informing is weaker
than sensing, but useful to model unreliable sensors and contradictory information
(Section 5.1). As argued before, sensing as in (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011; Scherl and
Levesque 2003; Shapiro et al. 2011) would be insufficient to deal with contradictory
information. It is interesting that despite its simplicity informing is still expressive
enough to capture the relevant part of sensing (Section 5.11).

On the semantic side, ESB integrates new information with the agent’s beliefs by
classical revision techniques, namely natural revision and lexicographic revision, which
we referred to as weak and strong revision. Such revision can be matched by syntactic
manipulation of the conditional knowledge base (Theorems 5.7.3 and 5.7.5). The
resulting theory is very complex, though, because we employ second-order logic for the
purposes of forgetting as in (Lin and Reiter 1994).

Perhaps the most important problem when reasoning about beliefs in the context of
actions is the belief projection problem (Definition 5.4.1), which refers to reducing a

dynamic belief entailment to a static one. We developed two solutions in this chapter.
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The first one is by regression, where the query is reduced to a formula about the
initial situation (Theorem 5.5.7). Extending Reiter’s regression operator to conditional
beliefs was straightforward thanks to two theorems about the relation between beliefs
before and after an action (Theorems 5.5.4 and 5.5.5). These results can be used for
belief regression similar to successor-state axioms for fluents. Similar theorems have
been used by van Benthem (2007) to reduce beliefs after revision to initial beliefs.

In the conclusion of the previous chapter we already argued that our semantics of
conditional belief greatly helped to generalize the representation theorem for conditional
beliefs. Similarly, the simplicity of our regression operator is in large part due to our
semantics of conditional belief. If we defined B(e = pB) as Ba after revision by g,
like Boutilier (1993) does, Theorems 5.5.4 and 5.5.5 would have required an intricate
rewriting to push the actions inside all belief conditionals.

Our second solution of the belief projection problem is by progression, where the
effects of an action are applied to the knowledge base (Theorems 5.8.2 and 5.8.3). We
combined our findings on the revision of a conditional knowledge base with Lin-Reiter-
style progression for that purpose.

We also generalized BO’s representation theorem to ESB (Theorem 5.9.7). That
way, belief projection problems can be first reduced to static entailments by means of
regression or progression, and then reduced to non-modal reasoning. Care needs to
be taken to correctly handle free action variables (Definition 5.9.1), but otherwise the
extension is straightforward. This is in large parts due to our non-standard definition of
action standard names.

We emphasize that our action standard names do not cause, but actually solve a
problem here. Most variants of ES define action standard names atomically analogously
to object standard names, and require all possible worlds to agree with the actual world
on the interpretation of rigid terms (this constraint is added to the ~ relation from
Definition 3.10.3). It is not clear how this semantic constraint should be considered
in the representation theorem for ES. For example, consider ((z = A) > K(n = A))
for an action standard name » and an action constant A in classical ES (Lakemeyer
and Levesque 2011). The sentence is valid since all reachable possible worlds map A
to the same standard name as the actual world. However, [|(n = A) > K(z = A))ll
is just (7 = A) D FALSE since {} £ (n = A) in ES. The problem does not arise in our
semantics because A itself is a standard name and thus not subject to interpretation. An
alternative approach due to Claflen and Lakemeyer (2006) is to syntactically restrict
formulas to mention action functions only in equality expressions, which then get a

special treatment by the || - || operator.
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Future work on 88 especially concerns the questions of theory revision and pro-
gression. In this chapter we used second-order logic for both purposes. As for the
progression of physical actions, several classes of actions or theories are known which
do not require second-order logic (Lin and Reiter 1997; Liu and Lakemeyer 2009; Vassos,
Lakemeyer, and Levesque 2008). If similar classes could be found for the knowledge
base revision, these could probably be combined for first-order or even computable
progression. Schwering, Lakemeyer, and Pagnucco (2015) presented a first-order account
of weak (natural) revision in a slight variant of ES8; a similar result for lexicographic
revision appears to be much more diflicult, though.

In our definition of basic action theories, the dynamic axioms are indefeasible knowl-
edge. Whether this assumption can be relaxed to defeasible axioms while retaining
properties like the regression theorem is an open question. Defeasible successor-state
axioms could be useful to represent the usual effects of an axiom.

Another avenue of future work are different revision operators, particularly ones based
on conditional ordinal functions (Spohn 1988), which is the predominant framework
in belief revision today. In particular c-revisions are an interesting candidate for their
connection to conditionals (Kern-Isberner 2001).

Many revision operators, however, bear the problem of exponential growth. For ex-
ample, every lexicographic revision doubles the number of spheres doubles (in the worst
case). By the argument from the proof of Lemma 4.5.2, the number of conditionals to
represent this must grow exponentially, too. This renders operators like lexicographic
revision impractical for long action sequences even if we had a first-order representation
of progression. Perhaps these issues could be addressed from the perspective of limited
reasoning. The next two chapters introduce effort-based limited semantics to approxi-
mate reasoning in B80. Extending this limited logic by a limited notion of revision and

progression is an interesting future challenge.
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First-order logic is undecidable, which means no procedure can determine in general
whether a formula is satisfiable or not. The practical utility of first-order logic is
hence severely limited. In this chapter we introduce two non-standard, so called limited
semantics. Limited reasoning means to restrict the inference capabilities in order to
achieve decidability (for a specific class of entailment problems, at least). Typically,
completeness is sacrificed in favour of soundness and decidability. While we only look
at ordinary first-order logic here - that is, no beliefs or actions - this chapter lays the
foundation of the limited version of BO to be presented in the next chapter.

More precisely, we consider formulas of £ without function symbols here; we call
the restricted language £ ™. The first semantics we introduce is sound but incomplete
with respect to the general semantics from Definition 3.3.3; the other semantics is
complete but unsound. The former is useful to determine sound inferences, while the
latter allows for a sound consistency check. We will see that for propositional formulas
both semantics can yield the same results as classical logic. Moreover, we devise decision
procedures for a certain class of knowledge bases. We also present a normal form useful
for limited reasoning.

Our work on limited reasoning is in line with the stream of research by Lakemeyer
and Levesque (2002, 2013, 2014, 2016), Liu (2006), and Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque
(2004) on the topic. The material presented in this and the following chapters is based
on (Schwering and Lakemeyer 2016). The limited sound semantics is a slightly restricted
version of a proposal by Lakemeyer and Levesque (2014). The long proofs are given in

Appendix C.

6.1 Why incomplete and unsound reasoning matter

First-order logic is a very expressive language and hence the tool of choice for many
tasks in knowledge representation (Lifschitz, Morgenstern, and Plaisted 2008). On the
downside, great expressivity brings great computational demands, and in case of first-

order logic even undecidability. Corollary 3.4.2 shows that validity in £ is undecidable,
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and by extension this holds for OL, B0, ES, and ESB as well. This is bad news for
knowledge representation where we are typically interested in checking whether or not
a certain implication is valid or not. It is hence clear that unless we are willing to give
up much expressivity, unsound or incomplete reasoning is the best we can do.

On the other hand, first-order validity is semidecidable, that is, the (infinitely many)
valid formulas can be enumerated. So we could try to prove a logical implication by
enumerating valid formulas for a while and checking if the implication in question is
among them; this procedure would be aborted if it does not come up with an affirmative
answer in a certain period of time. The timeout specifies the maximum effort the
reasoner may spend on trying to prove the implication. The approach is sound but
obviously incomplete.

Simple as it may be, a timeout-based approach is unsatisfactory because there is no
semantic justification to it; it is hard to understand why a particular implication is
proved and another is not. Lakemeyer and Levesque (2013, 2014, 2016), Liu (2006), and
Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque (2004) essentially adopt the idea of limiting the reasoning
effort the system may spend on proving a formula. But instead of measuring the effort
in time, they encode it as the number of case splits. Case splits are intuitive from a
human perspective. For example, in Example 4.5.5 we considered the cases where the
guest is a vegetarian and where the opposite is true, and in either case we showed her to
be presumably not Australian. Moreover, case splits are a semantically perspicuous way
to capture reasoning effort, independent from implementation details or computing
power.

However, no sort of incomplete reasoning alone can suffice to determine conditional
beliefs soundly. Evaluating a conditional “if @, then presumably B” requires to determine
the plausibility of « first, that is, to find the most-plausible sphere consistent with «.
Only then sound inference can be applied to evaluate (¢ O ) in this sphere. With
limited reasoning, we can of course only approximate the plausibility of @. And to
preserve soundness, we need to approximate it from above, not below: if we picked a too-
plausible sphere, which is actually inconsistent with @, the material implication (@ > B)
and thus also the conditional in question could come out true even though it should not.
Hence, soundly evaluating a conditional belief requires both sound consistency checks
and sound inference. Consistency checking boils down to disproving a formula, and to
do that soundly, we need a complete (but perhaps unsound) semantics. Therefore, we
believe, not only sound but also complete limited reasoning needs to be investigated, if

only for the sake of conditional beliefs.
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6.2 The language L~

The language we consider in this chapter is a stripped-down version of £ from Defini-
tion 3.2.3.

Definition 6.2.1 The symbols of £~ are the same as for £ (Definition 3.2.1) minus

function symbols. The set of terms of L™ is the least set which includes all variables and

standard names. The formulas of £ is the least set such that
® P(t1,...,t) is a formula where P is a predicate symbol and the ¢; are terms;
® (t1 = tp) is a formula where £ and ¢, are terms;
e —a, (aV B),and Ax @ are formulas where a and f are formulas and x 1s a variable.

A literal is an atom P(ty,..., 1), an equality atom (¢; = f2), or their negation. The
complement 7 of a literal £ is defined as —a if £ is an (equality) atom 4, and as a if ¢
is a negated (equality) atom —a. A clause is a set of literals [/4, . .., /] (we use square
brackets to ease readability). The empty clause is written as []. Every non-empty clause
[41,. .., ¢,] corresponds to the disjunction (#1 V ...V #},) (with arbitrary brackets and

order).

It is immediate that any formula of £ is also a formula of £. Conversely, however,

£ formulas that mention function symbols are not part of the language £~.

6.3 Setups, unit propagation, and subsumption

As in (Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque 2004) and its relatives, our semantics from this

chapter are based on three concepts: setups, unit propagation, and subsumption.
Definition 6.3.1 A setup is a set of ground clauses.

A setup can be thought of as representing the agent’s explicit knowledge. In general,
it is not closed under logical deduction. This sets setups apart from other ways to
express incomplete knowledge, such as sets of possible worlds, and is foundational to
the decidability results. Two simple rules of inference are used to draw inferences from a

setup: unit propagation and subsumption.

Definition 6.3.2 The unit propagation inference rule is the operation of passing from

two clauses [#] and [#] U ¢ to the clause c.

For example, from [Aussie, Italian] and [-Italian] we infer by unit propagation that

[Aussie]. Unit propagation is related to the classical modus (tollendo) ponens inference
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6 Limited Objective Reasoning

Table 6.1: The turnstile symbols used in this chapter.

satisfaction and entailment in £ (Definition 3.3.3)

satisfaction in sound limited semantics of £~ (Definition 6.4.2)

Re | Wo | T

satisfaction in complete limited semantics of £~ (Definition 6.6.3)

rule, which allows to pass from (@ vV 8) and =« to B for arbitrary formulas a, 8. Clearly,
unit propagation is weaker than modus ponens, as it only refers to clauses and the
premise even needs to be a unit clause.

Setups will be closed under unit propagation to draw easy, obvious inferences. More
inferences will be obtained by augmenting setups with new unit clauses to trigger
unit propagation. Besides unit propagation, subsumption allows for other immediate

inferences.

Definition 6.3.3 The subsumption inference rule is the operation of passing from a

clause ¢ to a clause ¢ U ¢’ for arbitrary ¢’.

For example, from [Aussie] we can infer by subsumption that [Aussie, Veggie]. Sub-
sumption is a special case of the classical inference rule of disjunction introduction,
which allows to infer (o V ) from « for arbitrary sentences a, 8.

We are going to present two limited semantics for £~, denoted by |g and R. They
are sound and complete, respectively, in the following sense: given a setup s and an £~

formula ¢,

e if s satisfies ¢ in the sound semantics |2, then s classically entails ¢, which is to say

that every world that satisfies all ¢ € s also satisfies ¢ in £;

e if s classically entails ¢, then s satisfies ¢ in the complete semantics .

In particular, this means that if ¢ is valid in [?, then it is valid in £, and conversely if
¢ 1s valid in £, then it is valid in |2. We use [ to refer to the usual, unlimited truth
relation and entailment relation of £ as introduced in Definition 3.3.3. In particular,
when we write s |= ¢ to mean that the set of clauses s logically implies ¢ in the ordinary
semantics of L7, thatis, w | ¢ for all w with w |= c forall ¢ €.

The next definition is fundamental for the semantics to come. In particular, it makes
precise the notions of unit propagation and subsumption on a setup. Note the special
treatment of equality. The rationale behind that is that full knowledge about equality of

standard names is assumed, similarly to how it is treated in L.
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Definition 6.3.4 For a setup s, we define the following expressions:

s ={ces|forallc’ Cc,c’ ¢s);
s¥ ={c|forsomec’ Cc,c" €s};
EQ = {[(n =n)],[(n #n’)]| distinct names 7, 7n’};

UP(s) = closure of EQ U s under unit propagation.

To ease readability, we usually write UP~(s) for UP(s)~, and similarly UP*(s) for
UP(s)*. The following lemma states that doing unit resolution or adding or removing

subsumed clauses preserves equality in L.

Lemma 6.3.5 For any world w and setup s, the following are equivalent:
(i) wkcforalces;
(i) wcforallces;
(ii)) w k¢ forall ¢ € s*;
(iv) w E ¢ forall ¢ € UP(s).

Proof. The only-if direction of (i) iff (ii) is trivial. Conversely, suppose (ii) and ¢ € s. If
¢’ ¢ sforall ¢’ ¢ ¢, then ¢ € s7, and by assumption w |= ¢. If ¢’ € s for some ¢’ C ¢,
and without loss of generality ¢” ¢ s for all ¢’ € ¢’, then ¢’ € 57, and by assumption
w = ¢’, and by subsumption w [ c.

The if direction of (1) iff (iii) is trivial. Conversely, suppose (i) and ¢ € s*. Then
¢ 2 ¢’ for some ¢’ € s. By assumption w [ ¢’, and by subsumption w [ c.

The if direction of (i) iff (iv) is trivial. Conversely suppose (i) and ¢ € UP(s). We show
by induction on the length of the derivation of ¢ that @ |= ¢. The base case c € EQU s
is trivial. For the induction step, let ¢ € UP(s) be the resolvent of ¢ U [£],[£] € UP(s).
By induction, w ¢V /and w |= 7. Thus w E c. O

6.4 A sound semantics of £~

We now define s,k | ¢ for a setup s, a natural number & € {0,1,2,...}, and an £~
formula ¢. Intuitively, k indicates how much effort may be put into proving that ¢ is
true. The effort is measured in how many times the setup is extended with new unit

clauses.
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Recall that the semantics ought to be sound, that is,
if s = ¢, thens, kR ¢.

To preserve soundness, we may not simply add some unit clause [/] to the setup, but
we always must also consider the case where [£] is added. To ease notation, we use the
following abbreviation.
Definition 6.4.1 For a setup s and a ground clause /, we write s W £ for s U {[/]}.
Effort k£ then means that we may split & times on literals, that is, consider s & £ and
s £. The rationale is that when the literals to be split are chosen smartly, they hopefully
set off a cascade of unit propagations that leads to many new clauses. The principle was
probably first used by Davis, Logemann, and Loveland (1962) and Davis and Putnam
(1960) in their DPLL algorithm to decide validity of propositional formulas.
Definition 6.4.2 The sound truth relation [® is defined with respect to a setup s and
ke{01,2.. )

Lol s,k+1R ¢ iff swl kR ¢andsw kR ¢ for some ground literal £;

£°2. if ¢ 1s a clause:
5,0 ¢ iff ¢ € UP*(s);

£°3. if (¢ V ¢) is not a clause:

s;,0R(pVvy) ifft s,0R ¢ors,0Ry;
L4, s,0R =(¢p V) iff s,0R —¢ands,0R —y;
£°5. 5,0 R ==¢ iff 5,0 R ¢;
L£%6. 5,0 R Ax¢ iff 5,0 R ¢ for some name 7;
L°7. 5,0 8 =3Ax¢ iff 5,0 |8 —¢ for all names 7.

Observe that the split rule, Rule £°1, branches on the truth value of some ground
literal. This semantics is well-defined for £~ formulas as can be seen easily by induction
on the length of ¢: the cases for an atom, disjunction, or existential are covered by Rules
£°2, £°3, £°6, and for —¢ the cases for atom, disjunction, negation, or existential are
covered by Rules £°2, £L°4, L°5, L°7.

Notice that while it is perfectly legal to split equality literals, it gains no new knowl-
edge since EQ € UP(s): on the one hand, UP(s W (7 = 1)) = UP(s) remains unchanged,
on the other hand, UP(s W (7 # n)) = {[]}* satisfies anything; analogously for (7 # »n’).
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We illustrate | with the kangaroo example introduced in Example 4.1.1 and formal-

ized in Example 4.2.2.

Example 6.4.3 Let s, = {[Meat(roo)], [-Meat(r), ~Eats(n), =Veggie] | for all names »}
and s; = {[—Aussie, —Italian], [~ Aussie, Eats(roo)], [Italian, Veggie], [Italian, Aussie]} U
su. This setup corresponds to the first sphere e; from Example 4.5.5. There we argued
that it is inconsistent with Aussie, that 1s, s; |F = Aussie. How can be obtain the same
result in the limited semantics, that is, s1, & | ~Aussie?

Split level O is clearly not sufficient: we have [~Aussie] ¢ UP*(s1), so 51,0 | = Aussie.
A single split is enough, though: adding [Veggie] to s; triggers unit propagation that first
yields [=Meat(roo), =Eats(roo)], then [=Eats(roo)], and then [~Aussie]; on the other
hand, adding [—Veggie] yields [Italian] and then again [~ Aussie]. Thus, s1,1 |® —Aussie.

Therefore, s,k |2 —Aussie iff £ > 1. Analogously we can argue that sy, & | Italian iff
k> 1.

Before we investigate the properties of 2, let us briefly discuss its relation to the
limited semantics from (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2014). The most striking difference is
that our semantics is phrased as if-and-only-if rules, whereas Lakemeyer and Levesque
define it as least relation that satisfies a set of if-then rules. Besides the general appeal
of if-and-only-if rules, the advantage of our definition is that it closely corresponds to
the complete satisfaction relation presented in Section 6.6. (Defining that complete
semantics with if-then rules appears to be cumbersome.)

On the downside, our if-and-only-if rules do not allow to split literals as freely as
Lakemeyer and Levesque’s semantics, where the formula may be (partially) decomposed
first before splitting literals. Our semantics only allows splits in the beginning, which
in a sense keeps the semantics deterministic. A drawback of this simplification is that
our eventual completeness result in the next section is weaker than Lakemeyer and
Levesque’s: ours only holds for quantifier-free formulas, theirs also with leading universal
quantifiers.

Another minor difference is our treatment of equality literals as part of setups instead
of semantic rules. If we followed Lakemeyer and Levesque in adding semantic rules for
(n1 = n2) and (11 # n3), it would not suffice to merely check if 71 and 7, are identical
or distinct, but another check to see whether the empty clause is in the setup would be
necessary, because in this case even classically invalid equality expressions like (7 # 7)
should come out true. Lakemeyer and Levesque handle this case with a catch-all rule
that says anything is satisfied by a setup that contains the empty clause. We avoided this
by making the valid equality literals part of UP(s) and otherwise treating them like any

other literal.
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6.5 Soundness and eventual completeness

The following theorem establishes the aforementioned soundness of |© with respect
to classical logic. Roughly, it holds because the inference rules unit propagation and

subsumption are sound in classical logic.
Theorem 6.5.1 If s,k R ¢, then s |= ¢.

Proof. By induction on k and subinduction on the length of ¢. (This is a recurring proof
scheme for limited reasoning.) For a clause, 5,0 R ¢ iff ¢ € UP*(s) only if UP*(s) | ¢
iff (by Lemma 6.3.5) s |= ¢. For a non-clausal disjunction, 5,0 R (¢ V ¢) iff 5,0 | ¢ or
5,0 R ¢ only if (by subinduction) s |= ¢ ors £ ¢ only if s £ (¢ V ¢). For a negated
disjunction, 5,0 R =(¢ V) iff 5,0 R =¢ and 5,0 R = only if (by subinduction) s | —¢
ands E —y iff s E (=g A=) iff s | =(¢ V ). For a double negation, 5,0 & ==¢ iff
5,0 R ¢ only if (by subinduction) s |= ¢ iff s | =—¢. For an existential, 5,0 £ dx¢
iff 5,0 R ¢ for some 7 only if (by subinduction) s = ¢} for some 7 only if s |F Ix¢.
For a negated existential, s,0 R =3x ¢ iff 5,0 R —¢ for all 7 only if (by subinduction)
s ¢l forall n iff s |E Vx.—¢ iff s E =3x ¢. This completes the subinduction.

Now suppose the lemma holds for & for the main induction step. Let w |= ¢ for all
c €s,and s,k + 1 |2 ¢. By the split rule, for some £, s W £,k |2 ¢ and s W 7,k |2 ¢. By
induction, s W £ £ ¢ and s W £ |= ¢. Therefore, since either w |= £ or w | ¢, we have
w [ ¢. Hence s | ¢. O

Another interesting property is the so-called eventual completeness for propositional
formulas, which we prove in Theorem 6.5.5. Intuitively, it says that every classically
valid propositional formula can also be proved in [® for large enough effort.
Lemma 6.5.2 Lets C s’. Then UP*(s) € UP*(s").
Proof. We first show that if ¢ € UP(s) then ¢ € UP(s”) by induction on the length of the
derivation of ¢. If ¢ € EQUss, then ¢ € EQUs”. If ¢ U[£],[¢] € UP(s), and by induction,
c U[],[£] € UP(s"), so ¢ € UP(s"). Finally, if ¢ € UP*(s), then ¢’ € UP(s) for some
¢’ C c. By the above, ¢’ € UP(s”), and thus ¢ € UP*(s"). i
Lemma 6.5.3 Let UP*(s) C UP*(s"). If s,k R ¢, then s’ .k R ¢.
Proof. By induction on k and subinduction on the length of ¢. For a clause, 5,0 R ¢
iff ¢ € UP*(s) only if (by Lemma 6.5.2) ¢ € UP*(s”) iff s/,0 R c. The subinduction
steps are trivial. For the induction step suppose the lemma holds for & and s,k + 1 R ¢.
By the split rule, for some ¢, s W £,k |£ ¢ and s & /,k |& ¢. By the main induction,
sWlkR¢ands’ Wi,k R ¢. By the split rule, s’k + 1 R ¢. i
Lemma 6.5.4 If s,k R ¢, then s,k + 1 R ¢.
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Proof. Suppose s,k [ ¢. By the split rule, s,k + 1 |R ¢ iff for some /, s & /,k R ¢ and
s W 2,k |2 ¢, which hold by Lemmas 6.5.2 and 6.5.3 and by assumption. o
Theorem 6.5.5 Let s be finite and ¢ be propositional.

Then for some k’ and for allk > k', s |= ¢ iff s,k’ R ¢.

Proof. The if direction follows from Theorem 6.5.1. Conversely, suppose s |= ¢. Let
w be an arbitrary world. Then either w [~ ¢ for some ¢ € s,or w |= ¢. Let £ € L iff
w | £ and £ or ¢ occurs in s or ¢. Clearly, L is finite. We write s & {/1,. .., ¢} for
sWl ... W/l Weshowthat s W L,OR ¢. If w £ ¢ for some ¢ € s, then ¢ € L for all
/€ c,and thus[] € UP*(swL),sosWL,0 R ¢ as can be shown by a trivial induction on
the length of ¢. If w |= ¢ for all ¢ € s, we show s W L,0 R ¢ by induction on the length
of ¢. For aclause, w | ¢’ iff w | ¢ for some £ € ¢’ iff / € L only if ¢’ € UP*(s w L) iff
s W L,0 R ¢’. The induction steps are trivial. Since w was arbitrary, we have that for all
truth assignments L of the atoms from s and ¢, s W L B ¢. Thus splitting these atoms
obtains ¢, that is, s,k |2 ¢ where k& = |L|. By Lemma 6.5.4, s,k’ R ¢ forall &’ > k. O

In (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2014), the eventual completeness also holds true for
sentences YX ¢ where ¢ is quantifier-free. As discussed in the previous section, the reason
is that they can first handle the quantifiers by substituting some 7 for ¥, and then split

depending on 7.

6.6 A complete semantics of £~

Now we turn to s,/ |® ¢ for a setup s, a natural number / € {0,1,2,...}, and an £~

formula ¢. Recall that this semantics ought to be complete, that is,
if s,/ R ¢,thens £ ¢.

In B, it is often more intuitive to consider the task of disproving that s satisfies ¢.

Accordingly, we often express completeness by the contrapositive:

if s £ ¢, then s, ] £ ¢.

Again, [ specifies the reasoning effort. In s,k |2 ¢ one (roughly) shows that for some
atoms, ¢ obviously comes out true in s under any truth assignment of these atoms
(where “obvious” means after unit propagation and subsumption). By contrast, in
s,[ B ¢ we need to show that after adding certain atoms to s, the resulting setup

obviously disproves ¢.
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In particular, this requires to detect whether the setup might be inconsistent. For that,
we use a very simple heuristic: whenever the setup mentions some literal both positively
and negatively after removing all subsumed clauses, it is deemed possibly-inconsistent.
While this is of course not sophisticated, the naivete of this test can be compensated by

increasing /, that is, by more reasoning effort.

Definition 6.6.1 For a setup s, a (perhaps non-ground) clause ¢, and a (perhaps non-

ground) literal #, we define the following expressions:

XP(s) = UP({[/] | for some ¢, c U[f] € UP™(s)});

gnd(c) = {c,, "1 | m1,...,my are standard names};

L(Z,s) = {[£'] € gnd([£]) | [£'] ¢ UP™(s)};
s®f =sUL(,s).

The motivation behind XP(s) is to facilitate a simple consistency check of s. XP(s)
contains the unit clause of every literal that occurs in UP* (s), and closes this set under
unit propagation. As a consequence, if [] ¢ XP(s), then s is classically consistent. For
example, [] € XP({[P,Q],[P,—~Q]}) because of the occurrence of Q and =Q, but
[1¢ XP({[P],[P,Q],P,-Q]}) because [P] subsumes the clauses with Q and =Q.

The operator gnd(c) grounds a clause by substituting standard names for variables.
For example, gnd([P(x1), Q(x2)]) = {[P(n1), Q(n2)] | 71, n, are standard names}.

The idea behind L(Z,s) is to determine all ground instances of ¢ which are not
obviously inconsistent with s. That is, L(/,s) contains every instance of / whose
negation does not occur as a unit clause in UP* (s). For example, L(P(x), {[P(*1)]}) =
{[P(n)] | n is a standard name other than #1}. Therefore, s ® / in a sense applies a
closed-world assumption for all instances of 7, except for those whose negation is already
known. The rationale is that often a setup may contain infinitely many instances of
some predicate, and all of them should be fixed to the same truth value. Observe the
differences between s ® £ and s W #’: the former is also defined for non-ground # and
only adds instances of [/] that do not lead immediately to the empty clause; the latter

adds the ground unit clause [#’] to the setup no matter what.
Lemma 6.6.2 If[] ¢ XP(s), then for some w, forall c € s, w = c.

Proof. Let [] ¢ XP(s) and let w [ ¢ iff [/] € XP(s), which exists as [#] ¢ XP(s) or
[£] ¢ XP(s). By subsumption, w |= ¢ for all ¢ € UP~(s). By Lemma 6.3.5, w |= ¢ for all

c ESs. 0

Definition 6.6.3 The complete truth relation |2 is defined with respect to a setup s and
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[c{012,. }:
L1 s, I +1R ¢ iff s® 7,1 R ¢ for all literals /;

L°2. if ¢ 1s a clause:
5,0 R —c iff [] € XP(s)orc ¢ UP*(s);

L°3. s, 0R(pVy) iff s,0R ¢ors,0R y;

L°4. if (¢ V ¥) is not a clause:
s,0R ~(¢p V) iff 5,08 ¢ and 5,0 R —y;

L°5. 5,0 R =—¢ iff 5,0 R ¢;
£°6. s,0R Ax¢ iff 5,0 R ¢ for some name 7;
L£°7. 5,0 R =3x ¢ iff 5,0 R =g for all names 7.

Notice that Rule £°1, the so called add rule, allows the literal to be non-ground.
This semantics is well-defined for formulas of £, just like |2, except that the case for a
positive literal £ is not as obvious: 5,0 |2 7 iff (by Rule £°5) 5,0 |2 ==/ iff (by Rule £°2)
5,0 |8 =/ where =/ is taken as negated clause —c.

Let us illustrate how | works with the kangaroo example.

Example 6.6.4 Consider s; from Example 6.4.3, and let us see whether it is consis-
tent with Italian, that is, 51,/ [ —Italian for certain /. Clearly, 51,0 B —Italian, since
UP~(s1) mentions, for example, Italian and —Italian in clauses, and thus [] € XP(s;).
For [ > 1, however, we are allowed to add some literal to s; so as to build a counter-
model that clearly disproves —Italian. Indeed, adding, for example, [~ Aussie] does the
job: UP~(s1 ® —Aussie) = {[—~Aussie], [Italian]} U {[Meat(roo)], [-Eats(roo), =Veggie],
[=Meat(n), =Eats(7), =Veggie] | for all names » # roo} U EQ is obviously consistent,
that is, [] ¢ XP(s1), and moreover [Italian] € UP*(s; ® —Aussie). So by adding —Aussie,
we have shown that s; can falsify —Italian. Thus, s1,/ |2 —Italian iff / > 1.

6.7 Completeness and eventual soundness

To relate ® to classical logic, we show that it is complete and eventually sound. Since |2
is sound and eventually complete, both limited semantics complement each other.
The intuitive argument for the completeness for [ is this: if [] ¢ XP(s) and ¢ € UP(s),

then s must be classically consistent and s |= ¢, and therefore s £ —c.

Theorem 6.7.1 If s E ¢, then s,[ R ¢.
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6 Limited Objective Reasoning

Proof. By induction on /. Suppose 5,0 & ¢. Then [] ¢ XP(s). By Lemma 6.6.2, there
is a w such that w = ¢ for all ¢ € s (*). We first show that @ £ ¢ by subinduction on
the length of ¢. For a negated clause, 5,0 | —c iff [] ¢ XP(s) and ¢ € UP*(s) only if
(by (*) and Lemma 6.3.5) w |= ¢ iff w [£ —c. For a literal, 5,0 |2 2 iff 5,0 |2 =7 only
if (by the same argument as for negated clauses) w £ ~¢ iff w [£ ¢. For a disjunction,
;08 (¢ Vy)iff 5,0 R ¢ and 5,0 |# ¢ only if (by subinduction) w [~ ¢ and w £ ¢ iff
w = (=¢p A=) iff w [£ (¢ V). For a negated non-clausal disjunction, 5,0 |& =(¢ V) iff
5,0 | =¢ or 5,0 R =y only if (by subinduction) w [£ =¢ or w [~y iff w | (¢ V ¢) iff
w £ —(¢ V ¢). For a double negation, 5,0 | —=¢ iff 5,0 | ¢ only if (by subinduction)
w [ ¢ iff w [£ ——¢. For an existential, 5,0 | x¢ iff 5,0 R ¢ for all # only if (by
subinduction) w [£ ¢% for all # iff w | Vx—¢ iff w £ Ix¢. For a negated existential,
5,0 B =Jx ¢ iff 5,0 | =42 for some 7 only if (by subinduction) w £ =¢% for some n
iff w |=Ax¢ iff w £ —=Ix¢. This completes the subinduction.

Now suppose the lemma holds for / for the main induction step. Let s,/ + 1 | ¢.
Then s ® 4,1 |# ¢ for some ¢. By induction, s ® / [£ ¢. By monotonicity, s [~ ¢. O

In the propositional case R is eventually sound, that is, all invalid inferences can be

detected for large enough /.
Lemma 6.7.2 If's,] R ¢, thens,l +1 R ¢.

Proof. By induction on / and subinduction on the length of ¢. For a negated clause,
5,0 | =c iff (since L((x # x),s) = {}) iff s ® (x # x),0 B —c only if 5,1 |2 —c. The
other cases for the subinduction are trivial. Now suppose the lemma holds for / — 1 for
the main induction step. Let s,/ |® ¢. Then s ® 7,/ — 1 |2 ¢ for some ¢. By induction,
s® IR ¢. Thuss,[ + 1R ¢. i

Theorem 6.7.3 Let s be finite and ¢ be propositional.

Then for somel’ and foralll > 1, s |= ¢ iff s,I’ R ¢.

Proof. The only-if direction follows from Theorem 6.7.1. Conversely, suppose s [~ ¢.
Then for some w, w |= ¢ forallc € s,and w £ ¢. Let £ € Liff w |= £ and £ or £ occurs
in s or ¢. Clearly, L is finite. We write s W {/1,...,¢;} forsw /1. .. W e} Since w exists,
[] ¢ UP(s) by Lemma 6.3.5, and so UP~(s w L) = L, and thus [] ¢ XP(s & L) (¥*). We
show that s W L,0 |2 ¢ by induction on the length of ¢. For a negated clause, w [ —c iff
w | £ for some £ € ¢ only if / € L for some # € ¢ only if (by (¥)) [] ¢ XP(s W L) and
c e UP*(swL)iff sw L, 0 R —c. The other cases for the induction are trivial. Note that
L is finite. Hence, s W L,0 |2 ¢ only if s,/ |® ¢ where [ = |L|. By Lemma 6.7.2,5,1" |® ¢
forall I’ > [. i
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6.8 Decision procedures for proper* knowledge bases

The big advantage of the limited semantics R and |® over the full semantics is that,
for a specific class of knowledge bases at least, reasoning is decidable. In this section
we investigate decision procedures for so-called proper*™ knowledge bases. These will
be foundational to our decision procedure for limited conditional beliefs in the next
chapter.

There are two key ingredients for these results. For one thing, proper* formulas
determine a canonical model, so that entailment reduces to model checking for this
single setup. For another, standard names which do not occur in the knowledge base
or query cannot be distinguished. Hence only a finite number of them needs to be
considered: those from the knowledge base and query, plus one for every quantifier,

multiplied with & and / (roughly).

Definition 6.8.1 A sentence 7 is proper* when it is of the form A; ¥¥;¢c; for clauses c;.
Then we let gnd(r) = U; gnd(c;). A setup s is UP*-minimal with s,k |¢ ¢ iff there is
no s’ with UP*(s’) ¢ UP*(s) and s, k R ¢.

It appears plausible that gnd(r) is the canonical model of 7. The following The-
orem 6.8.4 confirms this intuition. First we need two lemmas, which are also used
frequently in the decidability proofs.

Lemma 6.8.2 Ler f € {UP*,UP~,XP}.
Then f(sUs’)= f(s~Us")= f(stUs’) = f(UP(s) Us’).
Proof- We first show the lemma for UP*.

First consider UP*(sUs”) = UP* (s~ Us’). The 2 direction follows from Lemma 6.5.2
since s Us” 2 s~ Us’. Conversely, suppose ¢ € UP*(s Us’). Then ¢ 2 ¢’ for some
¢’ € UP(s Us’). Let ¢’ be minimal, that is, ¢/ ¢ UP(s U s’) for all ¢’/ ¢ ¢’. We
show by induction on the length of the derivation of ¢’ that ¢/ € UP(s~ Us’), which
implies ¢ € UP*(s™ Us’). If ¢’ € EQU s Us’, then ¢’ € EQU s~ Us’. Otherwise,
¢’U[?],[¢] € UP(sUs’), and ¢’ U[ ], [#] are minimal among the clauses of that derivation
length, that is, the derivation of all ¢”” € UP(s Us”) with ¢” C ¢’ U[l]or ¢’ ¢ [/] is
longer than those of ¢’ U [#] and [7]. Then by induction ¢” U [7], [/] € UP(s~ Us’) and
thus ¢’ € UP(s~ Us).

Now consider UP*(s Us”) = UP*(s* Us’). The C direction holds by Lemma 6.5.2
since s Us” C s Us’. Conversely, suppose ¢ € UP*(s* Us’). Then ¢ 2 ¢’ for some
¢’ € UP(s* Us’). We show by induction on the length of the derivation of ¢’ that
¢” € UP(s Us’) for some ¢”” C ¢’, which implies c € UP*(s Us"). If ¢’ e EQUs™ U/,
then ¢” € EQU s U s’ for some ¢” C ¢’. Otherwise, ¢’ U [£],[/] € UP(s* Us’), and
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by induction, ¢{’,c; € UP(s* Us’) for some ¢]” € ¢’ U[/] and ¢} C [7).If7 ¢ ¢y’ or
7 ¢ ¢y, then ¢” € UP(s U s”) for some ¢”” C ¢’, and otherwise ¢ \ [#] € UP(s U s”) and
c/\[f]cc.

Now consider UP* (s Us’) = UP*(UP(s) Us’). The C direction holds by Lemma 6.5.2
since s U's” € UP(s) U s’. Conversely, suppose ¢ € UP*(UP(s) Us’). Then ¢ 2 ¢’
for some ¢’ € UP(UP(s) U s”). We show by induction on the length of the derivation
of ¢’ that ¢’ € UP(s U s’), which implies ¢ € UP*(s Us’). If ¢’ € s’, then trivially
¢’ € UP(s Us’). If ¢’ € UP(s), then either ¢’ € s, in which case ¢’ € UP(s Us’) is
again trivial, or ¢’ U [/], [¢] € UP(s), so ¢’ U [£],[¢] € UP(s Us’) by Lemma 6.5.2, and
hence ¢’ € UP(s U s’). Otherwise, ¢’ U [/],[£] € UP(UP(s) U s’), and by induction,
¢’ U[],[f] € UP(s Us’),soc’ € UP(s Us’).

The lemma for UP~ follows from the above since (s*)~ = s~ for arbitrary s. This in

turn immediately gives the lemma for XP. m

Lemma 6.8.3 Ler f € {UP,UP*,UP"}.
(1) sUs" kR iff f(s)Us",k R ¢;

(i) sUs', LR ¢ iff f(s)Us", ] R ¢.
Proof- By Lemma 6.8.2, which also gives that L(¢,s Us’) = L(¢, f(s) Us’), both claims

follow by a simple induction on k or / and subinduction on the length of ¢. O

Theorem 6.8.4 (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2013) Let 7 be proper™.
Then s is UP* -minimal with 5,0 | 7t iff UP*(s) = UP*(gnd(x)).
Proof. For the only-if direction let s be UP*-minimal with 5,0 |© 7. Then 5,0 R ¢ for
every ¢ € gnd(n), and thus ¢ € UP*(s). Thus gnd(r) € UP*(s). Hence UP*(gnd(r)) C
UP*(UP*(s)), and by Lemma 6.8.2, UP*(gnd(r)) € UP*(s). Moreover, gnd(x),0 R 7
and by assumption s is UP*-minimal with 5,0 R 7, so UP*(s) € UP*(gnd(n)).
Conversely, let UP*(s) = UP*(gnd(n)). Clearly gnd(n),0 R x, and by applying
Lemma 6.8.3 twice, 5,0 R 7. Now consider an s’ with UP*(s”) € UP*(s). Then there
is a ¢ € gnd(rm) such that ¢ ¢ UP*(s”). Hence s’,0 | ¢ and so s”,0 |& x. Thus s is
UP*-minimal with 5,0 £ x. O
Together with Lemma 6.5.3, this theorem reduces the consequences of proper*
knowledge bases to model checking. This property will be fundamental especially in the
next chapter in the context of only-believing. For now, let us investigate how to decide
which formulas are satisfied by gnd(x).

Definition 6.8.5 We let the width |¢|y, of ¢ be the maximum of

® the highest arity of any predicate symbol in ¢ other than =, and

126



6.8 Decision procedures for proper* knowledge bases

® the largest number of free variables in any subformula of ¢.

For any set of names N, we let

gndy(c) ={cyl uF | n1,...,mp e N}

Ln(4,s) = {[£'] € gndn([2]) [ [£'] & UPT(5)};
s®v Il =sULn(,s).

As we shall see, considering all names that occur in the knowledge base 7 or the
query ¢ plus (k + 1) - max{|r|y, |¢|w} more names is sufficient to decide gnd(r), & R ¢,
and analogously for gnd(r),/ ¥ ¢. We begin with the decision procedure for the sound

semantics.
Definition 6.8.6 The decision procedure S[N, s, k, ¢] € {0,1} for s,k |® ¢ is defined as

follows:

e S[IN,s,k+1,¢] =1 iff S[N,sw /,k,¢] =S[N,s L’r)?,k,qb]:lforsomeground

¢ whose symbol occurs in s or ¢ and whose names are from N;

o if ¢ is a clause:
S[N,s,0,c] =1 iff ¢ € UP*(s);

e if (¢ V) is not a clause:
S[N,s,0,(¢ V )] = max{S[N,s,0,¢],S[N,s,0,¥]};

® S[N,s5,0,=(¢ v ¢)] = min{S[N,5,0,=¢],S[N, 5,0, ~y]};
* S[N,s,0,-=¢] = S[N,s,0,¢];
e S[N,s,0,3x4] = max{S[N,s,0,¢%] | n € N};
e SIN,s5,0,-3x¢] = min{S[N,s5,0,¢X] | n € N}.
Theorem 6.8.7 Let nt be proper* and let N contain the names from n and ¢ plusk - v +v

names for v > |rt|y and v > |¢|y. Then gnd(n),k R ¢ iff SIN, gndy (), k, ¢] = 1.
The proof is given in Appendix C.1. Two key results need to be established. Firstly, as

sketched above, quantification and grounding can be restricted to the finite set of names
N. Secondly, relevant split literals are only those whose symbol occurs in 7 or ¢ and
whose names are from N. The proof is then by induction on k and subinduction on the
length of ¢.

Analysing the complexity of the decision procedure obtains that it grows exponen-

tially in the effort & and in the widths |7 |y, and |@]s,.
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Theorem 6.8.8 Let it be proper*. Then gnd(n), k R ¢ can be decided in time
O((Ix| + RY**! - [gF+! - (max{|m|w, [Blw} - (I7] + @] + ko + 1))(ThH1oh) (kD k),

The proof is given in Appendix C.1. The third factor in the complexity bound
represents the blowup due to names that need to be substituted for variables. For one
thing, these names lead to larger setups, and for another to a large set of possibly relevant
split literals. In the propositional case, this complexity disappears and we obtain the
following corollary.

Corollary 6.8.9 Lez rt be proper™ and propositional, and let ¢ also be propositional. Then
gnd(r).k [& ¢ can be decided in time O((rr| + k)1 - ||F+1 - 28),

Very similar bounds on the complexity were established for an ancestor of our
semantics in (Liu 2006; Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque 2004). In their formalism, only
clauses occurring already in the setup are split.

Next, we turn to the complete semantics for which we provide analogous results.
Definition 6.8.10 The decision procedure C[N,s,/, ¢] € {0,1} for s,/ B ¢ is defined

as follows:

e C[N,s,/ +1,¢] =1 iff C[N,s®n ¢,/,¢] =1 for all (perhaps non-ground) 7

whose symbol occurs in s or ¢ and whose names are from N;

e if 7 is a positive literal:
C[N,s,0,7] = C[N,s,0,~7];

o if ¢ is a clause:

C[N,s,0,=c] =1 iff [] € XP(s)orc ¢ UP*(s);
e C[N,s,0,(¢ V)] = max{C[N,s,0,¢],C[N,s,0,¢]};

e if (¢ V) is not a clause:
CIN,s,0,=(¢ V)] = min{C[N,s,0,-¢],C[N,s,0, —]};

e if =¢ is not a clause:
C[N,s,0,-—¢] = C[N,s,0, ¢];

* C[N,s,0,dx¢] = max{C[N,s,0,¢5] | n € N};
® C[N,s,0,-dx¢] = min{C[N,s,0,-¢}] | n € N}.

Theorem 6.8.11 Let nt be proper™ and let N contain the names from n and ¢ plusl-v +v
names for v > ||y, and v > |¢|y. Then gnd(n),l B ¢ iff C[N,gndy (7). 1, ¢] = 1.
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The proof is also in Appendix C.1. Analogously to Theorem 6.8.7, only a finite
number predicate symbols and standard names is relevant.

The complexity of deciding gnd(n), [ |® ¢ is essentially the same as for gnd(n), & |® ¢.
Theorem 6.8.12 Let it be proper*. Then gnd(n),l R ¢ can be decided in time
O(Ix| + D' - 1g17*! - (max{|mlw, Bl } - (7] + ] + 1 + 2))maxtinheléhd+ioh) (1)

The proof can be found in Appendix C.1. There are two differences to the complexity
of deciding gnd(x), & R ¢ from Theorem 6.8.8: the factor 2* disappears since there is
no splitting in |2, but the third factor grows since the space of relevant (non-ground)
literals by which the setup is augmented is larger. In the propositional case, this third

factor disappears.

Corollary 6.8.13 Let 1 be proper* and propositional, and let ¢ also be propositional. Then
gnd(r), [ 1€ ¢ can be decided in time O((Ix| + [)'*1 - |p|'+1).

6.9 A normal form

In many cases, some syntactic manipulation can help (dis)prove formulas in |2 and 2.
For example, clearly {[P,Q]},0 R (P Vv Q) holds by subsumption, but {[P,Q]},0 &
(P vV ==Q). Generally, |® prefers clauses, and hence a straightforward way to obtain
more inferences is to eliminate double negations and pull quantifiers out of clauses.
Analogously, | prefers negated clauses. We hence propose a normal form that is similar
to prenex negation negation normal form, but does not push negations inside clauses or

pull quantifiers out of non-clauses.

Definition 6.9.1 We let NF[¢] denote the result of eliminating all double negations in
¢ and pulling all quantifiers out of disjunctions. More precisely, first ¢ is rewritten in a
preprocessing step so that every variables is bound by only one quantifier. For ¢ of this

form, NF[¢] is defined as follows, where £ ranges over literals and ¢ over clauses:
o NF[/] = 7;
§%18x%2(c1 V c2) if §%; isa word over {—, dx;1,dx;2,.. .}
with an even number of -, and
- NF[¢;] = §%;c;, or
* NF[(¢1V ¢2)] = - NF[¢;] = §'%; a; where
§%; = §'%;-and ¢; = [-a;]
for some atom 4;;

(NF[#1] vV NF[¢3]) otherwise;
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* NF[=(¢1V ¢2)] = =NF[(¢1 V ¢2)];
* NF[==¢] = NF[¢];

* NF[3x¢] = IxNF[4];

* NF[-3x¢] = =IxNF[4].

The intuition behind the first case for (¢1 V ¢2) is to pull out quantifiers out of
clauses. We need to make sure the quantifiers involve an even number of negations.
Otherwise we would negate the other disjunct. An exception is when an odd number
of quantifiers is followed by an atom; then we can simply append a negation to the
sequence of quantifiers to make it even, and negate the atom, which still is clause.

For example, NF[(Ax P(x) D Yx’Q(x’))] stands for NF[(=Ix P(x) vV =3x'-Q(x"))]
after expanding the abbreviations > and V. The disjuncts are already in normal form,
that is, NF[-3x P(x)] = -Ix P(x) and NF[-Tx'=Q(x")] = =3x'=Q(x’). The prefix
=dx’= can be pulled out of the disjunction as is because it mentions an even number of
negations. As for —=3x, NF intuitively introduces a double negation as in =Jx ——P(x),
and pulls out =3x— but leaves =P (x) inside the disjunction. Therefore, the result
is =Ax—==Ix’=(=P(x) V Q(x’)), or using the abbreviation for universal quantifiers,
V¥’ (=P (x) V Q(x")).

As shown by the following theorems, this normal form preservers classical equiva-
lence, and leads to “better” results in both limited semantics, that is, more proofs in |®

and more disproofs in 2.

Theorem 6.9.2 = ¢ = NF[¢].

Proof. By simple induction on the length of ¢. O
Theorem 6.9.3

(1) If s,k R ¢, then s,k & NF[#].
(i) If s,1 R ¢, then s, & NF[¢].

The proof involves multiple long inductions, including double subinductions. We

give it in Appendix C.2.

6.10 Discussion

In this chapter we introduced two limited semantics for the fragment of £ without

functions, called £~. They complement each other in that one of them is sound and the
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other is complete. The former allows to draw sound inferences, and the latter facilitates
sound consistency check.

In contrast to the other semantics in this thesis, the limited ones are not based on
(sets of) worlds as semantic primitives. Instead, they employ sets of ground clauses,
called setups, to represent explicit belief, which is not closed under logical consequence.
Reasoning is done by augmenting the setup with new unit clauses and doing unit
propagation.

Our approach is in line with the work on limited reasoning by Lakemeyer and
Levesque (2002, 2013, 2014, 2016), Liu (2006), and Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque (2004).
In particular, the sound semantics [® is largely based on (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2014).
The complete semantics |2 is designed in the same spirit in order to complement 2.

The fundamental results from this section are soundness and completeness proofs
for R and R, respectively (Theorems 6.5.1 and 6.7.1), and the decision procedures for
proper* knowledge bases (Theorems 6.8.7 and 6.8.11). In the propositional case and
for fixed effort parameters, these procedures are tractable (Corollaries 6.8.9 and 6.8.13).
We also showed that the semantics are eventually complete and eventually sound for
propositional formulas (Theorems 6.5.5 and 6.7.3), which means that for large enough
effort parameters they agree with classical propositional logic.

Recently, Lakemeyer and Levesque (2016) extended the idea from (Lakemeyer and
Levesque 2014) to accommodate functions. This is a considerable gain in expressivity
for proper™ knowledge bases: while predicates can be easily expressed with functions,
the converse does not hold in proper™ knowledge bases because it needs an existential
quantifier to say that there always is a return value. Moreover, Skolemization can be
used to express existentials. It hence seems worthwhile to investigate if our complete can

be extended to the case of functions in a similar way to (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2016).
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Conditional belief in B0 is closed under logical consequence. This reasoning power bears
problems from both a practical and a philosophical standpoint. For one thing, the first-
order features of the language make reasoning undecidable, and even the propositional
fragment is intractable. The practical applicability of BO is hence limited, at best. For
another, bearing human reasoning in mind, closing belief under logical consequence,
which for example includes all tautologies, is just unrealistic. Philosophers refer to this as
the problem of logical omniscience, typically associated with possible-worlds semantics
(Hintikka 1975). In this chapter we develop a logic of limited conditional belief, called
BOL, to address both issues.

From a knowledge representation perspective, a particularly interesting class of
problems in BO are belief entailments of the form OT |= B(¢ = ). Such an entailment
problem represents the task of querying the conditional knowledge base I' whether the
conditional ¢ = y is believed. In the limited variant of this problem, the operators O
and B are decorated with parameters to specify the maximum allowed reasoning effort.
At this point, the limited semantics from Chapter 6 comes into play.

Belief entailments in BOL are sound with respect to BO for a certain class of condi-
tional knowledge bases, namely, a generalization of proper™ to conditionals. Moreover,
at the cost of completeness, we can give a decision procedure for limited entailment prob-
lems. We hence provide the foundation to develop a reasoning service for conditional
beliefs in this chapter.

BOL stands in the tradition of the logics of limited knowledge by Liu, Lakemeyer, and
Levesque (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2002, 2013, 2014, 2016; Liu 2006; Liu, Lakemeyer,
and Levesque 2004). Like the objective limited semantics from Chapter 6, this chapter’s
content is based on (Schwering and Lakemeyer 2016). Most of the proofs for this chapter

are quite technical; we defer them until Appendix D for that reason.
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7 Limited Conditional Belief

7.1 Approximating plausibilities and spheres

The semantics of conditional belief is more elaborate than that of indefeasible knowledge.
Namely, conditional belief relies on an additional notion of plausibility, represented in
BO by the arrangement of possible worlds in spheres. As it turns out, it is essential for
limited reasoning to approximate plausibilities.

To begin with, consider the conditional belief B(¢ = ). Given an epistemic state
as depicted in Figure 7.1a, the belief holds when the most-plausible sphere consistent
with ¢ satisfies (¢ D ). As locating the right sphere is already an undecidable problem,
limited conditional belief cannot work with exact plausibilities.

Hence the best we can do is approximate the plausibility of ¢ (in a decidable way).
Here, it is crucial not to underestimate, for then we would select a too-narrow sphere
and obtain false beliefs as a result. As an example, suppose e; is the most-plausible sphere
consistent with ¢. If the approximation underestimates and selects e, then the belief
always comes out true (since all worlds in e; satisfy =¢ and hence also (¢ D y¥)). By
contrast, approximating from above is sound: we might select the sphere e3, and if all
worlds from e; satisfy (¢ D ¢), then it also holds in e; C es.

Plausibilities are also fundamental for only-believing O{¢1 = ¢1,..., ¢ = ¥p}. In
the objective case only-believing uniquely determines an epistemic state, but generating
this model is still far from trivial, as illustrated by Example 4.5.5. Namely, to determine
the pth sphere of the corresponding epistemic state we need to decide for which 7 the
plausibility of ¢; is > p. Approximating plausibilities from above does not help with
that task. For instance, if we overapproximate the plausibility of ¢;, only-believing
would assert (¢; D ;) in spheres where it should not necessarily hold, which in turn
could distort the plausibilities of other ¢; and thus eventually lead to a skewed system
of spheres. The same problem arises with approximations from below.

For only-believing we hence need both, approximations from below and above: when
the approximations from below and above agree on the plausibility of ¢; being > p or
< p, then we know whether (¢; D ¢;) should be asserted in the pth sphere or not. As
long as both bounds agree for every 7, we can faithfully represent the pth sphere in the
approximation.

When the bounds are inconsistent, though, it is not clear what the pth sphere looks
like. The idea is then to skip to the last sphere. In the unlimited case, the last sphere is
represented by the maximal set of (¢; D ;) which taken together are inconsistent with
the ¢;, that is, all have plausibility co. This set is approximated from below using the

plausibility approximations from below.
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D) e & s CBEYE

(a) An epistemic state. (b) An approximation. (c) A better approximation.

Figure 7.1: An epistemic state and two approximations. Each ellipse represents the
scenarios considered possible in that sphere. The most-plausible spheres
e1,s1, 5] correspond to each other; and so do ez, 5. The outermost spheres s,

and s;, by contrast, are merely approximations of e;.

Two such approximative systems of spheres are depicted in Figure 7.1: in Figure 7.1b
the bounds are inconsistent already for the second sphere; Figure 7.1c faithfully repre-
sents the first two spheres, but is pessimistic about the outermost ones, that is, considers
too many scenarios. It is important that the last sphere is not optimistic, for otherwise
it might satisfy formulas that the last sphere of the € does not.

BOL employs the limited semantics from Chapter 6 and uses setups instead of sets
of worlds to represent spheres semantically. Plausibilities are approximated from below
and above with the sound semantics |¢ and the complete semantics |2, respectively.
The limited belief operators B and O are decorated with sub- and superscripts &,/ €
{0,1,2,...} to specify the reasoning efforts for |¢ and 2.

7.2 The language BOL

BOL makes a few restrictions compared to the full logic BO. For one thing, to simplify
the technical treatment it does not allow predicates to occur outside of belief operators,

and no nested beliefs. For another, like £~, BOL allows no function symbols.

Definition 7.2.1 The symbols of BOL are the same as for £~ (Definition 6.2.1) plus
curly braces, =, B, O, and natural numbers 0, 1,2, . . ., written schematically as &, /. The
terms are the same as in L~ (Definition 6.2.1). The set of formulas is the least set such
that

® (t1 = tp) is a formula where £ and ¢, are terms;

® —a, (aV B), and Axa are formulas where @ and B are formulas and x is a variable;
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7 Limited Conditional Belief

. B/le(dn = 1) and O/le{q’)l S Y1, ..., ;= U,y } are formulas if ¢;, y; are formulas
of L7and k,/ € {0,1,2,...}.

It is easy to see that every BOL formula after stripping the effort parameters from
B and O is a formula of BO (Definition 4.2.1). The converse does not hold, because
in BOL we only consider formulas of 8O which are subjective and contain no nested
beliefs and no function symbols. Nevertheless BOL is a meaningful fragment of 80. In

particular, it allows us to express problems like “does OZF entail Blk’,(¢ = )

7.3 The semantics of BOL

As mentioned before, in BOL setups take the place of sets of worlds in 8O. Recall that
a setup is a set of (ground) clauses. Intuitively, a setup represents explicit knowledge,
which is not closed under logical consequence. Nevertheless every setup corresponds to
the set of compatible worlds, namely those worlds which satisfy all of its clauses.
Mind the antithetical behaviour of sets of worlds and setups when new information is
added: the set of possible world shrinks, the setup grows. In light of the correspondence
between setups and sets of worlds, this behaviour is not surprising: a bigger setup has

fewer compatible worlds.

Definition 7.3.1 A limited epistemic state § is an infinite sequence of setups (Defini-

tion 6.3.1) 5,, p € P, that
* is concentric, that is, UP*(s,) 2 UP*(s,1) for all p € P;
* converges, that is, s, = s, for some g € Pand all p > g.

We use (s1, . . .,54) as a short notation for § when it converges at level g or earlier.

Note that the concentricity constraint in this definition uses the reverse subset relation
as opposed to Definition 4.3.1. The reason is that, as described above, smaller setups

represent less information just like bigger sets of worlds do.

Definition 7.3.2 Plausibility approximations from below and above are defined by

[5,k 9 ¢] =min{p | p =coors, kR =p};
[5,/ ¢ ¢)] =min{p | p=coors,,[ £ -}

We say § is i-bound—consistent at p with respect to ¢4, ..., ¢, iff forall z, |,k ¢ ¢;] = p
iff [5,] ¢ ¢;] > p. We omit “with respect to ¢1,. .., d,”" when it is clear from context.
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Table 7.1: The turnstile symbols used in this chapter.

k= | satisfaction and entailment in B8O (Definition 4.3.2)

~ | satisfaction and entailment in BOL (Definition 7.3.4)

R | satisfaction in sound semantics of £~ (Definition 6.4.2)

R | satisfaction in complete semantics of £~ (Definition 6.6.3)

We define the /le-approximation with respect to ¢1,..., ¢, of §=(s1,...,5,) as

-

o (S, 55p,5g) 1f5is /i-bound-consistent at1,...,p butnotatp + 1;
Sl = )
s otherwise.

The approximation from below (|5,% ¢ ¢]) and above (|5,/ ¢ ¢]) use the sound
() and complete (|2) semantics from Chapter 6. For the intuition behind /le-bound-
consistency and § |/le recall our sketch of how a system of spheres could be approximated:
as long as the approximation from below and above agree on whether the plausibilities
of ¢; are > p or < p, the pth sphere can genuinely represent the pth sphere of the
reference system of spheres in 80; once we are beyond this point, the approximative
system of spheres needs to skip to the last sphere. Assuming § was constructed in a
fashion analogous to Rule 807, § |]le captures the idea of taking all spheres for which
/le-bound-consistency is given but thereafter skipping to the end.

The following lemma tells us that the plausibilities are well-behaved: increasing the
effort does not worsen their quality. In particular, it means that lle-bound-consistency

always implies /le,,-bound—consistency for larger effort k" > k, I’ > [.

Lemma 7.3.3 Let ¢ be a formula of L.

Then [S,k ¢ @] < |SSk+1¢¢] <[S,I+1¢¢] <[5/ 9]

Proof. For the first inequality, suppose sy, k + 1 |& —¢. By Lemma 6.5.4, 5,,k %
—¢. For the second inequality, suppose s,,/ + 1 [# ~¢. By Theorem 6.7.1, s, £ —¢.
By Theorem 6.5.1, s,k + 1 |& —¢. For the third inequality, suppose s,,/ |& —¢. By
Lemma 6.7.2, 55,1 + 1 [& —¢. m|

Now we can define the semantics of BOL. To distinguish it from the semantics of
unlimited BO, we denote the satisfaction relation by . Recall that a setup that satisfies
a certain formula is UP*-minimal iff there is no smaller (modulo UP*) model of that
formula (Definition 6.8.1).

Definition 7.3.4 The truth relation |r of BOL is defined with respect to a limited
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7 Limited Conditional Belief

epistemic state S

BOLI1. § | (n1 = ny) iff nyand n, are identical names;

BOL2. Sk(aVvp) iff Sraorsr B;

BOL3. 5§k —a iff T a;

BOL4. 5 Axa iff §r @) for some name 7;

BOL5. §BL(¢p = y) iff forallp € P,if p < |51 t ¢], then sy, k B (¢ D y);

BOL6. 5 O {12 Y1, b = U} iff
forall p € P, 5; is UP*-minimal with 5,0 2 NF[ A5 keg,15p(¢: D ¥i)], and

§'|/l€ = § for some §”.

Rule BOL5 approximates the plausibility of ¢ from above, which prevents us from
selecting a too-plausible spheres that is actually inconsistent with ¢, and then applies
sound inference. That way, Bi((ﬁ = ) is a conservative variant of BO’s conditional
belief operator B(¢ = y).

The spirit behind Rule BOL6 is the same. The intuition is to build up the system of
spheres as long as the lower and upper bound of all plausibilities are consistent. Once
they are not, it is unclear how the next sphere should look like, so we skip to the last
one. That last sphere is determined by conditionals which (mutually) contradict their
premises, so there is no scenario where any of them could be true. The parameters k& and
[ determine how much effort is put into checking the plausibility bound-consistency.
Note that there may be conditionals in I' with unsatisfiable antecedents which do not
occur in the last sphere: we only take those conditionals whose antecedents can be
proved unsatisfiable by sound reasoning; otherwise the outermost sphere could be too
strong. Figure 7.1 illustrates such approximations: when € = OI' and §' | OZkF, then
the first spheres of § correspond to the respective spheres of €, but the last sphere of §
is possibly weaker than the last sphere of €, and between these some spheres of € may
have no counterpart in § for they were skipped due to /Ze-bound-inconsistency.

Notice that Rule BOL6 converts the formula to NF from Definition 6.9.1. The
rationale is that R is particularly good at dealing with clauses, and often simple symbol
pushing can increase the number of clauses in A;(¢; D ¢;). For example, (xP(x) D
Vx’Q(x")) clearly is not a clause, but the NF of this formula is YxVx’(=P(x) vV Q(x")).
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7.4 Soundness for proper* knowledge bases

’

From a knowledge representation perspective, belief implications O/lel" K Bi,(gb =)
are perhaps the most important class of reasoning problems in BOL. In this section we
prove a couple of useful properties of belief implications for proper* knowledge bases.
Most notably, this includes a soundness result with respect to the unlimited 80.
Proper™* sentences are required to be in clausal form and mention no existentials
(Lakemeyer and Levesque 2002). First, we generalize our original Definition 6.8.1 to

belief conditionals.

Definition 7.4.1 A set of conditionals I' = {¢1 = ¥1,...,¢1 = ¥y, } is proper” when
NF[A;(¢; D ¢;)] is proper* in the sense of Definition 6.8.1.

Applying NF (Definition 6.9.1) to A;(¢; D ¥;) significantly expands the class of
proper* knowledge bases. For example, (P A Q) D R) abbreviates ==(=P vV =Q) V R,
which clearly is not proper™. By contrast, NF[==(=P V =Q) V R] eliminates the double
negation and yields the clause (P vV Q) V R). That is, {(P? A Q) = R} would not be
proper™ it it wasn’t for NF.

We now examine proper* knowledge bases. To begin with, the unique-model property

from BO carries over to BOL for proper* knowledge bases.

Theorem 7.4.2 Let T = {¢p1 = Y1,....¢m = Ym} be proper™. Then there is an s =
(Sty+ s Sma1) such thats = Ofel", and for all 5’ |~ Oil", UP*(s,) = UP*(SI’))for all p.
The argument is similar to the one for the original unique-model property for BO;
additionally, it needs Theorem 6.8.4. We give the full proof in Appendix D.1.
It is also not surprising that the effort in belief entailments is monotonic, that is,

beliefs are retained when we increase the reasoning effort & or /.

Theorem 7.4.3 LetT = {¢1 = Y1,...,¢m = Y} be proper.
IfOLT I BL(¢ = ), then OLT [ BL (¢ = y) forall k 2 e, [ > L > k', 1" 2 1.
The proof can be found in Appendix D.2. The following theorem states the main
result of this section, namely that belief implications in BOL for proper™ knowledge
bases are sound with respect to 80.
Theorem 7.4.4 LetT = {¢1 = Y1,..., b = Uy} be proper™.
IfOLT B (¢ = W), then OT = B(¢ = ).
We prove this correctness result in Appendix D.3. The intuition is as follows. By
Theorem 7.4.2, we only need to consider a single model of s |» O/ler. All spheres of
5 except the last one faithfully match the corresponding spheres of € |= OT, and the

final sphere of § is weaker than the last sphere of €, as depicted in Figure 7.1. Hence,
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7 Limited Conditional Belief

everything that can be inferred from a sphere of § by sound inference can also be inferred
from the same corresponding sphere of €. Since [® is sound, the claim follows.

Before we turn to decidability of BOL, let us illustrate its workings with the condi-
tionals from Example 4.2.2.
Example 7.4.5 Note that I' from Example 4.2.2 is proper*. Let £ > 1 and [ > 1,
and let 51 and s, be as in Example 6.4.3. Then s; is the first sphere of § k O/lel“. To
determine the next sphere, we first need to see whether s is Zk-bound-consistent at 2,
that is, |5,k ¢ @] > 2iff |5,/ ¢¢] > 2 forall ¢ = ¢ € I'. We can reuse our results
from Examples 6.4.3 and 6.6.4. For example, we have shown in Example 6.6.4 that
s1,/ |# —Italian, so we have |5,/ ¢ Italian] = 1. Similarly, in Example 6.4.3 we have
shown s1,k |© —Aussie, so |5,k ¢ Aussie] > 2. That way and with Lemma 7.3.3, we

obtain
® |5k ¢ Italian] = 1 and |5,/ ¢ Italian] = 1;
® |5,k ¢ Aussie] > 2 and |5,] ¢ Aussie| > 2;
® |5k ¢TRUE] = 1and |5,/ ¢ TRUE] = 1;
o |5 k¢ —ltalian| > 2 and |5,/ ¢ —Italian| > 2.
The plausibilities of the last two conditionals in Example 4.2.2 are omitted, as they are

vacuously co. Hence, § is f’-bound-consistent at 2. The conditionals with plausibility > 2

determine the second sphere, so we obtain
UP™(s2) = UP* ({[-Aussie, —Italian], [~ Aussie, Eats(roo)], [Italian, Aussie]} U s,,).

It is easy to see that |5,k ¢ Aussie] = |5,k ¢ —ltalian| = 2. Moreover |5,/ ¢ Aussie| =
[,/ ¢ —Italian]| = 2 can be shown by adding Aussie to the setup. So for the final sphere

s3 we have
UP*(s3) = UP*(s,.).

Having the model of OZF, we can easily prove the entailment OZkF k B! (=Italian =
—-Veggie) for B’ > 1,1’ > 1: since |5,/” ¢ —Italian| = 2, we only need to show s,k |F
Italian V —~Veggie, which is easy by splitting Italian.

Note that for £ = 0 or [ = 0, the model of O/lel" would have consisted of s; followed
immediately by s, because of i-bound—inconsistency at 2. In this case, no &’ or [’ would

have been large enough to show BY (¢ = ¢).
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7.5 Decision procedure for proper* knowledge bases

In Chapter 6 we saw that reasoning in | and R is decidable and in the propositional
case even tractable for so-called proper™ knowledge bases. As it turns out, these results
carry over to belief entailments in BOL provided that the knowledge base is proper™.

The idea behind the decision procedure is rather straightforward. By Theorem 7.4.2,
the number of relevant setups is bounded. Hence Rules BOL5 and BOL6 can be repli-
cated with the decision procedures for | and |f from the previous chapter (Definitions
6.8.6 and 6.8.10). The following procedure generates the system of spheres that matches
the one from Rule BOL6.

Definition 7.5.1 Let ' = {¢y = ¢1,...,dn = ¥} be proper™.
Then MOD[N, k,[,T] = § is generated by:

® lets” = (5{, . -,S,',,H) such that 5;; = gndN(NF[/\i:pzl or S[N,s;_l,/e,wﬁi]:l((ﬁi D ¥));

® let p* = max{p € {1,...,m} | for some i,

maX{S[N,s]’y,,/e,—'gb,-] |p/ <p}= max{C[N,sI’y,,l,—'gb,-] | p’ <p}};

® let 5= (s],.. .,51’7*,57’%1).

The sequences of setups from MOD correspond to s” and § in Rule BOL6, except that
here they are grounded only with the names from N. The value of p* represents the last
sphere at which §” is /le—bound—consistent (except in the special case p* = m, in which
case §” = 5). Note that the role of |€ and |® in the bound-consistency checks is assumed
by the respective decision procedures S and C (Definitions 6.8.6 and 6.8.10). Moreover
recall that the first 7 + 1 setups sufhice by Theorem 7.4.2.

Based on this model, we define the decision procedure for belief implications of the
form OLT v B, (¢ = v).

Definition 7.5.2 LetI' = {¢1 = ¥1,...,m = ¥ } be proper™.
Then BEL[N,k,[Lk’,I",T, ¢,¢] = b € {0, 1} is generated by

* let (s1,...,s;) = MOD[N,k,[,T];
° letp* = mln{p | C[N,l’, Sp,—|¢] =0 orp = ]},
o let b = SIN.K. 5,0 (6 > W)].

The procedure BEL[N,k,/,k’,l’,T,¢,] is intended to determine an entailment

OZkF S B/le,(qb = ). As before, grounding happens only with the names from N.If N

is chosen appropriately, then BEL is a correct decision procedure.
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Definition 7.5.3 Let I’ = {¢1 = ¢1,...,¢m = ¥ }. We write [y, for INF[A;(¢; D
¥i)llw and [IT]] for [A;(¢; > wi)l.

Theorem 7.5.4 LetT = {¢1 = Y1,...,¢m = Y} be proper*. Let N contain the names
from T, ¢, ¢ plus max{k,[,k’,]'} - v + v names forv > [Ty and v > |P|y and v > ||
Then OLT |~ Bl (¢ = ) iff BEL[N, k,Lk",I".T, ¢,y] = 1.

The proof is given in Appendix D.4. It proceeds by first showing that § O/leF
matches MOD[N, k, [, T'], except that it is only finitely grounded. Then it is easy to show
that BEL decides the entailment.

Based on the complexities of S and C, we obtain the following complexity bound for

BEL, which is exponential in the effort parameters and the width ||y and |¢ D ¢,

Theorem 7.5.5 Let T = {¢1 = Y1,...,¢m = WUm} be proper™. Suppose ||T|| = |(¢ D ¢)|.

Let j = max{k,l} and j’ = {k’,]’} and i = max{j,;’}. Then Oil“ = Bi,(({) = ) can be

determined in

Om? - (IITNl + )*U*Y - (Tl + (¢ 2 Yl + 1) - (7]l + i + 1)> TG 2k

m - (IIT|+ 7Y 1 > )l -
((ITlw + 1(8 2 ¥)lw) - (IT]] + i + 2)) @ ThICh 416 07+ 2)y,

The first summand is due to the computation of MOD[N, &, [,T'], which is, among
others, quadratic in the number of conditionals. In many practical scenarios one would
compute the model therefore only once and reuse it. The proof of the complexity bound
is given in Appendix D.4. For the propositional case, the complexity is much easier to

read.
Corollary 7.5.6 LetT = {¢1 = Y1,....¢m = Y} be proper* and propositional, and
let ¢ and  also be propositional. Suppose ||U|| > |(¢ D ¥)|. Let j = max{k,[} and

’

7 ={k’, 1"} and i = max{j,;'}. Then O]lel" S Bi,(qﬁ = ) can be determined in

O(mz -(JIT]] +]')2'(j+1) +m - (||| +j’)f+1 (¢ D ,/,)|j’+1)'

7.6 Discussion

In this chapter we introduced the logic of limited conditional belief BOL. It is modelled
after BO, but uses the setup-based semantics from Chapter 6 instead of possible worlds
to avoid logical omniscience. BOL generalizes earlier work by Liu, Lakemeyer, and

Levesque to the case of conditional belief (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2002, 2013, 2014,
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2016; Liu 2006; Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque 2004); the closest relative is arguably
(Lakemeyer and Levesque 2014).

The main challenge of limited conditional belief is to approximate plausibilities
appropriately. This requires not only sound but also complete first-order reasoning in
order to soundly determine which sphere is certainly consistent with a conditional’s
premise. Consequently the limited belief operator B/Ze features two effort parameters: /
determines the effort put into finding an appropriate sphere, and % specifies how much
effort is spend on reasoning in that specific sphere.

As for limited only-believing, we employ under- and overapproximations of plausibili-
ties to build up the system of spheres. The better these approximations, the more faithful
the resulting system of spheres is to the corresponding epistemic state in B80. For that
reason, the only-believing operator Oi has effort parameters k& and / for the lower and
upper plausibility bounds. This is in contrast to Liu, Lakemeyer, and Levesque’s work
on limited knowledge, where no relevant reasoning is necessary to associate a setup with
only-knowing.

For proper® knowledge bases - that is, conditionals that can be easily transformed
to clausal form without existentially quantified variables - BOL has several attractive
properties. In particular, limited belief entailments are sound with respect to their
unlimited counterparts in 8O (Theorem 7.4.4). And limited belief entailments are
decidable: we presented a decision procedure (Theorem 7.5.4) and showed that in the
propositional case it is even tractable for fixed effort (Corollary 7.5.6).

Next, we want to complete an ongoing implementation effort of the decision proce-
dures presented in this chapter. We plan to evaluate the system in restricted domains
first, such as games like Battleship or the German card game Skat. In the long term, we
hope to deploy a limited reasoner on a robot to support the high-level control system.

A very interesting open issue on the more theoretical side is a limited variant of
revision. We imagine effort-parameterized revision operators that approximate the
genuine system of spheres, perhaps similarly to how limited only-believing approximates
the classical only-believing. Such an approximation would be particularly useful for
operators like lexicographic revision, which in their unlimited version bring along
exponential growth of the system of spheres.

Limited revision operators would also help to integrate actions into BOL. As for
the physical effects of actions, we could draw on the proposal by Lakemeyer and
Levesque (2014), which provides action operators like the ones in &S and ESB. The
semantics of their language is also based on setups and unit propagation, where literals

are augmented with a sequence of actions. For example, from the unit clauses [InBox(2)]
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and [Fragile(n)] together with [-InBox(), —=Fragile(n), [dropbox|Broken(#)] they can
infer [[dropbox]|Broken(n)] simply by unit propagation. We expect this extension will
carry over to BOL easily. It is remarkable, though, that such semantic representation
of actions seems to bring about no performance gain over regression; at least our
preliminary experiments with prototypical implementations suggest so. We believe the
reason is the growing space of relevant split literals.

Be that as it may, a semantic account of limited actions would be interesting alone to
study a limited form progression, analogously to limited revision. Here, knowledge and
belief about the effect’s of actions should depend on the effort as well. Similar to the
envisioned limited revision, the actual effects would only be approximated. A limited
form of progression appears to be an interesting question of investigation in such a
model.

Whether the action model from (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2014) is the best choice,
or whether action effects should be limited by effort parameter similar to the envisioned
limited revision, is an open question.

Perhaps the next improvement of BOL is to accommodate functions. Functions
are highly attractive because, for one thing, they allow more intuitive modelling than
predicates in many cases, and predicates cannot imitate functions in proper* knowledge
bases for the lack of existentials. Moreover, functions can be used to represent existentials
in the knowledge base by means of Skolemization. As we can build on (Lakemeyer
and Levesque 2016) in this issue, the main remaining task is to generalize the complete
semantics |2 from Chapter 6 appropriately.

We moreover presume the work on introspection by Lakemeyer and Levesque (2013)
in limited reasoning carries over to BOL easily. For many applications, multi-agent

limited reasoning is relevant as well.
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8 Conclusion

This chapter concludes the thesis. In the first part we recapitulate the questions under
consideration and summarize the answers we proposed. The second part suggests

possible directions of future work.

8.1 Summary

This thesis investigated conditional belief from a knowledge-representation perspective.

In particular, we studied the following three questions.

1. How can we capture the meaning of a conditional knowledge base in a semantically

perspicuous way?

2. How do conditional beliefs change in the face of physical actions and new infor-

mation?

3. How can reasoning about conditional beliefs be kept decidable and, sometimes,

tractable?

We addressed the first question by extending Levesque’s logic of only-knowing OL
to embrace conditional beliefs. We generalized Levesque’s only-knowing in order to
capture conditional knowledge bases in a reasonable way. Numerous properties and
results are shared among OL and our logic - most notably perhaps the unique-model
property and the representation theorem. This confirms that our logic captures the
spirit of OL very well while adding to its expressivity. Further, a close relation to Pearl’s
System Z indicates that our semantics stands to reason.

To consider the effect of actions on conditional beliefs we amalgamated our logic of
only-believing with situation calculus-style actions. A notion of informing allows new
information to flow into the system, which is accounted for by means of classical belief
revision. The main subject of our investigation was the belief projection problem, which
is to decide what is believed after a sequence of actions. Two fundamental approaches

to tackle this problem are known: regression, which performs backward reasoning
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by rolling back the actions in the query, and progression, which reasons forward by
updating the knowledge base. We showed how both techniques can be applied to
conditional belief. By these results, reasoning about belief in dynamic systems can be
reduced to the static case.

Finally, we dealt with the question of decidability in our framework. We devised
a logic of limited conditional belief, where belief is parameterized with the effort
that should be spend on proving it. Our approach is based on both a sound and a
complete approximation of ordinary first-order semantics, which together allow us to
approximate the notions of conditional belief and only-believing in a reasonable fashion.
For a specific class of knowledge bases, this notion of limited belief is sound with respect
to its unlimited archetype. Moreover, at the cost of completeness, limited reasoning is
decidable. In the propositional case, the corresponding decision procedures are even
tractable (for fixed effort).

8.2 Future Work

The possible directions of future work are manifold, and many open questions were
discussed in the conclusions of the previous chapters. Here, we give only a brief overview
of the major open challenges.

A very interesting — perhaps the most interesting — open question is how practical
belief revision operators could look like. As mentioned before, operators like lexico-
graphic revision bring along exponential growth, which is not feasible with hundreds
or thousands of revisions as they will appear in a practical scenario. Limited reason-
ing seems to be a promising way to attack this problem. The rough idea is that the
revised belief structure would be only approximated, and the differences among the least
plausible scenarios would be forgotten. A model of actions where effects are known
or believed only as far as the reasoning effort permits, and a corresponding notion of
limited progression are related questions.

Aside from the potential concept of limited revision operators, we plan to investigate
if and how our results on the projection problem carry over to other classical revision
operators. Particularly the question of first-order-definable progression for such complex
revision operators 1s open.

Finally, a couple of open questions concern the basic concept of only-believing.
For one thing, the relationships to only-knowing and System Z yields numerous new
relatives, and examining these relationships could be interesting. Especially investigating

an amalgamation of only-believing with probabilities, in the propositional fragment or
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the first-order setting, appears worthwhile. From a more theoretical view, an axiom
system for the logic of only-believing is desirable to get a second perspective on the logic.
However, as remarked before, such an axiom system can be sound and complete only

for the propositional fragment without giving up recursiveness.
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A Long Proofs for B0

A.1 Proof of the OL embedding theorem

Here we prove Theorem 4.6.4, the embedding of OL in B0.
Lemma A.1.1 ¢ | O{—a = raLsE} iff forallp € P, w € ¢, iff ,w [ a.
Proof. For the only-if direction, let € F O{—a = raLse}. By Rule BO7, for all p € P,

w € e, iff &, w | (—a D FALSE) or |€|-a] < p, which simplifies to é,w = @ or
€] -a] < p (*). We show by induction on p that [€]|-a] > p for all p € P, which
immediately gives us the right-hand side of the lemma. The base case holds trivially. For
the induction step, suppose | €| —~a| > p. Then €,w |= a for all w € e, by (*), and thus
€| —a] > p, thatis, [€]|-a] > p + 1.

Conversely, let w € e, iff &,w | @ for all p € P. Then |€]|-a] = o, and by
Rule BO7, € | O{-a = FALSE}. O

For this remainder of this section, let @ denote an arbitrary sentence of OL. Recall

from Definition 4.6.3 that § maps Ka to Ka¥ and Oa to O{-a* = raLsE}.
Lemma A.1.2 Forevery e and w, e,w [=or a iff (e),w = aF.

Proof. By induction on the length of @. Let € = (¢). We only consider the induction
steps for K and O« here; the other cases are trivial.

ForKa, e For Ka iff e,w oy @ for all w € e iff (by induction) &, |= of for all
w € e iff (by construction of &) &, w |= o forall w € ey and p € P iff (by Theorem 4.4.2)
¢ = Kat.

For Oa, e For Oa iff e = {w | e,w =gy @} iff (by induction) e = {w | é,w | at}
iff (by construction of €) e, = {w | é,w | a®} for all p € P iff (by Lemma A.1.1)
¢ £ O{-a* = raLsE}. |

This lemma showed how to construct a 8O model from an OL model. Constructing
an OL model from a B8O model is more tricky. On the one hand, the OL model shall
represent all worlds that occur in the 8O model regardless of which spheres that world
occurs in. On the other hand, if any sphere “misses” a world, the OL model shall miss

one, too.
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Definition A.1.3 For a primitive atom p, we define fwf such that fwip [p] = 7 and

wf [7] = w[r] for all primitive terms and atoms 7 distinct from p.

Definition A.1.4 For arbitrary € we define é¥ = ¢ U{wf | w € ¢ and w! ¢ é} where
¢=perepand € = Uyep €.

Lemma A.1.5 For every € and w, &,w |= o iff 6°,w |=oy, where p is a primitive atom

whose symbol does not occur in a and é = é°.

Proof. By induction on the length of a. Observe that €, wé) E piffe, wf = B for any
B that does not mention the symbol of p (*), as can be shown by a simple induction on
the length of @. We only consider the induction steps for K and Oa here; the other
cases are trivial.

For Ke, é For Ka iff &, w oy @ for all w € € iff (by induction) €, w [ at for
all w € & iff (by construction of & and (*)) &,w = f for all w € e, and p € P iff (by
Theorem 4.4.2) € |= Kat.

For Oa we first make the following observations. Suppose ¢ = {w | é,w E y}
for some 7y that does not mention the symbol of p. First suppose there is some w
such that w € ¢ and w} ¢ é. Then w) € & but w{ ¢ &. Contradiction to (*). Hence
{wf | w € éandwy ¢ é} = {}, so we have é = &. Next suppose there is some
w such that w € ¢ and wf] ¢ é. So wf ¢ ¢ = &, and by (*), w) ¢ & = é. Then
by construction, wj € & = é. Contradiction. Hence é C é. So we have & = é = ¢
(**). Now for the induction step, é For Oa iff é = {w | é,w [For a} iff (by
induction) é = {w | &,w | o} iff (by (**)) é = {w | &w £ af} and & = é = ¢ iff
é={w|éwkEa¥} ande, = ey forall p,p’ e Piffe, = {w | é,w | af}forallp e P
iff (by Lemma A.1.1) € | O{-a* = FaLSE}. O
Theorem 4.6.4 o, a iff = o,

Proof. For the only-if direction, suppose Foy @ but & w £ . Then & w |= —af, and
by Lemma A.1.5, -« is satisfiable in OL. Contradiction. Conversely, suppose | o
but e,w [or a@. Then e,w [For —, and by Lemma A.1.2, ~a* is satisfiable in B0.

Contradiction. O

A.2 Proof of the Z-ordering theorem

Here we prove Theorem 4.7.4, which states the correspondence between only-believing
and Z-ordering. For this purpose let ¢ and ¢ denote objective and propositional formulas
as in Section 4.7. Moreover, let T' = {¢1 = ¥1,...,¢» = ¥} be objective and
propositional, and let € = OT', which exists and is unique by Theorem 4.5.3.
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Lemma A.2.1 The Z-ranking is well-defined iff T is consistent.

Proof. According to Pearl (1990), T is consistent iff | J; I'; = . Thus, I is inconsistent iff
there is some ¢ = ¢ I'; for all 7 iff Z(¢ = ) is undefined forsome ¢ > ¢y €. O

Lemma A.2.2 Let é = OT and T be consistent.

Then |é| 9] = Z(¢p = ) + 1 forevery ¢ = ¢ € T.

Proof. By Lemma A.2.1, Z is well-defined. We show by induction on p that €] ¢] < p
ifft Z(p => ¢y) < p-1forallp € Pand ¢ = ¢ € I'. The lemma is then an easy
consequence: from |€|¢] < |€|¢] we obtain Z(¢ = ¢) < |€|¢] — 1, and similarly
from Z(¢p = ¢) < Z(¢p = ¢¥)+ 1 -1 we obtain | €| ¢] < Z(¢ = ¢) + 1; hence the
lemma holds.

For the base case, |€|¢] < 1iff [€|¢] = 1iff w | ¢ for some w € e; iff (by
Rule BO7) w | ¢ A \g,=y,er(¢;i D ;) for some w iff (by Lemma 4.7.2) T tolerates
¢ = ¢ iff (by Definition4.7.3) ¢ => y e L it Z(p = ¢)=0iff Z(¢ = y) < 0.

For the induction step suppose that [€|¢] < p iff Z(¢ = ¢) < p—1{orall p € Pand
¢ = € I'. First observe that | €] ¢;]| > p iff (by induction) Z(¢; = ¢;) > p — 1 iff (by
Definition 4.7.3) ¢; = ¢; ¢ [oU... UT, 1 iff ¢; = ¢; e T\ (ToU...UT,2) (*). Then
€l ¢] < p ift w £ ¢ for some w € ¢, iff (by Rule BO7) w |= ¢ A Aiijz)g,15p(#i O ¥i)
for some w iff (by (*)) w F ¢ A Ag=y,en\rou..1,0)(@i D ¥i) for some w ift (by
Lemma 4.7.2) '\ (Io U ... T,) tolerates ¢ = y iff (by Definition 4.7.3) ¢ = ¢ €
LoUu.. .Ul it Z(g = ¢) <p -1 m]
Lemma A.2.3 Let é |= OTL. Then I is inconsistent iff | €| ¢] = co for some ¢ = ¢ € T.

Proof. For the only-if direction suppose I' is inconsistent. Then some non-empty I € T’
does not tolerate any ¢ = ¢ € I''. We show by induction on p that |€|¢] > p
for all ¢ = ¢ € I". For the base case consider p = 1. By Lemma 4.7.2, for every
p=2yel’,wlE ¢ A N\ysyer (¢’ Dy') forall w, so by Rule BO7, w £ ¢ for all
w € ey, and hence [€]¢]| > 1. For the induction step consider p > 1. By induction,
l€|¢] = p forall ¢ = ¢ € I'". Thus and by Lemma 4.7.2, for every ¢ = ¢ € I,
W E GANie)¢;)5p(@i D W) for all w, so by Rule BO7, w £ ¢ for all w € e), and hence
€| ¢] > p. Hence the only-if direction holds, that is, [€|¢] = o forall ¢ = ¢ € T,
Conversely, suppose I is consistent. Then Z(¢ = ¢) € {0,1,2,.. .} forallp = ¢y €T
by Definition 4.7.3, and thus €| ¢] # oo by Lemma A.2.2. m]

Lemma A.2.4 Let € |= OT and T be consistent. Then min{p | w € e,} = Z(w) + 1.

Proof. For every world w, p is minimal such that w € e, iff (by Rule 8O7) p is
minimal such that w |= Aj.z|¢,)2p(#; D ¥;) iff (by Lemma A.2.2) p is minimal such
that w | Aj.zpo0:)p-1(9; D ;) iff (by Definition 4.7.3) Z(w) = p — 1. m]
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Lemma A.2.5 Let € |= OT, I be consistent, and ¢ satisfiable. Then | €| ¢] = Z(p) + 1.

Proof. Since ¢ is satisfiable, there is some w with w | ¢, and by Lemma A.2.4,
min{p | w € ey} = Z(w) + 1. Thus, since Z(w) cannot take the value oo, [€] ] # co.
Hence, |€]¢] =min{p |w F ¢ andw € ¢,} = min{min{p | w € ¢,} | w | ¢} = (by
Lemma A.2.4) min{Z(w) + 1 | w | ¢} = (by Definition 4.7.3) Z(¢) + 1. i
Theorem 4.7.4

(i) T is inconsistent iff |Z| ¢ = oo for some ¢ = y € T;

(i) if T is consistent, then || ¢ = Z(¢ = v) + 1 for every ¢ = y € T;
(iii) if T is consistent, then min{p | w € e,} = Z(w) + 1;
(iv) if T is consistent and ¢ is satisfiable, then |€|¢| = Z(¢p) + 1.

Proof. Follows from Lemmas A.2.3, A.2.2, A.2.4, A.2.5, respectively. m|
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B.1 Proof of the BO embedding theorem

Here we prove Theorem 5.3.9, the embedding of B8O in ES8. For this section, let
denote an arbitrary sentence of 80, and let I’ = {a; = Bi,...,@n = B} denote a set
of BO conditionals.

Definition B.1.1 For a 80 world w and an E88 world w’, let w ~ w’ iff w and w’

agree in the initial situation.

Lemma B.1.2 Let w and € be of BO. Then é,w Ego @ iff ¢*,w* |= «, where w* is arbi-
trary with w ~ w*, and € is such that for every p € P, e; = {w’ | w ~ w’ for some w €
ey}

Proof. By induction on the length of @, where we take the length of B(e = ) as the
length of (@ o B) plus 1, and the length of OT as the length of A;(a; 2 ¢;) plus 1. We
only consider the induction steps for B(e = B) and OT here; the other cases are trivial.

First consider B(a = B) and suppose the lemma holds for formulas shorter than
B(a = ). First notice that forevery p € P, |€|a] < pifté, v’ Fgo a forsomew’ € ¢,
iff (by induction) €*,w" | a for some w’ € e, and for arbitrary w”* with w’ ~ @
iff €",w’ | a for some w’ € e iff [€]a] < p. Hence [€]a] = [€"|a] (*). Then
é,w Ego Bla = B)iffforallp e P,if p < |€| ] and w’ € e, then €, w =50 (@ D B)
iff (by induction) for all p € P, if p < |€|a] and w’ € ey, then €*,w"™ | (¢ D B) for
arbitrary w”* with w’ ~ w" iff (by (¥)) forall p e P, if p < |€*| @] and w’ € ¢}, then
e, w' | (a2 p)iff &, w* EB(a = p).

Now consider OI' and suppose the lemma holds for formulas shorter than OT.
By the same argument as above, [€]a;] = [ |a;] (¥). Then €&, w Fgo Ol iff e, =
{w' | &w’ Ego Nie|a)sp(@i D Bi)} forall p € P iff (by induction) e, = {w’ |
e, 0™ F Niil¢|a;)sp(@i O B;) for arbitrary @™ with @ ~ @™} for all p € P iff (by (*))
e, ={w' [ & w" E Aie|a;)2p(@i O Bi)} forallp e Piff &%, w* = OI. m]

Constructing a 80 model from an ESB model is more involved because we need to
avoid a pitfall similar to the problem when translating a 80 model to an OL model in

Appendix A.1. Given an ESB model such that e, ¢ {w | &, w | a} for some p € P,
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when we simply “cut” the future situations from every individual world in e, we might
end up with a 80 model e* = {w* | e*,w* Fgo a}. The intuitive reason is that e,
might contain all possible truth assignments for the initial situation, but not for every

future situation.

Definition B.1.3 We say a set of 888 worlds W is complete when for all ESB worlds
w’,w”, if w' € W and there is a B0 world w such that w ~ w’ and w ~ w”’, then
w”eW.

Intuitively a set of ESB worlds is complete when for every w’ € W it also contains
all other worlds that agree with @’ on the initial situation. The notation ! in the

following lemma was introduced in Definition A.1.3.

Lemma B.1.4 Let w and é be of ESB. Then é,w E a iff é*,w* Ego a, where w* is
such that w* ~ w, and €" is such that for every p € P, if e, is complete, ey = {w | w ~
w’ for some w’ € ey}, and otherwise e, = {wf | w ~w’ for somew’ € e,}.
Proof. By induction on the length of @, where we take the length of B(@ = ) as the
length of (¢ o B) plus 1, and the length of OT as the length of A;(e; D ¥;) plus 1.
Notice that @* is uniquely determined by w; we hence use * as function that maps
arbitrary S8 worlds w’ to w’* such that w”™* ~ w’. We only consider the induction
steps for B(e = B) and OT here; the other cases are trivial.

First consider B(e = B) and suppose the lemma holds for formulas shorter than
B(a = ). First notice that for every p € P, [€]a] < p iff &, w’ |¢ a for some w’ € ¢,

I&3 |_

iff (by induction) €*, w" [Fgo a for some w’ € e, iff (since the symbol of p does not
occur in @) €*,w’ Egp @ for some w’ € e, iff |€*|a] < p.Hence [€|a] = € |a] ().
Then €, w |F B(a = p) iffforallp € P,if p < |€|a] and w’ € ey, then €, w | (o D B)
iff (by induction) for all p € P, if p < [€]| @] and w’ € ey, then ", w" Ego (« D B) iff
(since the symbol of p does not occur in @ > B and by (¥)) forall p e P, if p < [€*| ]
and w’ € e;, then &*,w’ Ego (@ D B) iff &%, w* Ego B(a = B).

Now consider OI" and suppose the lemma holds for formulas shorter than OT. By
the same argument as above, €| ;| = [€* | @;] (¥). We observe the following (**) for

any sentence y of B0 that is shorter than OI" and does not mention the symbol of p.
* fw' ceyiffé",w™ Fgo v, then e, is complete and so w’ € e iff €, " g0 7.

* If w’ € e, but €, w™ [go v, then also (w/*)ip

€ e, for either i = 0 (when
w"™ = (w’)) or when e, is incomplete) or i = 1 (when " = (w”)] and ¢, is

Es0 7-

complete), but €*, (w/*)ip

o If w’ ¢ e, but &, w" Ego v, then (whether e, is complete or not) (w”)] ¢ ¢,
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although é*, (w”™)} g0 7.

Now for the actual induction step, ¢,w | Ol iff e, = {w’ | &, @’ | Aiij¢]a;)5p(@i D
Bi)} for all p € P iff (by induction) e, = {w’ | €*, 2" Fgo Nislélasisp(@i D Bi)} for
all p e Pift (by (*)) ey = {w’ | €, 0" EFgo Ai.l¢*|a;)5p(@i D Bi)} for all p € P iff (by
(**) ey ={w’ | &, w" Ego Nile|a;)2p(@i D i)} forallp e Piff €*, w” Fgo OT. O
Theorem 5.3.9 Ego a iff E a.

Proof- For the only-if direction suppose [=gp @ and let € and w be an arbitrary ESB
epistemic state and world, respectively. By Lemma B.1.4, €,w | « iff ¢*,w* Fgo a,
where €* and w* are as in Lemma B.1.4. Hence by assumption, €, w |= a.

Conversely suppose |= @ and let € and w be an arbitrary B8O epistemic state and
world, respectively. By Lemma B.1.2, €, w Ego « iff e*,w* £ @, where €* and w™* are

as in Lemma B.1.2. Hence by assumption, é,w Ego a. o

B.2 Proof of the regression theorems

Here we show the regression results. To begin with, we prove Theorems 5.5.4 and 5.5.5,
which relate beliefs after an action to the beliefs before an action similar to successor-state
axioms. After that, we prove the actual regression results, Theorems 5.5.3, 5.5.7, and
5.6.5.

Lemma B.2.1 Let n be a weak-revision action standard name and | € |IF(n)| # .
(i) IF 12 |TE(n)] = |Z|IF(n) A [n]a), then |8 n | a] = 1.
(i) If |€|1IF(n)] # |€|1F(n) A [n]a], then |€>n|a] = [€]|[n]a] + 1.

Proof. (i) By assumption €, w |= IF(n) A [r]a for some w € e|z|15(,))- Thus €, w |= [n]a
for some w € (€ %y, IF(n))1, and so by Rule ESB7, € > n, w |= « for some w € (€ > n);.
Therefore |€>n|a] = 1.

(i1) By assumption, €, w [£ IF(n) A [#]a for all w € ejg|p(,)). Thus €, w £ [n]a
for all w € (€*yIF(n)); (¥). Thus é>n,w [ a for all w € (€>n), and hence
le€>n|a] > 1. Now let p € P. First suppose p < |€|[n]a]. Then €, w ¢ [n]e for all
w € ey. Hence and by (*), €, w £ [n]a for all w € (€ IF(7))y11. Thus € > n,w £
for all w € (€ n),.1, and therefore p + 1 < [€>> n|a]. Now suppose p > |&|[n]a].
Then é,w | [n]a for some w € e, C (€ +*yIF(n)),+1. Thus €>n,w |= a for some

w € (€>n)ps1,and hencep +1 > [€>n|al. m]

Lemma B.2.2 Let n be a strong-revision action standard name and | € |IF(n)] # oo.
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(1) If |€|1F(n) A [n]a] # co, then |€>n|a| = |€|IF(n) A [n]a] - |€|IF(n)] + 1.

(1) If |€|1IE(n) A [n]a]| = o and |€|-IF(n)] # oo, then |é>n|a]| = |€]|[n]a] +
[€] - L€]1F(n)] — [€[=IF(n)] + 2.

Proof. (i) Suppose |€|IF(n)] < p < [€|IF(n) A [n]e]. Then €, w [ IF(n) A [n]a
for all w € e,. Thus &, w ¢ [n]e for all w € (€,1F(n))y_|#|1F(n)j+1- By Rule ESB7,
e>nw f aforall w € (€>n),_71rm)+1- Thus p — [€]TF(n)] + 1 < [€>n]al.
Analogously p > |€|IF(n) A [n]e| implies p — |€|IF(n)| +1 > [€>n|a].

(i1) Suppose |€|-IF(n)] < p < [€|[n]a]. Then €, w £ [n]a for all w € e,. So
é,w I [n]aforall w € (€ +IF(n)),+ where p* = p+[é]-|€|1F(n)]+1-|€|-IF(n)]+1,
because by the same argument as in (i), €>n,w ¢ @ for all w € (€>n)y and
p’ < [€] - [€]IF(n)] + 1. By Rule 8887, ¢ > n,w ¢ a for all w € (¢€> n),-. Thus
p* < |€>n|a]. Analogously p > |€|[n]a] implies p* > |€>n|a]. m|

Theorem 5.5.4 Let a be a weak-revision action variable. Then

= 0[a]B(a = B) = -B(IF(a) = —[a]a) A BUF(a) A [a]a = [a]B) V
B(IF(a) = —[a]a) A B([a]a = [a]B) V
B(IF(a) = FALSE).

Proof. We prove that the equivalence holds in any epistemic state € for any weak-
revision action 7 substituted for 2. We distinguish three cases. The first case supposes
¢ I BIF(n) = —[n]a). The second one supposes the opposite plus | €|IF(n)] # .
The third case supposes | €|IF(n)] = co. For each case we show the equivalence. Since
the cases are exhaustive, the theorem follows.

First suppose € = B(IF(n) = =[a]a). Then also ¢ ¢ B(IF(n) = rarse). Hence
the equivalence to be shown reduces to € = [#]B(a = B) = BIF(n) A [n]a = [n]B).
Notice that by assumption |€|IF(n)] = |€|IF(n) A [#]a] # co (*), and by Lemma B.2.1
l€>n|a] # o (¥*). Now we prove the equivalence: ¢ |= B(IF(n) A [n]e = [r]B)
iff (by Theorem 5.3.12 and (*)) €,w | IF(n) A [n]a D [#]B for all w € ez p(y) iff
é,w [ [n]a D [n]B for all w € (€ IF(n)); iff (by (*¥)) é>n,w = o D B for all
W € (€ )¢5 n|a) ff (by Theorem 5.3.12 and (**)) € |= [2]B(a = B).

Now suppose |€|IF(n)] # o and € | B(IF(z) = —[n]e). Then € ¢ B(IF(n) =
FALSE). Similar to the previous case, the remaining equivalence is € |= [#]B(e = B) =
B([z]a = [n]B). Notice that by assumption, é,w |= IF(n) > —[n]a for all w €
€z |1F(n))> 50 €, w £ [n]a for all w € (€ IF(n)); (¥). Now we prove the equivalence:
€ F B(nla = [#]p) iff &,w [ [n]la D [#]B for all w € e, for all p € P with

156



B.2 Proof of the regression theorems

p < L€l[n]a] iff (by (*)) &,w F [n]a D [#]B for all w € (€+y IF(n)), forallp € P
with p < |€][n]a] + 1ift (by Lemma B.2.1) €>n,w | a D B forall w € (¢ > n), for
alp ePwithp < [€>n|e]iff é E [#]B(e = B).

Finally suppose |€|IF(7)] = co. Then €, w [£ IF(n) for all p € P and w € e,, and
so € = B(IF(nz) = FaLsE). Since |€|IF(n)] = oo, (6> n), = {} forall p € P, and so
é>nwlad Bloralw e (€>n),. Thus € | [#]Ba = p). m|

Theorem 5.5.5 Let a be a strong-revision action variable. Then

E Ola]B(a = B) = -B(F(a) A [a]la = FaLSE) A BUF(a) A [a]la = [a]B) V
B(IF(2) A [a]a = FALSE) A B([a]a = [4]B) V
B(IF(a) = FALSE).

Proof. We prove that the equivalence holds in any epistemic state € for any strong-
revision action 7 substituted for a. We distinguish three cases. The first case supposes
€ I B(IF(n) A =[n]a = raLsE). The second one supposes the opposite plus | €| IF(z)] #
co. The third case supposes |¢|IF(n)] = oo. For each case we show the equivalence.
Since the cases are exhaustive, the theorem follows.

First suppose € [ B(IF(n) A [n]a = raLsE). Then also ¢ [ B(IF(n) = FALSE).
Hence the equivalence to be proved reduces to € |= [#2]B(a = B) = B(IF(n) A [n]a =
[2]B). Notice that by assumption |€|IF(n) A [z]a] # oo (*), and by Lemma B.2.1
[€>n|a] # oo (**). Now we can prove the equivalence: € = B(IF(n) A [n]a = [2]B)
iff (by Theorem 5.3.12 and (*)) €, w | IF(n) A [n]a D [#]B for all w € ez 1Fm)r[n]a)
é,w | [n]a D [n]B for all w € (€, IF(7))¢|1F(n)A[n]a )12 | 1F(r))+1 1T (by Lemma B.2.2)
é>nw | a D Bloral w € (€>n)gs,q iff (by Theorem 5.3.12 and (**))
€ E [n]B(a = B).

Now suppose € |= B(IF(n)A[n]a = raLsE) and | €|IF(n)] # co. Then € [ B(IF(n) =
FALSE). Hence the equivalence left to be shown is € |= [2]B(a = B) = B([n]a = [7]B).
Notice that by assumption, €, w £ IF(n) A [z]a for all w € e, and p € P (*). Thus also
é>n,w F aforall w € (6> n), forall p € Pwith p < [€] - [€]|IF(n)] + 1 (**). Now
we prove the equivalence. If |€|—IF(n)] = co, then there are no =IF(z)-worlds in ¢,
so € E B([n]a = [n]B) holds by (¥) and € k [#]B(a = B) holds by (¥*). Otherwise
the equivalence is shown as follows: € = B([z]a = [#]B) iff €,w |= [rn]a D [#]B for
all w € e, for all p € P with p < |€][n]a] iff (by (**)) €,w [ [n]a D [#]B for all
w € (€*sIF(n)), for all p € P with p < [€][n]a] + [€] - |€]|IF(n)] - €| -IF(n)] + 2
iff (by Lemma B.2.2) é>n,w [ a D B forall w € (> n), for all p € P with
p<lé>n|aliff €= [n]Bla= p).
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Finally suppose |&|IF(n)] = co. Then & w £ IF(n) for all p € P and w € e, and
so € £ B(IF(n) = FaLsE). Since |€|IF(n)] = oo, (6 >n), = {} forall p € P, and so
é>nwlad Bloralwe (€ n),. Thusé | [n]B(a = pB). O

Next, we turn to the actual regression theorems. We begin with the regression results
from Section 5.5, Theorems 5.5.3 and 5.5.7. Then we generalize Theorem 5.5.7 for the
extended only-believing operator to show Theorem 5.6.5.

Proving Theorems 5.5.3 and 5.5.7 follows a scheme similar to the knowledge regression
proof in (Lakemeyer and Levesque 2011). Namely, we show that every world and
epistemic state can be converted to one that adheres to the dynamic axioms X4y,
without changing its initial truth values. In Lemma B.2.12 we show that an epistemic
state and a world satisfy a regressed sentence iff their X4y,-compliant counterparts satisfy
the non-regressed sentence. The regression theorem is then an easy consequence.

For the rest of this section, let gy, X be a basic action theory over fluents ¥ .
Recall that 24y, contains the successor state axioms O[a]F (x1,...,x;) = yr for F € F,

and the informed fluent axiom OIF(2) = ¢.

Definition B.2.3 For a world w, ws i 1s a world such that ws ayn SFU{IF} W and
* wEdyn[F(nl’ tro nk), <>] = ZU[F(n1, DRI} n/e)a <>] for all F e ?,

® wyy [F(ni,....mp)z-n]=1iffws, >z [ YFnl ::222 for all F € F, action

sequences z, and actions 7;
— M |— a 5
* wy,, [IF(n),z] =1 iff Wy, > 27 F ¢y for all action sequences z.

For a set of worlds W and an epistemic state ¢, we let Wy, o = 1wz, |w €W} and
€4 = (€150 - - -5 (€727 )z4p)-

Lemma B.2.4 ws,  is uniquely defined.

Proof. Intuitively, once all values except for IF are fixed after z, the truth of yr and ¢
after z is uniquely determined as they are fluent formulas, and thus by definition also
the value of F after z - » and of IF after z are uniquely determined. The formal proof is
by straightforward induction on z and subinduction on the length of yr and ¢. O
Lemma B.2.5 wgy i F Zayn-

Proof. By definition, Wy, [F(n1,...,np),z - n] = 1 iff Wy, >2 F Y, ::jiii, )
wyy, [ OlalF(x1,...,x) = yr for all F € F. Analogously, wy,,, F OIF(a) = ¢.
Hence wy ayn F Zdyn- m|

Lemma B.2.6 Ifw | Zyyy, then Wy, = .
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Proof. Suppose @ | Xgyn. Then w | O[a]F(xy,...,x,) = yr and w | OIF(a) = ¢.
Thus, w satisfies the conditions from Definition B.2.3: w[F (n1,...,n,),z - n] = 1iff
(w>z-n)[F(n1,...,m). 0l = 1iff w2z |= yp,, 7, forall F € F; analogously,
w[IF(n),z] = 1 iff (w>2)[IF(n),()] = 1 iff w>z | ¢Z%. Since Wy, 1 unique by
Lemma B.2.4, Wy, = W. ]
Lemma B.2.7 Let ¢ be a fluent sentence. Then w | ¢ iff ws, [ ¢.

Proof. By an easy induction on the length of ¢ since w, wy,  agree on all initial values
except perhaps for IF. mi
Lemma B.2.8 ]fg = OZy, then Ezdyn I= O(Edyn, Shel)-
Proof. Let Zpe = {¢1 = Y1,....¢m = Y} and € F OZy,. We show that &, F
O(Zdyn> Zbel)- Note that by Lemma B.2.7, | €] ¢;] = L85y, | il (*). Suppose w € (s, )p-
Then there is some w’ € e, such that wédyn = w, and @' F Aja)g,)5p(¢i O ¥i) iff
(by Lemmas B.2.5 and B.2.7 and (*)) @ |= Zgyn A /\,-:LgZdyn 16:)2p(#i D ¥;). Conversely,
suppose @ = Zgyy A /\i:ngdyn 1¢:)2p (@i O ¥;). Then w € e, by Rule ES810 and (*). By
Lemma B.2.6, w = Wyy, € (E’gdyn)p. O
For induction proofs about regression we introduce the following non-standard
measure. Intuitively, ||a|| measures the length of the regressed formula R[] plus how
many of “calls” to the regression operator it takes to determine R[] (not counting
Rule R8).
Definition B.2.9 Let @ be a regressable formula and & > 0. We define the measure ||||

with respect to a basic action theory with dynamic axioms Zgy,, as
o |I[t1]. .. [t]R(t],...,t))ll = 1 for rigid R;

ifk=0

o Ilta]... [te]F (2], ... t)ll = !
L+ I[e1] - - - [tp—q]yrll ifk>0

for fluent F € 7

21l . (e TE@I = 1+ I[£1] . . - [z ]eoll;

lz1]. - Teel(e] = )l = 15

lzal. .. [gel-all = 1+ [[[z1] - . - [ ]e]];
lz1]. . [eella Vv Bl = 1+ (llea] - . [gelell + Nllza] - (221815

lz1]. . [ F3xall = T+ ([[e1] . . . [te]ell;
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1+ l(@ > B k=0

L+ I[e] ... [tpiloll k>0
where o is the right-hand side of Theorem 5.5.4 or 5.5.5 depending on the sort of

* llta]... [t ]B(a = Bl = {

tg.

Observe that ||[#1] .. . [tz ]|l reflects the regression operator R[(¢1,. . ., ), @] from
Definitions 5.5.2 and 5.5.6. For example, the definition ||[¢]F (¢’)|| = 1 + ||yF|| corre-
sponds to R[[t]F (¢")] = R[yF},%]; similarly for the other cases. This makes || -|| useful for
induction proofs involving regression: the base cases are |[[t1] ... [t ]R(¢],...,t))| for
rigid R, [|F(¢{,....t))|| for fluent F € F, and ||[t1]...[t](z = t")|l, whose regression is
trivial; all other cases are proved by induction.

We first need to show that || -|| is a well-defined function from the regressable formulas
to the natural numbers. Intuitively this is true because the right-hand sides of || - || for
fluent atoms and beliefs eliminate an action or push it inside the belief, respectively,
and the right-hand side for IF mentions no IF itself. Given the construction of || - || it
then follows immediately that the measure for expressions on the left-hand side of the

equations in Definition B.2.9 is always bigger than the measure of expressions on the

right-hand side.

Lemma B.2.10 || - || is a well-defined function from the regressable formulas to the natural

numbers.

Proof. Let |alp be the nesting depth of B operators: |R(t1, . .., tg)lg = |F(t1,. .., tp)lp =
|(t = ¢)|g = O for rigid R and fluent F; |-alg = |[Axalg = |[t]e|s = |alp; [(@ V B =
max{|a(p,|Bls}; and [B(a = B)lp = 1 + max{|als,|S[s}-

Let |a|a be as follows: |R(t1,. .., t)|a = |F(t1,...,tz)la = |(t = t)|a = O for rigid
R and fluent F; [-a(as = [Axala = |a|a; [(@ V B)la = [B(@ = B)|a = max{|e|a, |Bla};
and |[t]a|s = 21?8 + |a|s. Note that for objective ¢, |¢|a is just the number of nested
action operators in ¢. In subjective formulas every action is additionally penalized with
| - IB-

First we show that [[£1]...[tz]B(a = B)la > |[t1]...[tp_1]lo|a for & > O where
o is the right-hand side of Theorem 5.5.4 or 5.5.5 (*). Let |B(e = B)|p = 7. Then
[[t1]... [tz ]B(@ = B)|la = k- 2" + max{|a|a,|B|a}. On the other hand, |o|g = 7.
Hence |[t1]...[tp_1]o|a = (B = 1) - 2" + |o7|a. It is immediate from Theorems 5.5.4
and 5.5.5 that |o|p = max{|[t;]a|a,|[2]B]a}- Since |a|g < n—1and |Blg < n -1,
we have max{|[z;]a|a, [[2]Bla} < 277" + max{|a|a, [Bla}. Thus |[t1]. .. [te_]o]a <
(k—1)-27 + 271 + max{|a|a,|Bla}. Since b - 27 > (k — 1) - 2" + 271 (*) holds.

Now we prove the lemma by induction on |a|a . For the base case, consider regressable
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« with |a|s = 0. We show that ||| is well-defined by subinduction on the length of ¢,
where we take the length of IF(¢) to be the length of ¢ plus 1 (which is well-behaved
because ¢ contains no IF), and the length of B(e = B) to be the length of (¢ > B) plus
1. The subinduction base cases [|R(z],...,t/)|l = 1 for rigid R, [|F(¢{,...,¢))ll = 1 for
fluent F € F, and ||(z = ¢")|| = 1 are obviously well-defined. For the subinduction steps,
ITE(2)|| is well-defined iff ||¢|| is well-defined, ||—a|| is well-defined iff ||| is well-defined,
(@ Vv B)|| is well-defined if ||| and || B]| are well-defined, ||x || is well-defined iff |||
is well-defined, ||B(a = B)|| is well-defined iff ||(a D B)|| is well-defined, all of which is
the case by subinduction.

For the induction step consider @ with |a|a = m > 0 and suppose that || ]| is
well defined for all regressable B with |B|a < m. We show that ||a|| is well-defined
by a subinduction in the same vein as in the main base case. As for the first base
case, [|[t1] ... [tm]F (¢, ..., )|l for fluent F € F is well-defined ift [[[1] . . . [tm—1]yFl
is well-defined, which holds by induction since yr is fluent and thus mentions nei-
ther actions, beliefs, nor IF, so |[t1]...[tm-1]yFla = m — 1. The other base cases
lzal .. [tm IR (2], . ... t)|l = 1for rigid R and [|[£1] ... [t ](t = ¢)|| = 1 are immediate.
For the first subinduction step, ||[1] . .. [, ]IF(2)|| is well-defined iff ||[21] .. . [t ]¢|| is
well-defined, which holds by subinduction. For disjunction with |[#1]. .. [tz ](a V B)|a =
m, [[t1] ... [tp](@ V B)|| is well-defined iff ||[£1] ... [tz ]| and ||[£1] . .. [t ]B]] are well-
defined, which for a holds by induction in case |[¢1]...[fz]a|a < m and otherwise
by subinduction, and likewise for B. The subinduction steps ||[¢1]...[#z]-a]|| and
I[£1] ... [#x]3x ] trivially hold by subinduction. For the subinduction step for be-
liefs, let |[£1]...[tx]B(@ = B)|a = m; then ||[t1]...[tz]B(@ = B)|| is well-defined iff
I[z1] ... [te_1]o|| is well-defined where o is the right-hand side of Theorem 5.5.4 or
5.5.5 depending on the sort of #;, which holds by induction since |[#]. .. [¢;]B(a =
Bl > llt1] . [tp1]rla by (¥). 0

Since |||| is a natural number for every regressable @, we can prove properties of

@ by induction over ||a||, as we do in the next two lemmas. For example, for the

induction step for a fluent atom [£1]... [t ]F (¢, ...,t]) after & > 1 actions, we have
R[] (e F (e, t)] = Rl[e]. .. [%—1]7’1”21:;;2:] by the definition of R, and

then use the induction assumption since [|[t1] ... [te] F (¢, .. .. eIl > [t] - - [te—1]yFll
by Definition B.2.9.

X
ne

Lemma B.2.11 Let a be a regressable sentence. Then R[a] = R[a]

Proof. By induction on ||a||. For the base case let ||a|| = 1. For rigid R and & >
O, RI([t1] ... [tr]R(t],. ... t))] = R(tl',...,tl’ » =Rt .. [te]R(E, . tl’ ]z; analo-
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gously for [t1]...[t;](t = t). For fluent F € 7, R[F(t{,....,t))5] = F(t],....t)) =
RIE(t],.... ).

For the induction step let ||| = m > 1 and suppose the lemma holds for all g with
|8l < m.Forfluent F € ¥ and k > 1, R[([t1]...[t,]F (¢, ....£))5] = (by Rules R2
and R8) R[[t12]. .. [tp_illyr 21;”-:~xfll, ik;ﬁ] = (since yr does not mention x due to rectifi-
cation) RI([t1] .. [te1lyr'y 05 31 = (by induction) RI[i] .. [teslyr’y 00 1 =
(by Rules R2 and R8) R[[t1] .. . [t} F (¢, ... £)]%. Similarly, RI([¢1] . .. [£ ITF(£))}] =
RI[£15]- . - [tp 2 IF(t2)] = (by Rules R3 and R8) R[[#1]. .. [tﬁ,](p‘éc] = (since x does
not occur in ¢) R[([¢1] ... [e]ef);] = (by induction) R[[z1]. .. [tz]¢f]; = (by Rules
R3 and R8) R[IF(2)];,.

For a quantifier and & > 1, R[([¢1]...[t;]3x @)¥] = (since x’, x are distinct and
by Rules R7 and R8) Ax’R[[t13]. . . [tp2]a)] = (by induction) Jx'R[[#1] ... [tz ]a]} =
(since x’, x are distinct and by Rules R8 and R7) R[[#1] ... [#x]3x’ a]}. We omit the
similar induction steps for [#1] ... [#z]-a and [#1] ... [tz](a@ Vv B).

For static belief, R[B(a = B):] = R[B(a: = BX)] = (by Rule R9) B(R[a}] =
R[BE]) = (by induction) B(R[e]} = R[B]}) = B(R[a] = R[B])E = (by Rule R9)
R[B(a = pB)];,. Finally, for beliefs after £ > 1 actions, R[([¢1]...[t;]B(e = B));] =
(by Rules R9 and R8, where o is the right-hand side of Theorem 5.5.4 or 5.5.5 depending
on the sort of ;) R[[£15]. .. [tp_1X]o* % ] = R[([¢1] - - - [te-1lof)n] = (by induction)

n l’k%

RI[t1]. .. [te-1]o, I; = (by Rules R9 and R8) R[[#1] . . . [t ]B(a = B)I;. O
Lemma B.2.12 Let « be a regressable sentence. Then €, w |= R[a] iff éx aynr ©Zgpn F @

Proof. By induction on ||a||. For the base case let ||a|| = 1. For rigid R and & > 0,
wyy, E [l []R(,ot)) ff wsy [R(nf,...,n))] = 1 where n] = ws, (¢))
ff w[R(n,...,n)] = 1 where n] = w(t)) ift w F R(¢],...,t)) iff (by Rule R1)
w = R[R(t],...,t))]; similarly for [¢1]...[t;](t = ¢t’). For fluent F € F, wyy,
F(t],....t) it ws, [F(nf,....n)),()] = 1 where n] = wy, (¢/) iff (by definition of
wyy,) WF(ng,. .., n)), ()] = 1 where n! = w(t)) ift w | F(¢],...,¢)) iff (by Rule R2)
w |= R[F(t],....t))].

For the induction step let |||l = m > 1 and suppose the lemma holds for all regress-
able g with ||B]| < m. For fluent F € F and & > 1, Wy, F (0] Gl F (. t))

iff (by Rule ESB7) (s, >n1> ... > n)[F(ny,. .., n)), ()] = 1 where n; = wx,  (t;)
and n! = Wy, (t]) iff (by definition of Wy, and Rule E887) wy,, F [0l [te]
7{2 ’Z/ Ze iff (by induction) w E R[[t]... [tk_l]’nyti xtll, fk] iff (by Rules R2 and

R8) w k RI[t]... []F(t:....t))]. Similarly for IF, ws,, F [t1]... [4]IFQ) iff
(by Rule £E887) (ws,, > n1> ... > m)[IF(n), ()] = 1 where n; = wy,,(t;) and
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n=ws, (t) iff (by definition of wy,,, and Rule 8887) wy, [ [t1]. .. [t]e] iff (by
induction) w |= R[[#1] ... [t;]¢?] iff (by Rules R3 and R8) w |= R[[#1] .. . [, ]IF(2)].

For a quantifier and & > 1, CS gy Wsyy E [11]. .. [1e]Txa iff (by Rules ES86 and
ESBY) e, ws,, F (tl...[t%le), for some standard name 7 iff (by induction)
é,w | R[([t1] ... [tr]a)}] for some n iff (by Lemma B.2.11) é,w | R[[t1]. .. [te]a]}
for some 7 iff (by Rule 8886) €,w [ AxR[[t1]...[t]e] iff (by Rules R7 and R8)
é,w E R[[t1] ... [tp]Tx a]. We omit the similar induction steps for [#1] . . . [t;]-a@ and
[t1]. .. [te)(a v B).

For static belief, e, F Bl@ = p) iff (by Theorem 5.3.12) les,,, @] = o or
Cr4y @ F (@ D ) forall w € ((?zdyn)ngdyn |o| iff (by definition of Cryy) O3y, @] =
or &, ,ws, F (@ O p) for all w € s, , la] iff (by induction) [€|R[a]] = o
or&,w E R[(@ > p)] for all w € ez gy iff (by Rules R5 and Ré) [€|R[a]] =
o or &,w E (Rla] > R[B]) for all w € ez gy iff (by Theorem 5.3.12) ¢ |=
B(R[a] = R[B]) iff (by Rule R9) é |= R[B(e = B)]. Finally, for belief after & > 1
actions, &, ,ws, F [t1]...[]B(@ = B) iff (by Rule ESB7 and, depending on
the sort of ¢, Theorem 5.5.4 or 5.5.5, where o is that theorem’s right-hand side)
gy Wryy F [t [tpiloy, where n;, = Wy, (L) iff (since by assumption ac-
tion terms in formulas to be regressed only have variables or names as arguments)
gy Wrgy F [t1]. o [tpq]of, iff (by induction) &, w E R[[t1]... [te-1]o, ] iff (by
Rules R9 and R8) €, w E R[[z1]... [t ]1B(a = B)]. O
Theorem 5.5.3 Let ¢ be a fluent sentence and  be an objective regressable sentence.

Then Sgyn 1 6 F v iff 6 = RIV)

Proof. For the only-if direction suppose Xy A ¢ | ¢ and w |= ¢. By Lemma B.2.7
and the assumption, wy, = [ ¢, and by Lemma B.2.12, w |= R[y/]. Conversely, suppose
¢ F R[y]and w | Tgyn A ¢. Then w | R[y] by assumption, and thus ws o EV by
Lemma B.2.12. By Lemma B.2.6, Wy, = W, SO W E . O

Theorem 5.5.7 Let a be a regressable sentence. Then O(Zgyn, Zpel) F @ iff OZpe F R[a].

Proof. For the only-if direction suppose O(Zgyn, Zpel) = @ and € | Oy, . Then by
Lemma B.2.8, é’zdyn F O(Zdyn> Zbel)- By assumption, é’zdyn = a. By Lemma B.2.12,
¢ | R[a]. Conversely, suppose Oy, F R[e] and € | O(Zgyn, Xpel)- Let €7 | OZyg.
By assumption, €’ = R[a]. By Lemma B.2.12, Eédyn E «. By Lemma B.2.8, 5’2dyn =
O(Zdyns Zpel)- By Theorem 5.3.16, Egdvn =¢,50¢ = a. O

To generalize the regression result for the extended only-believing operator from
Section 5.6, suppose S is a finite set of object function and predicate symbols and that

Y4yn is S-free from now on. It suffices to generalize Lemma B.2.8, as the other lemmas
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involved do not refer to only-believing.

Lemma B.2.13 Let ¢ be objective and S-free, and w ~s w’. Then w = ¢ iff w’ = ¢.
Proof. Follows by a trivial induction on the length of ¢. m
Lemma B.2.14 If € |F OsZy, then és,, F Os(Zdyns Zoel):

Proof. Let € |= OZ,. By Lemma B.2.8, & s F OCdyn, Zpel)- Then és E OgZy., and
(gzdyn)s F Os(Zdyn Zbel)- We need to show that (Es)zdyu = (Ezdyn)g. Letw € ((Es)zdyn)p.
Then for some w’ € (€s),, fwédyn = w. Then for some w” € ey, w” ~s w’, and
therefore wy, W S wédyn = w. Since wy, . € (Esyyn)ps @ € ((€sy,)s)p Conversely,
let w € ((Esyy)S)p- Then for some w’ € (Csy)p @' ~s @. Then w’ € e,, and so
w € (€s)p. By Lemma B.2.5, w’ |& X4y,,. Thus by Lemma B.2.13 and since 24y, is S-free,
W | Zgyn- By Lemma B.2.6, w = wy, ,sow € ((Es)zdyn)p. m]
Theorem 5.6.5 Let a be a regressable sentence. Then Os(Xdyn, Zhel) F @ iff OsZpel
Rla].

Proof. Proceeds by the exact same argument as the proof of Theorem 5.5.7, with O

replaced by Og, Lemma B.2.8 replaced by Lemma B.2.14, and Theorem 5.3.16 replaced
by Corollary 5.6.4. O

B.3 Proof of the revision theorems

In this section we prove Theorems 5.7.3 and 5.7.5, which claim correctness of our weak
and strong revision of a conditional knowledge base.

Lemma B.3.1 If |é|a] > [€], then |€|a] = co.

Proof. Suppose |€|a] # co. Then &, w = « for some w € e, and p € P. Since e, C epg,
lela] < [e€]. O
Lemma B.3.2 Let T = {¢1 = Y1,...,m = Ym} be objective, € |= OT, and let p €
P U {oo} such that p > || a].

Thenw | Niig)g;15p(bi D W) tf @ E Npoyer, with max{[¢] 6,18 ] al}2p(@® D W) for all w.
Proof. By Theorems 5.3.16 and 5.3.14, ¢ = ¢y € [, iff |[€|a] = [€]| (¢ D ¢¥)] = > or
lélal < [e]=(¢ > ¥)] (%)

For the only-if direction, suppose @ | Aj.z|4,15p(¢: D ¥;) and let ¢ = ¢ € T, with
max{|€| ], [€]al} > p. Then w € emingy a1y by Rule ESB10. Note that w’ | (¢ > ¢)
forall w” € e, and p” € Pwith p” < | €] ¢] by Rule ESB10. Likewise, w’ |= (¢ D ) for
all w” € ey and p” € P with p” < | €|« by (*). Hence, since p < max{|€|¢], [€]|a]},
w = (¢ D Y).
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Conversely, suppose w [~ (¢; D ;) for some i with |€|¢;| > p. Then trivially
max{|€|¢;], €] @]} > p, so we only need to show that ¢; = y; € I,. By Rule ES8B10,
w’ |= (¢; D ;) forall w’ € ey and p’ € P with p’ < p. Hence p < [€]|-(¢; D ¥;)].
If |[é]a] < [€], then [€|a] < p < [€]-(¢; D ¢;)]. Otherwise, if [€] < |€|a], then
[€] < p < [€]-(¢; D ¢¥;i)], and by Lemma B.3.1, |[é|a] = [é]|~(¢; D ¢;)] = . In
both cases, by (¥), ¢; = y; € [,. O
Lemma B.3.3 Let ¢ be objective and S-free. Then (€ = ¢)s = €s * ¢.

Proof. By Lemma B.2.13, |€|¢] = |€s|#] and (€5 ]¢), = ((¢|¢),)s- Thus by Defini-

tion 5.3.4 the lemma follows. O

Theorem 5.7.3 Let T = {¢1 = Y1,...,Pm = Uy } and v be objective and S-free. Let R
be the nullary rigid predicate newly introduced in T =y, v.

Ifé |= OgT, then € #y v E OguiryT #w v.

Proof. We show the theorem for the case S = {} first. Let € | OI'. We construct
an &’ such that &’ | OT *y v and Ef{R} = &y v, which gives €+ v E OgyTsy v, If
L€|v] = oo, we let e = {} for all p € P. Otherwise, we let e = ((¢|v)| R)|¢|,) and
e, =e{ U(€|=R)p-1 forp > 1.

First suppose |€|v]| = oo. Then €y v = ({}). Clearly, [({})|¢] = o for all ¢, so
({}) [ OT sy v if (by Rule 8SB10) Ayoyer,(R 5 (¢ 2 ¢)) A (R D v) A (TRUE D
R) is unsatisfiable ift A y—yer, (@ D ¥) A v A R is unsatisfiable if (by Lemma B.3.2)
Ni:2]4;]=c0(®i D ¥;) A v is unsatishable, which holds by Rule ES810 and [ €| v] = co.

Now suppose | €| v] # co. We show that €’ |= OT s, v for the following plausibilities

of the conditionals in I # v.
* |é’| TRUE] = 1; because by assumption |&|v] # co and thus e # {}.
® [€']=(R D> v)] = oo;because w [ v forall w € ef, and w [£ R forallw € e; \ .

® [&'|~(RD(pDY))] = oforall ¢ = ¢ € I',; because by Lemma B.3.2, w |
(¢ y)forallw e ez, 2ef,andw £ Rforallw € e\ ef.

* [&"|(=RA@)] = |€]l¢] +1forall ¢ = ¢ € T because w |= R for all w € ej,
andsoforallp e Pwehavep+1 > |€"|(-R A ¢)] if w | (=R A ¢) for some
w € ez’)+1 iff w |5 (=R A ¢) for some w € (€| =R), iff (since I', v are {R }-free and
by Rule ES810 and Lemma B.2.13) w |= ¢ for some w € e, iff p > [ €] ¢].

Then w € 61 iff w e ((E|U)|R)L5|UJ iff w |: /\i:LE|¢iJZLE|UJ(¢i D l//l) Avu AR Iff
(by Lemma B3.2) w F Agyoyer,(@ D W) AvAR M w F Aysyer,(R D (¢ D
¥)) A (R D v) A(TRUE D R) A Ajjz)g+151((BFR A ;) D ;). Forp > 1, w € 61,7 iff
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w € ((€|v)|R)g|y) or w € (€]-R)p—1 ff w | Ajjz|g,151610)(@i D ¥i) AuAR or
© | Ai1,p-1(8 > 05) A =R iff (by Lemma B.32) @ b= Agmyer, (6 > ) AvAR
or w = Aig|g)+13p(@i D ¥i) A-Riff w E Nyoyer,(R D (¢ DY) AR D v)A
Niilé1g;1+12p (AR A ;) D ;). Thus the right-hand side of Rule ES810 holds, and
hence €’ | OT # v.

Since I and v are {R}-free, for each w € (€| v) g, thereisaw’ € e] with w ~(z) @’
by Lemma B.2.13 and Rule ESB10. Likewise, for each w € e, there is a w’ € (€] -R),
with w ~gy w’. Thus €y v = EER}, and hence € #y v | Oy sy v.

Now let S # {}. Let € | OgI' and €’ |= OT. By Rule ES811 and Corollary 5.6.4,
€ = &’s. By the case for S = {}, €' *y v |F Og)I *y v. By Rule ESB11, (¢ *w v)s
OsuryI #w v. By Lemma B.3.3, €+ v |F Osury I #w v. m|

Next, we turn to the strong-revision theorem from Section 5.7. Showing that requires

even more work than the weak-revision result.

Definition B.3.4 We say * is a symbol involution when it maps object function symbols
to object function symbols and predicate symbols to predicate symbols of corresponding
arities, and § = §** for all object function or predicate symbols . We denote by a* the
formula obtained from @ by simultaneously replacing each object function or predicate

symbol § with §*. For a world w, we define the world w* such that
e for all object function symbols g, w*[g*(n1, . ..,n,)] = wlg(n1, ..., n)];

* for all rigid predicate symbols R and action sequences z # (),
- w*[R*(n1,...,np)] = w[R(ny,...,n)] if R* is rigid;
- W*[R*(nl’ R n/e)’ <>] = W[R(nl, cees n/e)] and
w*[R*(ny,...,n),z] = w[R*(ny,...,n),z] if R* is fluent;

e for all fluent predicate symbols F and action sequences z,

- w*[F*(n1,...,np)] = w[F(ny,...,n), O] if F*is rigid;
- w[F*(n1,...,np),z] = w[F(ny,...,n),z] if F*is fluent.

For a set of worlds W and an epistemic state €, we let W* = {w* | w € W} and
€ ={ej,.. "eFé"l>'

We use symbol involutions to rename the symbols of a formula: when S’ contains all
symbols of @, and * maps each of them to a new symbol from a set S” disjoint with
8’, then o is just the result of replacing every symbol from S’ with the corresponding

symbol from S”'.

Lemma B.3.5 Let « be a symbol involution. Then w = w**, W = W**, and é = é**.
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Proof. For w = w**, the only non-trivial cases are when a fluent F is mapped to rigid
F* or the other way around. If R is rigid and R* is fluent, then w**[R(ny,...,n;)]
= w**[R**(n1,...,np)] = w*[R*(n1,...,np), )] = w[R(n1,...,np)]. If F is fluent and
F* is rigid, then @™ [F(ny,...,n), )] = w**[F**(n1,...,np), )] = w* [F*(n1,...,mp)]
= w[F(n,...,np), )], and similarly w**[F (n1,...,np), z] = ™ [F**(ny,...,np),z] =
w*[F*(ny,...,n,),z] = w[F(ny,...,n),z] forall z # (). Thus w = @**. W = W**

and € = €** then follow immediately from the definition. mi

Lemma B.3.6 Let ¢ be objective static and let + be a symbol involution. Then w E ¢ iff
w* ¢

Proof. By induction on the length of ¢. We show the base case only for fluent predicate
symbols F with rigid image F* (the other cases are analogous): w |= F(t4,. .., 1) iff
w[F(n1,...,mt), ()] = 1 where n; = w(t;) it w*[F*(n1,...,n;)] = 1 where n; = w*(t])
iff w* = (F(t1,...,t;))". The induction steps for =@, (¢ V B), and Ix ¢ are trivial. O
Lemma B.3.7 Let ¢ be objective static and let * be a symbol involution.

Then{w |w [ ¢} ={w | w F ¢"}.

Proof. Let w* € {w’ | w’ £ ¢}*. Then w | ¢, and by Lemma B.3.6, w* = ¢*, so
w* € {w | w' E ¢*}. Conversely, let w € {w’ | w’ E ¢*}. Then w | ¢*. By
Lemma B.3.6, w** | ¢, and by Lemma B.3.5, w = w** € {w’ | w’ | ¢}". i
Lemma B.3.8 Let T = {¢1 = ¢1,...,Pm = Ym} be objective and static, and let * be a
symbol involution. Then € |= OT if &* = OI'".

Proof. Let € |5 O and &’ |F OT™. Then ey, = {w | w F Ajiz|g,15p(¢: O ¥i)}, and
e, ={w'|w' [ /\l-:Lg,W;JZP((p;‘ > )} by Rule £E8810. We show by induction on p
that e; = e;, and [€]¢;] > p iff [€"|¢;] > p. For p = 1, this follows from Lemmas
B.3.7 and B.3.6, respectively. For p > 1, by induction | €| ;] > p ift [¢"|¢7] = p. Thus,
just like in the base case, e, = ¢/ by Lemma B.3.7, and | €| ¢;] > p iff [¢"|¢;] > p by
Lemma B.3.6. Thus é* = &’. The only-if direction of the lemma thus holds. Conversely,
the if direction holds because * is an involution: if €* | OI'* for some ¢, then é** |
OT™** by the only-if direction, and since €** = ¢ by Lemma B.3.5 and OI'** = OT,
¢ EOr. o
Lemma B.3.9 Let ¢1, ¢2 be objective sentences over object function and predicate symbols
81,8y and let S1, S, be disjoint. Suppose w1 = ¢1, wa | ¢2. Then there is some w such
that w = ¢1 A ¢ and w ~g, wy and w ~g, ;.

Proof- Since Sy and S, are disjoint, there clearly is a w with w ~s, w1 and w =g, w,.

By a simple induction on ¢, w | ¢1 because ¢1 does not mention any symbol from

167



B Long Proofs for ESB

8. Analogously, w | ¢,. O

Theorem 5.7.5 Let T = {¢1 = ¥1,...,0m = Uy, } and v be objective and static. Let S
be a set of object function and predicate symbols, and let v be S-free. Let 8" be the symbols
newly introduced in T #sv. If € |E OgT, then € x;v E OgusrT #v.

Proof. Let S’ be the object function and predicate symbols that occur in T and * be the
symbol involution that maps each symbol from S’ to the corresponding symbol from
S”.Recallthat A={p =y €T, |OT EK(¢ D ¢)}. ThenT*,v =T, UT’/, UA" U
A1 UA; U A3, where

I, ={¢’ Sy lg=>yelh
ILy={@ " A-v)=y" |¢=>y el }

A" ={TRUE= v} U{=(¢" Dy")V-uv=>v]|d =y e}

Al = {~((v A=v") D (¢ D¥)) = FALSE | ¢ = ¢ € T, };
Ay = {~((~v AU") D (¢ D ¥)) = FALSE | ¢ = ¢ € T, };
Ay ={-~(v=v)D(p=¢ )Ny =y")>FasE|p > ¢y €TH

We show the theorem for the case S = {} first. Let € | OI'. We show that é*,v |
OgrT #gv.

First suppose |€|v]| = . Then éx;v = ({}). Clearly, [{({})|¢] = oo for all ¢, so
{}) I OF s, v if (by Rule ESBI0) A poayer, (6 2 U) A Agmyer, (v A7) 5 (9>
Y)) D FALSE) A v is unsatisfiable. By Rule ESB10 and [€|v] = 00, Aj.[¢]¢j=c0(p D ¥) AV
is unsatisfiable, and by Lemma B.3.2, Ay—yer, (¢ D ¥) A v is unsatisfiable, too, and
by Lemma B.3.6, A\ y=yer, (¢ D ¢*) | —v*. Hence, the formula mentioned before is
indeed inconsistent.

Now suppose [€|v] # co. We show € ;v |= Og-I'#5v by constructing a model of
OF v and showing that forgetting S” in this epistemic state yields € *; v. The proof
proceeds in three steps. Step 1 is to show €’ |= OI', UT’,, U A’ where

e ={E" v)z1up-- - E V),
(€ | =0) g0 Y € V), -, (€7 | 20) 1z U (€7 | 0)fa))-
Step 2 is to show (€’ 1) | OI *;v, where A = No=wenjunyun, (@ D ¥). Step 3 is to
prove (€' | A)s» = €*sv.

Step 1. We now prove that ¢’ | OIl where IT = I} UT”,, U A’ for the following

plausibilities of the conditionals in II.
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® |&'|¢*] = max{|€|v],|€|¢]} — |€|v] + 1forall ¢ = ¢ € I',; because for all
p € Pwithp > [€|v] we have p > €] o] iff w | ¢ for some w € e, iff (by
Lemma B.3.6) w | ¢" for some w € €}, iff (by Rule £S810 and Lemma B.3.9)
w [ ¢ Avforsome w € €} iff w | ¢" for some w € e[’) iffp—|é|v]+1>

Lé" [¢7].
o |&'|¢* A—v]| = max{|[€|w],[€|p]} +[¢] - [€|v] — |€]|-v]+2forall ¢ =

¥ € I',; because, very similar to the above, for all p € P with p > [€]|-v] we

—1&|v]+1

have p > | €| ¢] iff w = ¢ for some w € e, iff (by Lemma B.3.6) w |= ¢* for some
w € ¢, iff (by Rule 88810 and Lemma B.3.9) w | ¢* A —v for some w € €}, iff
(since w = v forall w € 6;7, and p’ < [€] - |€|v] +1) w | ¢* A —v for some

W€ o ettt P+ [E1 = [E1U) = &1 u] +22 (€] ¢" A -],

* max({[é"|TRUE|} U {[€"|~(¢" DyY")V -v] | ¢ =y € A}) = [e] - [€|v] + 1
for the following reason. If A = {}, then [€|v] = [€], and since [€|v] # o,
le’| TRUE] = 1. Now suppose ¢ = ¢ € A. Then |€|—(¢ D ¢)] # oo, and by
Lemma B.3.1, [€]|=(¢ D )] < [€]. Moreover, w |= (¢ D ¢) for all w € e|z4, s0
Le]=(¢ D ¢)] > |€| ] + 1. In particular, there is some ¢ = ¢ € Awith |€]|¢] =
[€] — 1, for otherwise e[z1-1 = e[z by Rule ESB10; hence [€| (¢ D )] = [€].
By Lemma B.3.6 and since w [£ —w for all w € e, and p < [€] - [€|v] + 1, the
equality follows.

First consider p < [€] — |€|v] + 1. Then w € e, iff w € (€ |v)psiz)y)-1 iff
(by Rule £S810 and Lemma B.3.6) w | Ajig|;)2p+1¢]v)-1(¢] D ¥7) A v iff (by
Lemma B.3.2) w | Agoyer, with max{(&|v)[¢]¢]}sp+(e]v)-1(9" D ¥*) A v iff (since
Ev > (@ A-wv>Ddy)aswellas v = (=(¢* D ¢*) VvV —v) D v) and by the

above plausibilities)

wk A@" >0 A N\ A-v 20 A N6 29" v ) 5 v) A A (TrUE > )
¢=yel, ¢=yel, p=>P eA Lé’ | TRUE] >p
€16 12p (216" Awlzp 1€ 16" 0" W-u) 2p
iff w = Agyert with 17| ¢)2p(@ D ¥).
Now consider p > [€] — [€|v] + 1. Then w € e, iff w e (€"|v)z or w €
(€ | ~V)p—re1+12|u)+[é] ~v)2 iff (by Lemma B.3.6) w E Ajjz)4,1=00(¢] D ¥)) A v or
w |: /\LE|¢iJ2P—|—E-|+|.E|UJ+|.E| —|UJ—2(¢; D l//l*) A —wv iff (by Lemma B.3.2 and by the above
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plausibilities)
wk \@ >y rvorw @ >y A
o=y el o=y el
[€"]¢"]=c0 L&' ¢"A—v]2zp
iff

wk N\ 20 \@" A-voy)
g=uel, g=uel,
[€"|¢" =00 L€ g™ A-v]zp
iff w = Agyer with 17 ¢)2p(@ O ¥). Therefore € |= OII and Step 1 is completed.

Step 2. The second step of the proof is to show (€’ | 1) | O #;v. The conditionals
added in I"#; v over IT are those from A] U A, U A}, which simply assert knowledge
of A as they have unsatisfiable consequents. Having shown é’ |= OII in Step 1, it
is immediate from Rule ESB10 that (¢’|1) E Orxsv if [é’|7] = [(é']| )| 7] for
the antecedents 7 € {¢* ¢* A —v,(¢* A ¢*) V —w} of the conditionals in II. Clearly,
L’ |T] £ [(€'] )| 7]. To show the converse, we let w € ¢, be arbitrary and show that
there is some w’ € (¢’] ), such that w’ | 7 iff w |= 7. First suppose w |F —v A v™.
Since w [ -w, by definition of é’, [&|-v] # co. Hence Aymyer., (¢ D %) A -w is
satisfiable by Lemma B.3.2. By Lemma B.3.9 there is some @’ with @w’ ~g w with
W' E Nposyer,, (CUAV) D (9 DY) A wAv,sow’ | A Sincew’ Fuiffw v
and by Lemma B.2.13 we have that forall ¢ = ¢ € I, @’ | ¢ iff w | ¢ as well as
w EyiffwEy,sow’ € e, by Rule £ES810. Therefore w’ € (€"| 1)y, and w’ | 7
iff w | 7. The case for w = v A =v* is analogous. Now suppose w E v = v*.
By Lemma B.3.6, Aymyer(£¢ A +) A tu is satishable where +4 stands for g if
w |= B* and for - otherwise. By Lemma B.3.9 there is some w’ with w ~g w’
with @’ | Agoyer(£¢ A ) A £v. Since w’ |= v iff w |= v and by Lemma B.2.13 we
have that forallp > y e, w' F ¢ iff w Fpaswellasw’ Fy iff w E ¢, s0w’ e,
by Rule ES810. Therefore w’ € (¢’ | 1), and w’ E 7 iff w | 7.

Step 3. Lastly, we need to show that (" | A)s» = € *,v. Let w € ((¢"| A)s7),. Then
there is some w’ € ("] 1), with @ ~s» @’. Thus @’ |F Agmyer s v with [ ¢)2p(¢ D ¥).
First suppose p < [€] - |€|v] + 1. Then w |= v. If w’ £ v = v*, then by Lemma B.2.13
and As, w [ Aiig]g;)2p+12]v)-1(¢i D ¥i) Av, and thus w € (€]V),1(210)-1 = (E*5V)p.
Otherwise, w’ = v A =v*, and then by Lemma B.2.13 and A1, w F A (z|4,)51¢v) (¢ D
¥;) A v, and thus w € (€|v)g1y) S (€|V)pse|v)-1 = (€#sV)p. Now suppose p >
[€] — [€]v] + 1. The cases for w’ | v = v* and @w’ E v A —v* are analogous. If
w’ | v A v, then by Lemma B.2.13 and Az, w | Aje)¢,)216]-v) (@i D ¥i) A -,
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and thus @ € (€] -v)|g|-v) S (€] V)p_[2141¢]v)+ (] -v)-2 C (€*5V)p. For the converse
direction, let w” € (€#v),. Since * swaps the (initial) values of S” and 8", there clearly
is a w such that w ~g» w’ and w* = w. Thus w | v iff w* | v, and therefore w € e,
Forall¢ = ¢ €T, w | ¢ iff (by Lemma B.3.6) w* | ¢* iff w | ¢*, and likewise for .
Thus w = 4, and hence w € ("] A),. As w ~g» w’, we have w’ € ((¢"| 1) s),.

Now let S # {}. Let € | OgI" and €’ |= OT. By Rule ES811 and Corollary 5.6.4,
¢ = €. By the case for S = {}, ¢’ ;v | OgT'#5v. By Rule ESB11, (¢' *5v)s

Osus T#sv. By Lemma B.3.3, €*,v |= Ogus/ T *sv. o

B.4 Proof of the progression theorems

Here we prove the correctness of progression, that is, Theorems 5.8.2 and 5.8.3. We use

the following assumptions.

® Let Xy, gy be a basic action theory over fluents = {Fi,..., Fj}, and let n
be an action standard name. Recall that X4y, contains the successor state axioms

Ola]F(x1,...,xt) = yr for F € F, and the informed fluent axiom OIF(a) = .

® Let 8’ be the symbols newly introduced in Xy > 7, which is partitioned into
two subsets: R = {Ry,...,R;} € S’ contains the rigid predicates for the physical
progression as in Definition 5.8.1; 8" \ R contains the rigid symbols introduced

by the revision as in Definition 5.7.2 or 5.7 4.
® Let * be the symbol involution that maps F; to R; and leaves the rest unchanged.

Definition B.4.1 For a world w and an action 7, w” is a world such that w” ~#

(w > n) and

o w'[F(ny,...,np), 0] =1iff w” | (yp, ~t5) forall F € F;

{..npm
o w"[F(ny,...,n,),z] = w[F(ny,...,n),z] forall F € F and z # ().

For a set of worlds W and an epistemic state €, we let W” = {w” | w € W} and
>n n n
e" = (el,...,em).

Intuitively, w” sets the initial values of every fluent F € ¥ to the its value after » when
the values before 7 are memorized in R: w” |= F(ni,...,np) ff " E (v, :jzﬁlzfq -

where * replaces all fluents in yr with the corresponding rigid predicates from R.

Lemma B.4.2 " is uniguely defined.
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Proof. Let w’ ~¢ (w > n) be such that for every F € F, w'[F(ny,...,np), ()] = 11ff

w>n | (Yry " u 0", and moreover w'[F(ny,...,np),z] = w[F(n1,...,n),z] for

all z # (). Clearly such a w’ exists and is uniquely defined. By Lemma B.2.13 and since
1..Xpa

vy is F-oree, w' | (yry, ntn) iff w>n = (yr, k5" Thus w’ = w”. i

Lemma B.4.3 Let ¢ be fluent. Then w |= ¢* iff w” |= ¢*.

Proof. Since ¢ is fluent and by definition of *, ¢* mentions only rigid predicates. By
Lemma B.4.2, w” is uniquely defined, and since w and w” agree on all rigids, a simple

induction on the length of ¢ shows that the lemma holds. O
Lemma B.4.4 Ifé E O(Zy * ¢2)", then " |= OZp > n.

Proof. Let (Zpe * ¢2)* = {1 = Y1, ., ¢m = ¥} and € | O(Zpe * 2)*. We show
that €” = Oy > 7 for the same plausibilities and plausibility oo for the added condi-
tionals. We first show that | €| ¢;] = |€” | ¢;] for all i and [€” | ¢]| = oo for the newly
added conditionals ¢ = ¢ € (Zpe > n) \ Eper * ¢2). I p < €] i), then w [£ ¢; for
all w € e,, and by Lemma B.4.3, w £ ¢; forall w € E;’, sop < [€"|¢;]. Analogously,
ifp > [€]¢;], thenp > |€”|¢;]. Thus | €| ¢;| = | €] #;]. All other conditionals from
Tpel > 7 are of the form =(F(x1,...,x) = (yF, :::fl:fl *) = rALSE for some F € F,
and by definition of w”, | & | ~(F (x1,...,x) = (YFp, :::2i )] = oo.

Now we prove w € €} iff w | Aijerg,)2p(@i D i) A Arer(=(F(xy,. .. xp) =
(YEn j:jf/;i *) D FALSE), that is, é” satisfies Rule ES810. For the only-if direction
suppose w’ € €}. Then for some w € ¢,, w” = w’. By Rule ESB10 for € we have
W = Nire|g:)2p (@i O ¥i)- Since @’ = w” and by [€]¢;] = [€”]¢;] and Lemma B.4.3,
' Nierg,)2p(@i O ¥i), and by of w” also @’ |= F(x1,....%,) = (VEn, [ nin)”
for every F € ¥ . Thus the right-hand side holds. Conversely, suppose w” ¢ €. If
there is some w with @” = w’, then w ¢ e,, and hence by €| ¢;] = [”]¢;], w’ |£
Nisler |¢;)2p (@i D ¥;)- Otherwise, for all w, w” # w’, and hence w’ |£ F(x1,...,x) =

(YEm fl: )" for some F € F . In either case the right-hand side is false. i

Lemma B.4.5 (’deyn >n) xR ((w*)”)zdyn.

Proof. The cases for object function symbols and rigid predicate symbols R ¢ R are
trivial as they are left unchanged by the involved Definitions 5.8.1, B.2.3, B.3.4, B.4.1.
For F € ¥ and z = (), (Ws,,, > n)F (n1,...,mp), ()] = 1 iff Wy, [F(n1,...,n),n] =1
iff wy,, F YFn :::ﬁifl iff (by Lemma B.2.7) w E yp,| :::ﬁ’zfl iff (by Lemma B.3.6)
W (Y L) M (@) [F (1, mp), O] = L (@) )5y, [F (21, mp), O] = 1
The cases for F € F with z # () and for IF follow from the definition of ws aym and ¢,
vr being R-free and fluent. Finally, F ¢ ¥ U {IF} follows because both @ > 7 and w”
progress F by n. O
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Lemma B.4.6 Let € F O(Zayn, Zhel * ¢55) and €' = O(Zgyn, Zpel > ). Then forall p € P,
(ep>n) = (€x)p-

Proof. Let €” |= OZy * 92, which exists by Theorem 5.3.16. Then by Lemma B.2.8,
E’Z’dyn E O(Zdyns Zbel * ¢3), and by Theorem 5.3.16, € = E’Z’dyn (*). By Lemma B.3.8,
e £ O(Zpe * %), and by Lemma B.4.4, (¢”*)” | OZ > n, and by Lemma B.2.8,
((é”'*)")zClyn F O(Zdyn, Zpel > 1), and by Theorem 5.3.16, ((eﬁ”"‘)”)zdyn =¢é’ (*¥).

For the C direction let w” € (e, >n). By (¥) there is some w € €} such that
(wg,,, >n) = w'. Also, by (¥%), (@")")zy, € €, By Lemma B.4.5, (wy,, >n) ~&
(@")")zy,- Thus w’ = (w3, > 1) € (€3)p, s0 (e > 1) C (€),-

Conversely, let w € (€%),. Then w ~g w’ for some w’ € e,. By (**) there is
some w” € €, such that (w"*)")s, = w’. By Lemma B.4.5, (wgdyn >n) ~g w,
and thus (fwé’dVn >n) ~g w. Hence w € ((€})z,, > n)r = (ep > n)r with (*). Thus
(€%2)p S (ep>n)g. Since Tgyn, Tpel * @5, are R-free and by Lemma B.2.13, (e,)r = ey,
and so (e, > n)g = (e, > n). Thus (€%), C (e, > n). m]
Lemma B.4.7 Ifé |- O5(Zdyn» Zbel)s then €+ 1F(n) E Os5u(s\R)(Zdyns Zbel * @3-

Proof. Since w | OIF(n) = ¢, for all w € e, and p € P, we have €+ IF(n) = € ¢f.
Hence €+ IF(n) | Osusn®)({—Zdyn = FALSE} U Zp)) * ¢5;) by Theorems 5.7.3 and
5.7.5. Let ©® = (({—~Zgyn = FALSE} U Zpel) * ¢077) \ (Zpel * 7). It 1s easy to see that Ziyn
is not affected by revision, that is, Agoyco(¢ D ¥) is equivalent to ~Zgy, D FALSE.
Therefore &+ IF(n) | Osu(s/\»)(Zdyns Zbel * @5)- m|
Theorem 5.8.2 | Os(Zgyn, Zbel) 2 [72]0sus (Zdyns Zbel > 72)-

Proof. Suppose € £ Os(Zdyn, Zhel)- By Theorem 5.3.16, €’ |= O(Zgyn, Zpel * ¢y;) and
€” F O(Zgyn, Zpel > n) exist. By Lemma B.4.7, €« [F(n) | Osys\»)(Zdyns Zbel * ¢5)-
By Rule £ES811 and Theorem 5.3.16, € [F(n) = ¢’

SU(S\R)*
)p,andso€>n =¢€

By Lemma B.4.6 we have
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, =2 =y — (Z"
(e, >n) = (€3),- Thus E€susr)e >n = (€5, SUS'”

by assumption and Rule ESB11, €% ¢, F Osus (Zdyns Zpel > 7). Thus by Rule ESB7,

€ [n]Osus (Zdyns Zpel > n). o
Theorem 5.8.3 OS(Zdyna Zhe) F [n]a WOSUS’(Zdyna Zhel > 1) F a.

Moreover

Proof. For the if direction, suppose Osus/(Zdyn, Zpel > 72) | . Let € £ Os(Zdyn, Zpel)-
By Theorem 5.8.2, &> n | Osus(Zdyn> Zbel > 7). By assumption, € n,w > n | a
for all w. By Rule ES87, €, w |= [n]a for all w.

Conversely, suppose O5(Zgyn, Zbel) F [7]a. Let € | Osus (Zdyn, Zbel > 7). By Corol-
lary 5.6.4, there is some €’ | Os(Zgyn, Zpel)- By assumption, €', | [#]a for all w.
Thus €’ > n,w [ a for all w. By Theorem 5.8.2, ¢ > 1 |= O 505 (Zdyn, Zbel > 1), and

again by Corollary 5.6.4, € = ¢’ > n. Thus €,w [ « for all w. mi

173



B Long Proofs for ESB

B.5 Proof of the representation theorems

Here we prove the representation theorem for ES8B, Theorem 5.9.7. The representation
theorem for BO, Theorem 4.8.5, is just a special case of Theorem 5.9.7. Corollaries 5.9.8
and 5.9.9, which combine the representation theorem with regression or progression,
respectively, follow immediately as well.

Our proof is similar to the one of the representation theorem in OL in (Levesque
and Lakemeyer 2001). In fact, the following lemmas generalize their Lemma 2.8.5,
Corollary 2.8.6, and Lemma 7.2.2 from (Levesque and Lakemeyer 2001), respectively, to
our notions of beliefs and action standard names. Theorem 5.9.7 and Corollaries 5.9.8

and 5.9.9 then follow easily.

Definition B.5.1 A function * between standard names is called a preserving involution

with respect to a iff
® n** = and n* is of the same sort as # for all standard names 7;

* A(ni,...,mp)" = A(nj,...,n}) for all »n; for every action function A which is

mentioned in @ as a non-standard-name term A(ty, ..., t}).

For non-standard-names terms, we extend the definition inductively by letting x* = x
for variables x, A(t1,...,1,)" = A(t],.. .,tZ) for non-standard-name action terms,
and g(t1,....t0)" = g(t],..., t/:) for object terms. For formulas, we define @* induc-
tively by R(¢1,...,t)" = R(t],...,t}) for rigid R; F(t1,...,t)" = F(t],...,t;) for
fluent F (61 = 0 = (5 = 63 ()" = =0 (@ V B) = (@* v f) (Fra)’ =
Axa®; ([t]a)* = [t*]e*; Bla = B))* = Ba* = p*). For a world w, we let w*
be such that w*[F(n1,...,n;),z] = w[F(n],...,n}),z"] for all fluent predicate sym-
bols F, w*[R(n1,...,n)] = w[R(n],...,n})] for all rigid predicate symbols R, and
wig(n1,...,n)] = wlg(ni,...,ny)]" for all object function symbols 4.

Lemma B.5.2 Let * be a preserving involution with respect to a.
(1) (@) = ().
(ii) * is a preserving involution with respect to .

Proof. (i) We first show that (¢5)* = (¢*)%. for any term ¢ whose action function symbols
occur in @ by induction on the size of ¢. First consider the base cases. For the variable
x, (x%)* = n* = x7.. For variables distinct from x, for object constants, and for object
and action standard names the claim trivially holds. Now we do the induction step.
For an object function ¢, (¢(t1,...,22)5)" = (g(t1, .. ., tp2)* = g((t1X)", .. ., (Ex2)%)
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= (by induction) g((t])%.,.. () =gt ot = (9(t1, ..., 1g)");,.. For a non-
standard-name action term, (A(ty,...,tp)5)" = A(t1), ..., 0p5)" = (if A1}, ..., t0%)
is a standard name: because * is preserving) A((¢1})% ..., (z3)") = (by induction)
A, (8 = A, ...y = (if A1y, ., ) 1s a standard name: because
* is preserving) (A(t1, . ..,2)")5. With that, (i) follows by an easy induction on the
length of a.

(11) Suppose @ mentions an action function symbol A that does not occur in @. Then
this occurrence can only be in the standard name 7, that is, n = A(ny, ..., 7). Thus *

is a preserving involution with respect to aj;. o

Lemma B.5.3 Let ¢ be objective and let « be a preserving involution with respect to .
Then = ¢ iff = ¢
Proof. We need to show that w* | ¢ iff w |= ¢* for any arbitrary world w.

We first show that w*(¢) = w(t*)* for all ground terms ¢ whose action function
symbols occur in ¢ (*). The proof is by induction on the nesting depth of . The base
cases are standard names and object constant symbols. For a standard name, w*(n) = n
=n"" = w(n*)". For an object constant symbol ¢, w*(g) = w[g]* = w(9)* = w(g")*. For
the induction step let g(¢1, . . ., £;) be an object term of nesting depth / and suppose the
w*(¢) = w(t*)* for all ¢ of nesting depth < /, which particularly includes the ;. Then
w*(g(t1,...,tp)) = n it w*[g(ni,...,n,)] = n where n; = w*(¢;) iff (by definition of
w) wlg(ny,....n)]" =n where n; = w*(t;) iff (by induction) w[g(n],. .., nl"=n
where n; = w(t))" ff wlg(n1,...,np)]" = n where n; = w(t)) iff w(g(t],....t;)" =n
iff (by definition of t*) w(g(t1, . . .,2)")" = n. Consider an action function symbol A
that occurs as non-standard-name in ¢. Then w*(A(ty,..., 1)) = n iff A(ny,...,n) =
n where n; = w*(t;) iff (by induction) A(ny,...,7p) = n where n; = w(t})* iff
A(ny,...,n;) = n where n; = w(t]) iff (by definition of n*) A(n1,...,7)" = n where
n; = w(t?) it w(A(t],...,t;))" = niff (by definition of £*) w(A(ty, ..., 1)")* = n.

Now we do the induction on the length of ¢ to show the lemma. Consider a rigid
predicate symbol R. Then w* | R(ty,..., ) iff w*[R(n1,...,np)] = 1 where n; =
w*(t;) iff (by (*)) w*[R(n1,...,n;)] = 1 where n; = w(¢7)" iff (by definition of w*)
w[R(nY,...,n;)] = 1 where n; = w(t])" ift w[R(ny,...,n;)] = 1 where n; = w(¢))
iff w |= R(#],...,t]). The base case for fluent predicates and equality expressions is
analogous. The induction steps for —¢ and (¢ V ¢) are trivial. For actions, w* |= [¢]¢
iff w*>n | ¢ for n = w*(¢) iff (by definition of w* and by (*)) (w > n*)* | ¢ for
n = w(t*)* iff (by induction) (w > n*) E ¢* for n = w(t*)* iff (w > n) | [t*]¢*. For
quantifiers, w* | Ax ¢ iff w* |= ¢} for some 7 iff (by induction) w = (¢)* for some n
iff (by Lemma B.5.2) w |= (¢*)%. for some 7 iff w = (Ix )" m|
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Corollary B.5.4 Let ¢ be an objective formula with free variables x, . . ., x}, and let * be

a preserving involution with respect to ¢ which leaves the names in ¢ unchanged. Then for

any names ny, . . ., ny, of corresponding sorts, = ¢,,; "k if = ¢k,
k

Proof. | ¢y, 5k iff (by Lemma B.5.3) = (,,; 7 ,5)" iff (by Lemma B.5.2) = (¢* )x1

x/e

S R
A% A~

O

iff (since * leaves all names in ¢ unchanged) ¢

Lemma B.5.5 Let ¢ be an objective sentence. Let :,0 be an objective formula with free
variables x1, . .., xy and let ny, . . ., ny, be standard names of corresponding sorts.

Then |= RES[, @1, "y iff = (6 2 )

Proof. The proof is by induction on the number of free variables in . If there are none,
the lemma holds immediately by Definition 5.9.1.

For the induction step let ¢ have k free variables and suppose that the lemma holds
for ¢, for arbitrary 7;. We consider here only the case where x1 is of sort action; the
proof for object variables is actually simpler and matches Lemma 7.2.2 from (Levesque
and Lakemeyer 2001). Suppose 71 = A(#1, . . ., ;) for arbitrary A and 7; for the rest of
the proof. Let A, K, N'; N, M, M’, A’ be as in Definition 5.9.1 for the case of a free
action variables. In analogy to the three disjuncts in RES[/, ] in case of a free variable
a in Y, we consider three different cases.

Suppose 71 € M. Then all but one of the disjuncts in RES[[¢, ¢, are certainly false;
the remaining one is the one which contains (x1 = 71). Then | RES[y, ¢]]x1 - fli iff (by
Definition 5.9.1) E RES[y;!, ¢ 1,27, ¢ iff (by induction) = (¢ > Ui

Suppose A € A and at least one 7; ¢ N Then there is some 7 = A(nl, e, A°) eM’
so that either 7; = ﬁf e N,orn; ¢ N, ﬁf ¢ N, and flf € N’ (*), and moreover
ﬁ;’ = ﬁ;’ iff 7; = 7; (**). For this n$, Jy1 ... Iyg ((ny = n‘f);l;l;[,f A Ni<i<knreni #
n") A Nizi<j<k (vi # ;) is valid. Namely, for every 77 ¢ N, there is some j such that
ne = n; € N’;s0 n? is replaced with y; in the mentioned formula; the formula thus
comes out true in the semantics by substituting the corresponding 7; for y;. Therefore
= RES[y, ¢l =t iff (by Definition 5.9.1) | RES[y . ¢]]Z}zi e nt. Let * be the
bijection so that (n°) = #; and 7 n: = n for all  where 7; eé N, and A(77) = A(7*), and
the rest is left unchanged. By (** ) the bijection is well-defined. By (*) and smce RES

does not introduce new names, these 7 and 7; do not occur in RES[[:,D LI x5 hence

”1x1X2

* 1s preserving with respect to RES[[{// gb]]x1 Therefore, |= RES[[!,//’CQ, Gl my ok iff
(by Corollary B.5.4) = RES[[:// ¢]],C‘x1 * "k iff (since by definition of *, n} = n)

1nn -y,

= RES[[lﬂxi, ¢]]x§' o iff (by 1nduct10n) I: (q’) ) wxl 2 xk) iff (by Lemma B.5.2 and
Corollary B.5.4) (¢ D Lﬁxi* xf* ' n**) iff (since by deﬁnltlon of ¥, n{* = n1) E (¢ D
n?

176



B.5 Proof of the representation theorems

Unina n
suppose A ¢ A. Then = RES[y, ¢l ¢ iff £ RES[YL 614 500 k. Let =
be a bijection so that n] = A’ and A”™ = n; and leaves the rest unchanged As

neither A nor A’ occur in t// or ¢, = is preserving with respect to RES[y A,,QS]]A'
Then |= RES[y} ¢ 1141 5 7% iff (by Corollary B.5.4) |= RES[y/L ¢4 "1 ™2 Zk iff

x1n1nz nk x1n n
E RES[y* ,,¢]]xf o £ iff (by 1nduct1on) |— (¢ D t,l/flf xf xk) iff (by Corollary B. 5 4)
G ou R 6o wi 0

Lemma B.5.6 Let I ={¢; = lﬁl»---df’m = Y} be objective. Let € = OgIl and y
be an objective representation of OgI. Let a be a belief-static formula without O with
free variables x1, . . ., xy, and let ny, . . ., ny, be standard names of corresponding sorts. Then
éw k ay Ly iff w E (lelly)y

Proof. The proof is by induction on the length @ where the length of B(e = p) is
taken to be the length of (@ O B) plus 1. For objective e (which includes the base cases
for rigid and fluent atoms and equalities, and, by the belief-static assumption, also the
cases for [t]a and Oa), the lemma clearly holds since |||l = @. The induction steps for
negation, conjunction, and quantification are straightforward. The induction step for
B(a@ = B) uses the fact from Theorem 5.3.16 that only the first m + 1 levels of é may
differ and we thus may limit our consideration to levels 1 < p < m + 1, each of which
corresponds to y,. More precisely, € = B(a = B),; iﬁi iffforallp e P, €, w’ = (@ D B)
forall p < |€|a] iff (by Theorem 5.3.16) forall 1 < p < m + 1, if for all p’ < p, for
al v’ € ey, €, w’ |F —a, thenforall w’ € ¢, €, v’ F (@ D ,8) iff (by induction) for all
1<p<m+l,ifforallp’ < p,forallw’ € ey, w’ [ (|[-lly)n! nk, then forall w’ € ey,
w’ = (I(@ > Byl 5t iff (by Lemma B.5.5 since ¢, = {w | w = yp} forall p € P)
foralll1 < p <m+1, 1f for all1 <p' <p,w |— RES[[||—|a/||),,yp nk’ then w |
RES[l(@ > Bly:vpllny 1t iff w N"H((/\ RES|I||_'ally77p ]]) > RES[[[(e >
Bl 75051 5t if (by Definition 5.9.6) w = (1Ba = M)t~ o
Theorem 5.9.7 LetT = {¢1 = Y1,...,Pm = ¥m} be objective and « be belief-static
without O. Then OsI | a if [ llellogr.

Proof. OgI' |= a iff € |= @ for every € | OgI iff (by Lemma B.5.6 and since € exists
and is unique by Corollary 5.6.4) = [|a||;. m|
Theorem 4.8.5 LetT = {¢1 = Y1, ..., 0m = Y } be objective where ¢;, ; are formulas
of BO, and let a be a formula of BO without O. Then OT Ego @ iff Eso |lallor-

Proof.: By Theorem 5.3.9, the representation theorem of BO is just a special case of
Theorem 5.9.7. i
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Corollary 5.9.8 Xyyp, Zpel be an S+free basic action theory and let a be a regressable sen-
tence. Then O s(Zdyn, Znel) F @ #f E R[]0z

Proof. k= |IR[a]llogs,,, iff (by Theorem 5.9.7) OsZye = R[a] iff (by Theorem 5.3.16)
Os(Zdyns Zel) = @. O
Corollary 5.9.9 Xyyn, Zpel be a basic action theory, S’ be the symbols newly introduced by
Tpel > 1, and let a be a belief-static sentence without O.

Then Os(Zdyn: Zvel) F (7] if E llallog, s sy > n)-

Proof. = l2ll0 55 (SgyZbe 3 ) iff (by Theorem 5.9.7) Osus/(Zdyn, Zpel > 72) | a iff (by
Theorem 5.8.3) Os(Zdyn, Zpel)  [7]a. m|
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C.1 Proof of the decidability theorems

Here we show correctness of the decision procedures for |£ and | from Section 6.8 for
the case of proper* knowledge bases. The proof is quite tedious. After proving some
general lemmas, we show that only a finite number of literals needs to be considered
when splitting or adding a literal (Lemmas C.1.5 and C.1.13). Then we show that finitely
many names suffice for the quantifiers in the query (Lemma C.1.14), and that the same
holds for the quantifiers in the knowledge base (Lemma C.1.16). With these results, we
can finally prove Theorems 6.8.7 and 6.8.11. At the end we show the complexity results
Theorems 6.8.8 and 6.8.12.

For the rest of this section, let 7 denote a proper™ sentence.

Definition C.1.1 Let * be a bijection between standard names. For a set of standard
names N, we let N* = {n* | n € N}, and we write ¢*, s*, ¢* for the corresponding

clause, setup, formula where every name 7 is replaced with n*.

Note that in general N and N* may be distinct. When N is the set of all standard

names, however, N = N* .

Lemma C.1.2 Let * be a bijection between standard names. Let N be a set of standard
names. Then gndy (n)* = gndy- (7).

Proof. Let = AVXjc;. Then ¢* € gndy (n)* iff ¢* = (c]-?)* for some 7; € N for some
jiff c* = (c]“.‘);i for some 7; € N for some j iff ¢* € gndy.(7%). m|

Lemma C.1.3 Let * be a bijection between standard names.
(1) ¢ € UP(s) iff ¢* € UP(s*);
(1) ¢ € UP*(s) iff ¢* € UP*(s%);
(111) ¢ € UP~(s) iff ¢* € UP~(s%);
(iv) ¢ € XP(s) iff ¢* € XP(s*);

(v) ¢ € L(4,s) iff ¢* € L(£*,s%).

179



C Long Proofs for L~

Proof. (i) By induction on the length of the derivation of c. The base case holds trivially.
For the induction step, ¢ € UP(s) \ (EQ U s) iff ¢ U [£],[¢] € UP(s) for some [¢] iff (by
induction) ¢* U [£*],[£*] € UP(s*) iff ¢* € UP(s*).

(i) ¢ € UP*(s) iff ¢’ € UP(s) for some ¢’ C ¢ iff (by (1)) ¢’* € UP(s*) for some ¢’ C ¢
iff ¢’ € UP(s*) for some ¢’ C ¢* iff ¢* € UP*(s*).

(ii1) ¢ € UP~(s) iff ¢ € UP(s) and for all ¢’ 2 ¢, ¢’ ¢ UP(s) iff (by (1)) ¢* € UP(s*)
and for all ¢/ 2 ¢, ¢ ¢ UP(s*) iff ¢* € UP(s*) and for all ¢’ 2 ¢*, ¢’ ¢ UP(s*) iff
¢ € UP~(sY).

(iv) ¢ € XP(s) iff ¢ € UP~(s w ¢ | for some ¢, c U [/] € UP~(s)}) iff (by (ii1))
c¢* € UP~(s* w 7* | for some ¢, c U [/] € UP~(s)}) iff (by (ii1)) ¢* € UP~(s* w ¢* | for
some ¢, c* U [/*] € UP~(s*)}) iff ¢* € UP~(s* @ £ | for some ¢, c U[/] € UP~(s*)}) iff
o € XP(s™).

(v) ¢ € L(£,s)iff ¢ = [#] and [¢’] € gnd([£]) and [¢’] ¢ UP(s) for some ¢ iff (by
Lemma C.1.2 and (i)) ¢ = [#’] and [¢”*] € gnd([¢*]) and [#"*] ¢ UP(s*) for some ¢’ iff

c*=[¢]and [#’] € gnd([£*]) and [¢’] ¢ UP(s*) for some ¢’ iff c* € L(¢*,s*). O

Lemma C.1.4 Let * be a bijection between standard names.
() sk R ¢iffs”.k R 9%
(i) s,l B ¢ iff s*,1 R o™

Proof. (i) By induction on k. For the base case £ = 0 we do a subinduction on the
length of ¢. For a clause, 5,0 R ¢ iff ¢ € UP*(s) iff (by Lemma C.1.3) ¢* € UP*(s*) iff
s*,0 R ¢*. The subinduction steps for a non-clausal disjunction, negated disjunction, and
double negation are trivial. For an existential, 5,0 £ Ix ¢ iff 5,0 |2 ¢ for some 7 iff (by
subinduction) s*,0 & (¢3)" for some 7 iff s*,0 R (¢*). for some 7 iff s*,0 R Jx ¢* iff
s*,0 R (Ix ¢)*. The case for a negated existential is analogous. For the main induction,
suppose (i) holds for k. Then s,k + 1R ¢ iff sw £,k |2 ¢ and s W £, k | ¢ for some  iff
(by induction) (s & £)*, k |& ¢* and (s & £)*,k | ¢* for some £ iff s* & £*,k R ¢* and
s* W 0k R ¢* for some £ iff s*, b+ 12 ¢*.

(11) By induction on / very similar to (i). For the base case / = 0 we do a subinduction
on the length of ¢. For a negated clause, 5,0 R —c iff [] € XP(s) or ¢ ¢ UP*(s) iff (by
Lemma C.1.3) [] € XP(s*) or ¢* ¢ UP*(s*) iff s*,0 | ¢*. The subinduction steps for a
literal, a disjunction, negated non-clausal disjunction, and double negation are trivial.
The subinduction steps for an existential and a negated existential are analogous to (i).
For the main induction, suppose (ii) holds for /. Then s,/ + 1 R ¢ iff s ® £,/ R ¢ for all
¢ iff (by induction) (s ® #)*, 1 | ¢* for all 7 iff (by Lemma C.1.3) s* ® /*,] R ¢* for all
Ciff s 1+ 1R ¢ O
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Finitely many literals suffice for splitting and adding

Here we observe that the number of relevant split literals in Rule £°1 and added literals

in Rule £°1 are in fact finite.

Lemma C.1.5 Letv > |n|y and v > |¢ly, and let N; contain the names from nt and ¢ plus
new names ny, . ..,n;. Then gnd(n),k+1 R ¢ iff gnd(m)w £,k R ¢ and gnd(m)wl, k|2 ¢
for some ¢ whose symbol occurs in w or ¢ and whose names are from Ng11)0-

Proof. The if direction holds immediately by the semantics. For the only-if direction
suppose gnd(rr), k + 1 |2 ¢. Then gnd(x) W £,k |2 ¢ and gnd(n) ¥ £,k | ¢ for some 2.
We first show that it suffices to consider for £ only symbols from 7 or ¢; in a second
step we show that considering in £ only names from N, )., suffices as well.

For the first step suppose the symbol of 7 occurs neither in 7 nor in ¢ or is an equality
literal. We show that then gnd(n),k B ¢. By Lemma 6.5.3 this implies that we can split
an arbitrary literal, that is, choose any symbol that occurs in 7 or ¢ for the split literal.
The proof is by induction on k. The base case £ = 0 needs a subinduction on the length
of ¢. For a clause, if £ is an equality literal, gnd(7) W £,0 |€ ¢ and gnd(rr) ¥ 7,0 |2 ¢
iff ¢ € UP*(gnd(r) W ¢) and ¢ € UP*(gnd(r) w ¢) iff (since £ € UP*(gnd(r)) or
¢ € UP*(gnd(n))) ¢ € UP*(gnd(x)) iff gnd(x),0 |2 ¢; and otherwise, if the symbol of #
is not equality and does not occur in 7 or ¢, gnd(x) W £,0 | ¢ and gnd(r) ¥ £,0 K ¢
iff ¢ € UP*(gnd(n) W ¢) and ¢ € UP*(gnd(n) ¥ ¢) iff (since £ cannot trigger unit
propagation) ¢ € UP*(gnd(r)) W ¢ and ¢ € UP*(gnd(n)) W 7 iff (since the symbol
of 7 does not occur in ¢) ¢ € UP*(gnd(r)) iff gnd(7),0 R ¢ and gnd(),0 |R c. The
subinduction steps are trivial. For the induction step, suppose the claim holds for 4.
Then gnd(r)w 2,k R ¢ and gnd(m)w?,k |2 ¢ if gnd(mr A L),k R ¢ and gnd(m Al). k |2 ¢
only if (by induction) gnd(z A ),k |2 ¢ and gnd(x A £),k |2 ¢ where the k more split
literals have symbols that occur in 7, ¢, or 7 iff (since for every split literal #’, only ¢’
or #’ can resolve with #) gnd(x A £),k R ¢ and gnd(rr A £),k R ¢ where the b more
split literals have symbols that occur in 7 or ¢ only if gnd(n), & | ¢.

For the second step suppose the symbol of # occurs in 7 or ¢ but it mentions names
not in Ng41).o- Let 7, ..., 7] & Nigy1)., be those names. If 7 is an equality expression,
then N1y, must be non-empty, and by the first case we can split an arbitrary equality
literal formed from N, ).,, instead. Otherwise, the arity of £ is at most v, and thus
[ < v. Without loss of generality suppose 71,...,7; € N1y, do not occur in /.
Let * be the bijection that swaps the 7; and »/ and leaves the rest unchanged. Then
gnd(n) W £,k R ¢ and gnd(n) ¥ 2,k R ¢ iff (by Lemma C.1.4) (gnd(n) W £)*, k K ¢*
and (gnd() W £)*,k B ¢* iff gnd(n)* w £*,k R ¢* and gnd(n)* & 7",k & ¢* iff (by
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Lemma C.1.2) gnd(n) W £,k |2 ¢* and gnd(n) W £*,k |2 ¢*. Since ¢* = ¢ and ¢*
mentions names only from N, 1y.,, this obtains the lemma. i
Now we prove similar results for the unsound semantics, Lemma C.1.13. To this end,

we first need a syntactic representation of gnd(r) ® /.

Definition C.1.6 Let N contain all and only the names from 7 and 7. Let x, ..., x;
be the variables in /. We define # ® ¢ as © A II where II is the least set such that, if
[m] ¢ UP(gnd(n)) for ny,...,n;, ¢ N and np,q,...,n; € N,thene Ve-VesV
£ € T where € = \Vycicand men (5 = 1) and €< = Vi< and o, (51 # %)
and e; = Vlsz‘<jsk and niin]-(xi = xj)-

A few words about this definition are in order. The idea is to represent every ground
instance added in gnd(x) ® ¢ by one clause in I1. More intuitively, this clause can be

read as material implication

N Gizma N\ @i=xpa N\ Ex) S G

1<i<k,neN 1<i<j<k, n;j=n; 1<i<j<k, ni#n;

(We do not use D in the definition of IT in order to keep IT proper®. For example,
P A Q D R stands for ==(=P Vv =Q) V R, which is not proper* due to the double
negation.) Notice that this clause does not mention the names ny,...,7;, ¢ N, and
hence IT introduces no new names. Instead, the names 74,...,7n; are replaced with
variables, and the formulas e, e-, e, ensure that any instance of # derived from this clause
corresponds to an instance of / added to gnd(r) ® £. For example, let 7 = Vx—P(x, x).
Then gnd(zr) = {[=P(n,n)] | n is a name}, and gnd(7) ® P(x,x) = {[-P(n,n) | nisa
name} U {[P(n,n’) | n,n’ are distinct names}. Therefore IT contains the single clause
(x1 = x2) V P(x1,x2) that represents all [P(n,n")] ¢ gnd(n): grounding IT and doing
unit propagation with EQ just obtains {[P(n,7n’)] | n,n’ are distinct names}.

Lemma C.1.7 7 ® ¢ is a well-defined sentence, proper™, contains only names that occur in

mort,and|n ® l|y < max{|7|y, |/|w}.

Proof. Let IT and N be as in Definition C.1.6. Since N is finite, every element in IT is a
well-defined formula. Since there are only finitely many variables in £,**! "}/, the set IT
must be finite as well. Hence 7 ® ¢ is well-defined. Since the formulas in IT are clauses
with universally quantified variables, 7 ® £ is proper*. I introduces no new names, so
7 ® ¢ does not either. Moreover, I1 does not mention more variables than ¢ and does

not mention more of them freely in any subformula than 7 does, so |I1|y, < |/|y,. O

Lemma C.1.8 UP~(gndy/(7) ®n+ £) = UP~(gnd . (7 @ 7).
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Proof. Let ITand N be as in Definition C.1.6. It suffices to show UP(Lx (¥, gnd x/(77))) =
UP~ (gndy.(IT)), as the lemma then follows from Lemma 6.8.2.

First we show that UP~(gnd.(IT)) \ EQ only contains unit clauses of the form [¢’]
where ¢/ = £,1";! (*). Clearly every clause in UP~(gndy,(IT)) \ EQ is a subclause of
some clause from gndy/(IT). Hence it suffices to show that [] ¢ UP(gndy.(IT)) and
that every clause from gndy.(I1) is subsumed by some unit clause in UP(gndy.(IT)).
Let ¢ € gndy/(IT). Then ¢ = ¢’ U [¢’] where ¢’ only contains equality literals. If
¢’ is subsumed by EQ, then so is ¢. Otherwise, unit resolution of ¢’ with EQ yields
[£'] € UP(gnd . (I1)), which subsumes c¢. Moreover, ¢ € gndy.(e Ve Ve,V £, 2 for

Mt

some clause from IT. By Definition C.1.6, [£#”’] ¢ UP(gnd(rr)) where ¢ = /;“z?z?iz
o M
for some 7/, .. n/’e ¢ N. Let * be the bijection that swaps n1,...,7; for n}, .. n/’e

and leaves the rest unchanged. Then [¢”]* = [/'] ¢ UP(gnd(x)) by Lemmas C.1.3
and C.1.2. Thus [¢’] ¢ EQ, so if ¢’ is an equality literal, then [¢’] € EQ. Otherwise,
[¢'] ¢ UP(gndy.(IT)). Hence [] ¢ UP(gnd . (IT)).

For the only-if direction let ¢ € UP(Ly(#,gndy.(7))). Then by definition of Ly,
cither ¢ € EQ or ¢ = [#'] € L (£, gndy.(n)) where ¢/ = £, for ny,...,n; € N’.In
the former case, ¢ € UP~(gnd (1)) by (*). In the latter case, [£']  gndy.(r). Hence
eVe-VeyV £, €Il for some k < [, and by construction, ¢’ = (e Ve=Vez),; 5 is
invalid. Hence ¢’ U [#’] € gnd -/ (IT), and since ¢’ only mentions invalid equality literals,
they are eliminated by unit resolution with EQ, so that [#'] € UP(gndy-(IT)), and by
(%), ¢ = [£'] € UP~(gndy(IT)).

For the if direction let ¢ € UP~(gnd . (I1)). If ¢ € EQ, then ¢ € UP(Lx (4, gndy/(7))).
Otherwise, by (*), ¢ = [¢'] where ¢’ = £,,",! for ny,...,n; € N’. By Definition C.1.6,

eVeVexV L0l € Tl for some kb < [ and (e Ve V ey),) ¢ is invalid. Again
by Definition C.1.6, some n},...,n; ¢ N exist such that [¢”] ¢ UP(gnd(n)) where
0" = )k and such that #; = »; iff n/ = n!. Therefore there is a bijection
* betweeltn ét;;lldarld names that swaps 71,...,7; anii n, .. .,n/; and leaves the rest
unchanged. Then (7] = [£'] ¢ UP(gndy (1)) by Lemmas C.1.3, C.1.2, and 6.5.2.
Therefore [#’] € Ly (4, gndn/ (7)) € UP(Ln/ (4, gndp/(7))). m]

Lemma C.1.9 UP~(gndy.(7) ®Nn' 1 ®ON' ... ON' £1) = UP (gndy/ (m @ 1 ® ... ® £1)).
Proof. By Lemma 6.8.2, Lx+(#, UP(s)) = Ln+(¥, s), and therefore again by Lemma 6.8.2,
UP~(UP~(s) ®n £) = UP~ (s ®n- £). The lemma then follows by a simple induction
on k using Lemma C.1.8. mi
Lemma C.1.10 Let the symbol of ¢ not occur ins and [] ¢ XP(s @ / @ /1 ® ... ® {)).
Then[] ¢ XP(s ® /1 ® ... /).
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Proof. Suppose the opposite. Since the symbol of / does not occur in s, there must
be some ¢’, ¢;, £; with j > i with the same symbol as ¢ and so that [#'] € L(4;,s ®
/1 ®...0 li_y) and [/'] € L(¢j,s ® £1 ® ... ® {;_1). However, by definition [/'] €
L(¢j,s®01®...® Li_1)onlyif [/'] ¢ UP*(s ® /1 ®...® £;_1). Contradiction. i
Lemma C.1.11 Let the symbol of ¢1 not occur in s orc. Thenc € UP(s ® /1 ® ... ® /)

flceUPC®HL®...01)).
Proof. By induction on the length of the derivation of c. If c € s ® /1 ® ... ® ¢}, then

alsoc € s® /,®...® ¢ since ¢ does not mention the symbol of #;. Now suppose
cU[l],[£] € UP(s® £1®...® £;). Suppose the symbol of £ is the same as the one of #;.
Then this symbol does not occurin s, soc =[] and [/] € L(#;,s ® /1 ® ... ® ¢;_1) and
[7] € L(¢;,s®£1®...®¢;_1) for some i # j, which contradicts the definition of L. Hence
the symbols of £ and #; are distinct, so by induction, c U[£],[/] e UP ® £,®...® 1)),
andthusc e UPs ® £, ® ... ® /). i

Lemma C.1.12 gnd(n),l R ¢ iff gnd(n) ® /1 ® ... ® £;,0 R ¢ for some {1, ..., ¢} whose

symbols occur in 7t or ¢.

Proof. The if direction holds immediately by the semantics. For the only-if direction,
suppose gnd(n),/ | ¢. Then gnd(7)® /1 ® ... ® £;,0 | ¢ for some ¢4, ..., ;. We show
by induction on 7 that gnd(m) ® /{ ® ... ® /! ® £;11® ... ® £},0 |# ¢ for some £1,..., 1!
whose symbols occur in 7 or ¢. The base case 7 = 0 holds trivially.

For the induction step, suppose gnd(71) ® /] ® ... ® /! ®(;®...® {;,0 | ¢ for
some /..., ¢! whose symbols occur in 7 or ¢, and suppose the symbol of /; occurs
neither in 7 nor in ¢. Before we prove the induction step, we need two observations
((*) and (**) below).

By assumption, [] € XP(gnd(m)®/[®. ../ ®/;®...0/).Letn’ = n@/(®...®/_,.
By Lemmas C.1.9 and 6.8.2, we can move /],..., /! inside gnd and obtain that [] ¢
XP(gnd(n")® £; ® ... ® {;). By Lemma C.1.10, [] ¢ XP(gnd(7") ® £;11 ® ... ® /}).

Now let 7/ be as follows. If 7 > 1, let £/ be just //_,. If i = 1 and there is an /; with a
symbol that occurs in 7 or ¢ for with minimal j > 7, let £/ be ¢;. Otherwise (that is, if
i =1landall 4,,..., ¢ have symbols not from 7 or ¢), let /! some literal that occurs in
UP~(gnd(n")) \ EQ, or if there is none, some ground literal whose symbol occurs in ¢
that is not of the form (7 # n) or (n = n’) for distinct names 7, »’. In all three cases, we
have that the symbol of ¢/ occurs in 7 or ¢, [] ¢ XP(gnd(7") ® /! ® £;11 ®...® £;), and
UP*(gnd(n")® V! ® ;11 ®...® {)) = UP*(gnd(n") ® £/ ® £;41 ® ... ® £)): in the first
case, gnd(n) ® V! ® £;11®...® ¢, =gnd(n")® V! ® £;11 ® ... ® {; by Lemma C.1.9; in
the second case, it holds by Lemmas C.1.8, C.1.10, and C.1.11; in the third case, it holds
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since [l’_i’] does not occur in UP~ (gnd(x”)).

By Lemma C.1.11, UP(gnd(n") ® £i11 ® ... ® £;) = UP(gnd(n) ® £; ® £11 ® . .. ® ).
By applying Lemmas C.1.9 and 6.8.2 again to pull £, ..., #!_, back out of gnd, we obtain
the observations for the induction step: [] ¢ XP(gnd(m)®/{®...®//®/;,1®...04)) (¥)
and UP(gnd(m)®/{®...®¢! ®/;®...®/;) C UP(gnd(m)®/{®...®l/®/;11®...0/)
(%%).

With (*) and (**), we can show by subinduction on the length of ¢ that gnd(7)® /] ®
. ®l® 11 ®...® 1,0 ¢, which proves the induction step. For a negated clause,
gnd(m)®/(®. .00 ®l®...00,0 & ~cift[] ¢ XP(gnd(m)®/(®...00 &/®...0f)
andc € UP*(gnd(m)®/{®...9 /! ®/;®...® ) iff (by (*) and (**) and Lemma 6.8.2)
[1¢XPgnd(m)® {®..0 ! ®,1®...0¢)andc e UPT(gnd(n)® /{®...® !®
i ®...00)iffgnd(m) @ /[ ®...® L/ ® i1 ®...® {0 £ ~c. The other cases for

the subinduction are trivial. O

Lemma C.1.13 Let v > |nly and v 2 |¢lw, and let N; contain the names from n and ¢
plus new names ny, . .., n;. Then gnd(n),l +1 & ¢ iff gnd(n) ® 2,1 |£ ¢ for some ¢ whose

symbol occurs in 1 or ¢ and whose names are from Ny, 1).o,.

Proof. The if direction holds immediately by the semantics. For the only-if direction
suppose gnd(),/ + 1 | ¢. Then gnd(n) ® ¢,/ | ¢ for some ¢. By Lemma C.1.12 we
already have that only symbols from 7 or ¢ are relevant. So we only need to show that
considering names from N(z, )., suffices.

Suppose the symbol of ¢ occurs in 7 or ¢ but it mentions names not in N, 1y.,.
Let n{,...,n, & N(41)., be those names. If 7 is an equality expression, then Nj,1).,
must be non-empty, and since gnd(n) ® ¢’ = gnd(n) for any equality literal ¢, we
have gnd(7) ® (n = n),l |& ¢ for arbitrary #n € N(j,1y.,. Otherwise, the arity of £ is
at most v, and thus £ < v. Without loss of generality suppose 71,...,7; € N1
Let * be the bijection that swaps the 7; and 7! and leaves the rest unchanged. Then
gnd(m)®/,] R ¢ iff (by Lemmas C.1.3 and C.1.4) gnd(n)*® /*,[ | ¢* iff (Lemma C.1.2)
gnd(m)®/*, 1 |f ¢*. Since ¢* = ¢ and £* mentions only names from Ny y).,,, this obtains

the base case. O

Finitely many names suffice for the quantifiers in the query

The following Lemma C.1.14 allows us to consider only finitely many names when

dealing with quantifiers.

Lemma C.1.14 Let x be a free variable in ¢, and let n,n’ be two names that do not occur

nmorg.
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(i) gnd(n).k [ 63 iff gnd(n).k 1 6%
(ii) gnd(x).] € 6% iffgnd(m).] 1€ 7.

Proof. Let N be the set of all standard names, and * be the bijection that swaps 7 and
n’ and leaves the rest unchanged. Note that N = N*.

(1) gnd(n),k R ¢F iff (by Lemma C.1.4) gnd(n)*, & |® (¢3)" iff (by Lemma C.1.2)
gndy (%), k R (¢5)* iff (since 7 and ¢ contain no »”) gnd(7), k | ¢%,.

(i1) gnd(n),/ R ¢% iff (by Lemma C.1.4) gnd(7)*,/ R (¢3)" iff (by Lemma C.1.2)
gndy(7%),] R (¢3)" iff (since 7 and ¢ contain no »’) gnd(n),! R ¢%,. i

Finitely many names suffice for the quantifiers in the knowledge base

Here we show that grounding with respect to a finite set of names is sufficient.

Lemma C.1.15 Let v > |nl|y and let N contain all names from n. Then any clause

¢ € UP(gnd(r)) \ EQ mentions at most v names not in N.

Proof. By induction on the length of the derivation of c¢. For the base case, let 7 =
AVXjc; and ¢ € gnd(n). If ¢ € gnd(n), ¢ = cjéj for some ; and 7, and since ¢; has
at most v variables by assumption, the lemma holds again. For the induction step,
¢ € UP(gnd(7)) \ (EQ U gnd(n)) only if ¢ U [7], [¢] € UP(gnd(n)) for some 7. By
induction, either ¢ U [/] € EQ, in which case ¢ = [] satisfies the lemma, or ¢ U [/]

mentions at most v names not in N, and hence ¢ satisfies the lemma as well. m|

Lemma C.1.16 Let v > |r|y and let N contain all names from n plus new names

ni,....ny. Let ¢ mention names only from (N \ {n1,...,n;}) U {nf,...,n;} where

ni,...,n &N, [ < v. Let * be the bijection that swaps n; with n'.
(1) ¢ € UP(gnd(n)) iff c* € UP(gndy (n));
(12) ¢ € UP*(gnd(m)) sff c* € UP*(gndy (m));
(111) ¢ € UP~(gnd(n)) iff ¢* € UP~(gndy (m));
(iv) ¢ € XP(gnd(n)) iff ¢* € XP(gnd ().

Proof. (i) By induction on the length of the derivation of c. For the base case, let
m = AVXjc;. If ¢ € EQ, clearly ¢* € EQ. Otherwise, ¢ € gnd(n) iff ¢ = c];" for
some j and 7 iff (since * leaves the names in ¢; unchanged) ¢* = C]‘ZZ for some
and 7 iff ¢* € gnd(n) iff (since ¢* contains names only from N) ¢* € gndy/(n). For
the induction step, ¢ € UP(gnd(r)) \ (EQ U gnd(n)) iff ¢ U [¢],[¢] € UP(gnd(x)) for
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some / iff (by induction) ¢* U [/*], [£*] € UP(gndy (7)) where % swaps the names
n2+1, .. .,nl’, ¢ N, !’ < v that occur in 7 but not in ¢ with 7;,4,...,7; and is like *
otherwise iff ¢* = ¢* € UP(gndy (7)) \ (EQ U gndy (7)).

(i) ¢ € UP*(gnd(n)) iff ¢’ € UP(gnd(n)) for some ¢’ € ¢ iff (by (1)) ¢”* €
UP(gndy () for some ¢’ C ¢ iff ¢/ € UP(gndy(r)) for some ¢’ C ¢* iff ¢* €
UP* (gndy ().

(i) ¢ € UP~(gnd(n)) iff ¢ € UP(gnd(n)) and for all ¢’ € ¢, ¢’ ¢ UP(gnd(n)) iff (by
(1)) ¢* € UP(gndy () and for all ¢’ € ¢, ¢”* ¢ UP(gndy () iff ¢* € UP(gndy (7)) and
forall ¢’ € ¢*, ¢’ ¢ UP(gndy (7)) iff ¢* € UP~(gndy (7).

(iv) XP(gnd(x)) only contains unit clauses and perhaps the empty clause. For unit
clauses, [/] € XP(gnd(n)) iff [/] € EQ or for some ¢’, ¢’ U [/] € UP~(gnd(n)) \ EQ iff
(by Lemma C.1.15 and (ii1)) [#*] € EQ or for some ¢/, ¢"* U [£*] € UP~(gndy (7)) \ EQ
where * swaps the names n;H, .. .,n}, ¢ N, !’ < v that occur in ¢’ but not in ¢ with
ny1s- - -,np and is like = otherwise iff [/*] = [¢*] € XP(gndy(n)). For the empty
clause, [] € XP(gnd(n)) iff [¢] € XP(gnd(r)) and [#] € XP(gnd(r)) for some ¢ iff (since
|0ly < o) [£*] € XP(gndy(n)) and [£*] € XP(gndy(r)) where * swaps the names
ni...,n;, & N,I" < v that occur in £ with ny, ..., ny ift [] € XP(gndy (7). m|

Putting things together: the correctness theorems

Now we put the lemmas together and give two decision procedures for £ and R with

respect to proper* knowledge bases.

Theorem 6.8.7 gnd(n),k R ¢ iff SIN,gndn (), k, ¢] = 1, where N contains the names

from it and ¢ plus k - v + v names for v > |nly and v > |Ply.

Proof. By induction on k. For the base case let & = 0. Let 7y,...,7, € N not oc-
cur in 7 or ¢. We show by subinduction on the length of ¢ that gnd(7),0 R ¢ iff
S[N,gndy(7),0,¢*] = 1 where = is an arbitrary bijection that swaps the / < v names
U n; ¢ N occurring in ¢ with ny,...,7; and is the identity otherwise; since * is
the identity for all names in the original ¢, the lemma for &£ = 0 follows. For a clause,
gnd(n),0 R ¢ iff ¢ € UP*(gnd(x)) iff (by Lemma C.1.16 and since ¢ mentions at most
v names that do not occur in 7 or ¢) ¢* € UP*(gndy (7)) where * is the bijection
that swaps the names 7, . . ., n} ¢ N occurring in ¢ with ny,...,7; and is the identity
otherwise iff S[N, gndy (), 0, ¢*] = 1. For a non-clausal disjunction, gnd(r),0 | (¢ V)
iff gnd(n),0 ¥ ¢ or gnd(x),0 R ¢ iff (by subinduction) S[N, gndy(7),0,¢*] = 1 or
S[N, gnd(7),0,"] = 1 where without loss of generality (since ¢ and ¢ together men-

tion at most v names not in N) #* # n' implies n* = n or n' = n iff S[N, gndx (7),0,
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(¢ V)] = 1 where n* = n* if n* # n, and n* = n" otherwise. The case for negated
disjunctions is analogous, and the case for double negations is trivial. For an existential,
gnd(r),0 R Jx ¢ iff gnd(x),0 R ¢} for some name 7 iff (by Lemma C.1.14 and since
¢ mentions less than v of ny,...,7,) gnd(7),0 R ¢} for some n € N iff (by subinduc-
tion) S[N, gndy (7),0, (¢%)*] = 1 for some n € N where * is the bijection that swaps
ni,...,n; ¢ N occurring in ¢y with n1,...,n; iff SIN, gndy(7),0,(Ix¢)] = 1 where
* 1s just like x except that for all » which 7 do not occur in ¢, n* = 7 and n** = n*.
The case for negated existentials is analogous.

For the main induction step suppose the theorem holds for k. Then gnd(r),k+1 R ¢
iff (by Lemma C.1.5) gnd(z) W £,k R ¢ and gnd(7) ¥ £,k |2 ¢ for some £ whose
symbol occurs in 7 or ¢ and whose names occur in N iff gnd(zw A £),k R ¢ and
gnd(m A £),k R ¢ for some £ whose symbol occurs in 7 or ¢ and whose names occur
in N iff (by induction, which is applicable because #/ mentions at most v names, and
thus N still mentions & - v + v names not in © A £ or ¢) S[gndyx(m A £),k,¢] =
Slgndy (A £),k, ¢] = 1 for some £ whose symbol occurs in 7 or ¢ and whose names
occur in N iff S[gndy (7)w £, k, ¢] = S[gndy (7) W £, k, ¢] = 1 for some £ whose symbol

occurs in 7 or ¢ and whose names occur in N iff S{N, gndy (), k + 1,¢] = 1. O

Lemma C.1.17 Let f € {UP,UP*,UP~}.
(1) S[N,sUs",[,¢] =S[N, f(s)Us’,1,¢];
(11) C[N,sUs’,[,¢] = C[N, f(s)Us’, [, ¢].

Proof. Analogous to the proof of Lemma 6.8.3. O
Theorem 6.8.11 gnd(n),/ R ¢ iff C[N,gndn(n),,¢] = 1, where N contains the names

from mt and ¢ plus | - v + v names for v > |n|y, and v > |¢|s,.

Proof. By induction on [. For the base case let [ = 0. Let ny,...,7, € N not oc-
cur in 7w or ¢. We show by subinduction on the length of ¢ that gnd(n),0 R ¢ iff
C[N,gndy(n),0,¢*] = 1 where * is an arbitrary bijection that swaps the £ < v names
U n/’e ¢ N occurring in ¢ with 7y, ...,7; and is the identity otherwise; since * is
the identity for all names in the original ¢, the lemma for / = 0 follows. For a negated
clause, gnd(r),0 R —c iff [] € XP(gnd()) or ¢ ¢ UP*(gnd(n)) iff (by Lemma C.1.16
and since ¢ mentions at most v names that do not occur in 7 or ¢) [] € XP(gndy (7))
or ¢* ¢ UP™(gndy (7)) where * is the bijection that swaps the names n{,...,7, ¢ N oc-
curring in ¢ with 71, ...,7; and is the identity otherwise iff C[N, gndy (7),0, =¢*] = 1.
For a positive literal, gnd(r),0 |2 ¢ iff gnd(x),0 |& =7 iff (by the case for negated
clauses) C[N, gndy (rr),0,~¢*] = 1iff C[N, gndy (7),0, £*] = 1. The subinduction steps
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are analogous to those from the proof of Theorem 6.8.7.

For the main induction step suppose the theorem holds for /. Then gnd(n),/ + 1 R ¢
iff (by Lemma C.1.13) gnd(n) ® #,/ R ¢ for all # whose symbols occur in 7 or ¢ and
whose names occur in N iff (by Lemmas C.1.9 and 6.8.3) gnd(x ® #),/ | ¢ for all ¢
whose symbol occurs in 7 or ¢ and whose names occur in N iff (by induction, which
is applicable because ¢ mentions at most v names, and since by Lemma C.1.7 N still
mentions / - v + v names not in 7 ® £ or ¢) Clgndy (7 ® £),[,¢] = 1 for all £ whose
symbols occur in 7 or ¢ and whose names occur in N iff (by Lemmas C.1.9 and C.1.17)
Clgndy(m) ® 4,1,¢] = 1 for all # whose symbols occur in 7 or ¢ and whose names
occur in N iff C[N, gndy(n),] + 1,¢] = 1. m]

Complexity analysis
Finally we can prove Theorems 6.8.8 and 6.8.12.

Lemma C.1.18 C[N,gndy(n),1, ¢] can be computed in time
O(2k (|m| + /e)k+1 . |¢|/e+1 . |N|(|R|W+|¢|w)'(/€+1))'

Proof. Let f (k) denote the complexity of computing S[N, gndy (7), k, ¢].

Splitting creates a tree of height k&, whose leaves are setups that consist of gnd (1)
plus & more unit clauses. Closing such a setup under unit propagation can be done
in time linear in the size of the setup < |x| - [N|"v + k (Zhang and Stickel 1996).
The number of clauses to be checked for subsumption is < |¢| - |N|¢Iv. Hence £(0) €
O((|x| + k) - ] - N|I7h12lv),

There are < |r| predicate symbols in 7 and their maximum arity is < |r|y,. Analo-
gously for ¢. Hence the number of relevant split literals is < |x| - [N [l + || - [N|/¢]v.
Thus f(k+1) € OQ2- (x| [N +]¢| - |N|¢) - £(k)). Solving the recurrence obtains
f(k) € 0% - (x| - IN|Ih + |g] - N [IP)E - £(0)).

Thus £ (k) € O@% - (] + BF*! - |t [N|(mh 1ol ey 0
Theorem 6.8.8 gnd(r),k R ¢ can be decided in time
O((|r| + R)F*1 - g F+1 - (max{|mlw, |6lw} - (] + [ + kb + 1)) Irhrl#h) (ReD) . k),

Proof. Let N be as in Lemma C.1.18. We can estimate |[N| < max{|r|y,|¢|w} - (I7] +
|¢| + B + 1). By Lemma C.1.18 and Theorem 6.8.7, the theorem follows. m]
Lemma C.1.19 C[N,gndy(n),/, ¢] can be computed in time

O((|mr| + 1Y *1 - g/ *1 - (max{|m |y [ply } + [N maxtimheldle}+1dh)-¢D)

Proof. Let f (k) denote the complexity of computing C[N, gndy (7), ., ¢].
Unlike splitting, the ® operation possibly adds more than one unit clause. Hence, at

level 0 up to [ - |[N|™@{xhI¢hv} may have been added to gndy (x). Closing the resulting
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setup under unit propagation can be done in time linear in the size of the setup <
(Im| +1) - | N |madirhwlelv} (Zhang and Stickel 1996). The number of clauses to be checked
for subsumption is < |¢| - |N|1?l. Hence £(0) € O((|x| + 1) - |¢] - |N |max{Imhwldh}+ghwy
There are < |r| predicate symbols in 7 and their maximum arity is < ||y, Analo-
gously for ¢. Hence the number of relevant add literals is < || - (|7 + [N )7 + |o] -
(16hy + N1, Thus £+ 1) € O]+ 8D - (a7l [gly } + [N (bl £).
Solving the recurrence yields O((|z| + |#])" - (max{|7 |y, || } + | N [ymax{zhelohdL. £(0y),
Thus £(7) € O]+ D191 - (max{ilys [Bl } + [N maxlieheisin) o (+0) g
Theorem 6.8.12 gnd(n),! |® ¢ can be decided in time
O((|mr| + 1Y+t - g1 - (max{|7 |y, [ @l } - (17| + |¢] + 1 + 2))max{irhwldbd +ldhe) (D)),

Proof. Let N be as in Lemma C.1.19. We can estimate |[N| < max{|7|y,|¢|w} - (I7] +
|¢| + [ + 1). By Lemma C.1.19 and Theorem 6.8.11, the theorem follows. i

C.2 Proof of the normal form

Here we show Theorem 6.9.3, which states that the normal form behaves well with
regard to |® and R in the sense converting a formula to normal form retains all proofs
(disproofs) in R (R).

Lemma C.2.1 If ¢’ is the result renaming the variables in ¢ so that no variable bounded
by different quantified, then

(l) Fe¢=9¢;
(i1) s,k R ¢ iff s,k R ¢';
(iii) s,| B ¢ iff s,[ B ¢".

Proof. Follows by trivial inductions on ¢. O

Lemma C.2.2
(1) If s,k R ¢ ors,k Ry, then s,k R (¢ V).
(i) If s,] R = ors,| R =y, then s,1 R =(¢ V ¢).

Proof. (i) By induction on k. Let 5,0 R ¢ or 5,0 R ¢. If (¢ V ¢) is not a clause,
by Rule £°3 5,0 R (¢ V ¢). Otherwise, if ¢,c¢’ are the two clauses, ¢ € UP*(s) or
¢’ € UP*(s),so c Uc’ € UP*(s), and thus 5,0 R ¢ U ¢’, which is (¢ V ¢). For the
induction step, s,k+1 R ¢pors,k+1 R yiff swl, kR pandswl kR ¢,orswl,k |2y
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and s W £,k |& ¢ only if (by induction) s W £,k |2 (¢ V) ors W b,k |€ (¢ V) iff
s,k+ 1R (¢ Vy).

(i1) By induction on / analogous to (i). If (¢ V ¢) is not a clause, by Rule £°4 5,0 |#
—(¢ V ). Otherwise, if ¢, ¢’ are the two clauses, either [] ¢ XP(s) and ¢ € UP*(s) or
[1¢ XP(s)and ¢’ € UP*(s),s0[] € XP(s)and c Uc’ € UP*(s), and thus 5,0 R =(c Uc’),
which is =(¢ V ¢). For the induction step, s,/ + 1 B =g ors,[ +1 R =y iff s® £, | =¢
for some 7 or s ® £,1 B -y for some ¢’ only if (by induction) s ® 4,1 |# —(¢ V ) for
some / iff s,/ + 1% =(¢ V y). m|

Lemma C.2.3 Let all variables in X1, X5 be distinct and §%; be a word over {—,Ax;q,

Axiz, . . .} with an even number of .
(i) Ifs,0 R (§X1c1V §%2¢2), then s,0 R §X18%2(c1 V ¢2).
(i1) If 5,0 B ~(8%1¢1 V §X2¢2), then 5,0 R =8§%18§%2(c1 V c2).
(112) Ifs,0 R (§%1¢1 V §%2¢2), then 5,0 R §X18%2(c1 V ).
(iv) If s,0 R ~(§X1¢1 V §X2¢2), then s,0 R =§X1 §%2(c1 V c2).

Proof. (1) By induction on the length of §%; . For the base case, we do a subinduction
on the length of §xX,. The base case of the subinduction is trivial. For the subinduction
step for k existentials between two negations, we need subsubinduction on k. The base
case is simply 5,0 R (c1 V ==8%2¢2) iff 5,0 R ¢; or 5,0 B ==§%2¢2 iff 5,0 R ¢1 or
5,0 R 8% 1ff 5,0 R (c1 V §X2¢2) iff 5,0 R =—(c1 V §%2¢2). For the subsubinduction,
$,0 R (cy V=adxy...dxp-8X2¢7) iff 5,0 R ¢y ors,0 R =dxy ... Ax,~8X2¢, iff 5,0 |2 ¢4
or 5,0 B =3x; ... x~§%2c2,! for all 7 iff 5,0 |© (cq V =Tz ... Axp-§%2¢2,") for
all 7 only if (by subinduction) 5,0 B —=3x; ... 3x,=§X2(c1 V c25,") for all n iff 5,0 |R
=dxq ... dxp=§%2(c1 V c2). We skip the subinduction step for existentials not wrapped
by negations, as it is very similar but does not require the subsubinduction. For the
induction step for existentials not wrapped by negations, 5,0 R (Ax§X1¢1 V §X2¢2)
iff 5,0 B Ax§X1c1 or 5,0 R §%2¢ iff 5,0 R §¥1¢1F or 5,0 R §¥2¢;, for some 7 iff
5,0 R (8X1¢1} V §%2¢2) for some 7 only if (by induction) 5,0 B §%1 §%2(c1} V ¢2F) for
some 7 iff 5,0 B Ax§%1 §X2(c1 V ¢2). We skip the induction step for existentials between
two negations; it is very similar to the base case we have shown above and requires the
same subsubinduction scheme.

(1) By induction very similar to (i). For the base case, we do a subinduction
on the length of §%,. The base case of the subinduction is trivial. For the subin-

duction step for existentials not wrapped by negations, 5,0 B =(c; V Ax§X2¢cy) iff
p PP Yy neg
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S,O |§ —Cq and S,O |§ —Elx§9?2cz lﬂ S,O |§ -1 and S,O |§ —|§)_C)2€22 fOI' all n lff
5,0 B =(c1 V §%2¢2%) for all # only if (by subinduction) 5,0 R —8X2(c1 V ¢23) for
all 7 iff 5,0 B =3x 8%, (c1 V ¢2). We skip the subinduction step for existentials between
two negations; like the subinduction from (i) it requires a subsubinduction on the
number of existentials. For the induction step for k existentials between two negations
we again need a subinduction on k. The base case is simply 5,0 € =(==§X1c1 V §¥2¢2)
lff S,O |§ —-—|—|§9_51 C1 and S,O |§ —|§9_C)2C2 lff S,O |§ —|§9_C)1C1 and S,O |§ —|§3_C)2C2 lff
5,0 B =(§X1¢c1 V §%2¢2) only if (by induction) 5,0 B —8§%;§%2(c1 V ¢2) iff 5,0 R
——=§%1(c1 V §%2¢2). For the subinduction, 5,0 B =(=3x; ... dx;=§X1c1 V §X5¢;) iff

' and

5,0 B ==dxq...dx,=§%1c1 and 5,0 B =§%5¢c iff 5,0 B Ax, ... Ax,=§¥1c1)y
5,0 & =§X, ¢, for some 7 iff 5,0 |& ==Fx, ... Ax, ~§X1c1' and 5,0 B =§%5 ¢, for some
niff 5,0 R =(=3xz ... Ixp~§¥1 c15,' V §%2¢2) for some 7 only if (by induction) 5,0 |2
—-dx; ... dx, 8% 8X2 (1! V ¢2) for some 7 iff 5,0 B Axy ... Axp~8X18§X2(c1 V 2)
iff 5,0 R ==Txy ... Jx, ~8X1 (c1 V §X2¢2).

(ii1) Analogous to (i).

(iv) Analogous to (ii). i

Lemma C.2.4 Let all variables in X1, X2 be distinct.
(i) If s,0 R ¢, then s,0 & NF[&].

(ii) If's,0 | ¢, then s,0 & NF[4].

Proof. By induction on the length of ¢. For the induction steps we additionally need
5,0 R =¢ implies 5,0 B =NF[¢], which is also shown below. For a clause, 5,0 R ¢ iff
(since ¢ = NF[c]) 5,0 R NF[c].

Now consider a non-clausal disjunction (¢1 V ¢2). When NF[¢;] = §%,¢;, then
5,0 R (¢1V ¢2)iff 5,0 | ¢p1 ors,0 |R ¢; only if (by induction) 5,0 & NF[¢1] ors,0 R ¢,
iff 5,0 R §%1¢1 or 5,0 R §%2¢; only if (by Lemma C.2.2) 5,0 B (§X1¢1 V §X2¢2) only
if (by Lemma C.2.3) 5,0 R §X1§%2(c1 V ¢2) iff 5,0 R NF[(¢1 V ¢2)]. The case for
NF[¢;] = §'X; a; for an atom «; is shown analogously by first showing (by induction on
the length of §' %) that 5,0 | §'%; 4, iff 5,0 |2 §X; —a;, so that the rest of the argument of
the previous applies here, too. Otherwise, if NF[¢;] # §X; ¢; for some 7, 5,0 |2 (¢1 V ¢2)
iff 5,0 R ¢1 or 5,0 R ¢, only if (by induction) 5,0 B NF[¢1] or 5,0 © NF[¢,] only if
(by Lemma C.2.2) 5,0 R (NF[¢1] V NF[¢,]) iff 5,0 R NF[(¢1 V ¢2)].

Now consider a negated disjunction —=(¢1 V ¢2). When NF[¢;] = §%; ¢;, then 5,0 R
=(¢1V ¢2) iff 5,0 B =¢1 and 5,0 R —¢, only if (by induction) 5,0 | =NF[¢;] and
5,0 R —¢ iff 5,0 B —=§%;c; and 5,0 R =§%2¢ iff 5,0 B =(8§%1¢1 V §¥2¢2) only if (by
Lemma C.2.3) 5,0 | —§%1 §%2 (c1Vca) iff 5,0 [& =NF[(¢h1 V 2)] iff 5,0 |2 NF[=(ch1 V 2)]-
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The case for NF[¢;] = §'%; 4, for an atom 4, is shown analogously by first showing (by
induction on the length of §’ X) that 5,0 R =§'%X; 4, iff 5,0 R =§%; —a;, so that the rest of
the argument of the previous applies here, too. Otherwise, if NF[¢;] # §X; ¢; for some
i, 5,0 R =(¢1V ¢2) iff 5,0 R =¢1 and 5,0 R —=¢, only if (by induction) 5,0 £ =NF[¢]
and 5,0 & =NF[¢,] iff 5,0 R =(NF[¢1] V NF[¢,]) iff 5,0 & NF[=(¢1 V ¢2)].

For a double negation, 5,0 B ==¢ iff 5,0 R ¢ iff (by induction) 5,0 |® NF[¢] iff
5,0 B NF[-—¢].

For an existential, 5,0 £ Ax ¢ iff 5,0 R ¢} for some 7 iff (by induction) 5,0 R NF[¢Z]
for some 7 iff 5,0 | AxNF[¢] iff 5,0 R NF[Ix ¢].

For a negated existential, 5,0 R —Jx¢ iff 5,0 & —=¢} for all » iff (by induction)
5,0 B =NF[¢X] for all 7 iff 5,0 B =IxNF[¢] iff 5,0 B =NF[Ix¢] iff 5,0 R NF[-3x ¢].
This also proves that 5,0 | =Jx ¢ implies 5,0 £ =NF[3x ¢].

Now we complete the induction by doing the steps to show that 5,0 B =¢ implies
5,0 B =NF[¢]. For a clause, 5,0 B —c iff (since ¢ = NF[c]) 5,0 [ =NF[c]. The cases
for a disjunction has been covered by the case for a negated disjunction above already.
For a negated disjunction, 5,0 B —=—(¢ V ) iff (by induction) 5,0 R NF[(¢ V y)] iff
5,0 B ==NF[(¢ Vv ¢)] iff 5,0 R =NF[~(¢ V ¢)]. For a double negation, 5,0 R —=——¢
iff 5,0 B =¢ iff (by induction) 5,0 |© =NF[¢] iff 5,0 | =NF[-—¢]. The cases for an
existential has been covered by the case for a negated existential above already.

(ii) Analogous to (1), except that the second to last step for the negated (non-clausal)
disjunction is merely an implication (instead of equivalence) justified by Lemma C.2.2
(instead of Rule £°4), and similarly the second to last step for non-clausal disjunc-
tions is an equivalence (instead of an implication) justified by Rule £°3 (instead of
Lemma C.2.2). O

Theorem 6.9.3
(1) If s,k R ¢, then s,k & NF[¢].
(ii) If's,l R ¢, then s, & NF[¢].

Proof. By Lemma C.2.1 we can assume the ¢ to be preprocessed according to Defini-
tion 6.9.1.

(1) By induction on k. The base case follows from Lemma C.2.4. For the induction
step, s,k + 1R ¢ iff sw kR ¢ and s W £,k B ¢ for some £ only if (by induction)
sw/l, kR NF[¢] and s w £,k |2 NF[¢] for some ¢ iff s,k + 1 [ NF[4].

(i1) By induction on /. The base case follows from Lemma C.2.4. For the induction
step, s,/ + 1 R ¢ iff s ® 7,/ R ¢ for some 7 only if (by induction) s ® #,/ | NF[¢] for
some £ iff s,] + 1 | NF[¢]. m]
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D.1 Proof of the unique-model property

Here we prove the unique-model (modulo UP*) property of BOL for proper* knowl-
edge bases, Theorem 7.4.2. The idea follows the proof of the unique-model property for
BO, Theorem 4.5.3. For this section, let I' = {¢1 = ¥1,...,¢, = Y, } be proper™.

Lemma D.1.1
(1) S5kt ol =piffsy.k R = forallp’ < p;
(1) 15,08 0]=piffsy,l R ¢ forall p’ < p.

Proof. Follows from the definitions of |5,k ¢ ¢;] and |5,/ ¢ ¢;], respectively. m|

Lemma D.1.2 Let § = (s1,...,Su+1) be such that s, = gnd(NF[A\j.3k19,15p(¢:i D ¢i)])
forall p € P. Then s is a well-defined limited epistemic state, and § |]le k Oi I.

Proof. We first show by induction on p € P that |5,k ¢ ¢;] > p and s, are well-defined
and that if p > 1, UP*(s,) € UP*(s,_1). Then 5 is a well-defined epistemic state. The
base holds trivially.

For the induction step, suppose s has been constructed up to p—1. Then the expression
[,k ¢ ¢;] > p is well-defined by Lemma D.1.1. Thus s, is well-defined as well. By
Lemma 6.5.2, UP*(s,) € UP*(s,_1) for p > 1. This completes the induction.

By Theorem 6.8.4, 5, is UP*-minimal such that 5,0 £ NF[A\;.[s¢4,155(¢: D ¢;)] for
every p € P. Thus by Rule BOL6, ?llle K O/lel".

Finally we show that 5 = (s1,..., s+1), that is, that at most the first 7 + 1 setups
differ (modulo UP*). To see that, suppose the opposite. Then there is a “hole” in the
plausibility ranking, that is, there is some p and 7z such that p + 1 =[5,k ¢ ¢;] # o0, and
|5,k ¢ ¢;] # p and for all j. Since |5,k ¢ ¢;] = p + 1, 55,k R —¢;, but sp41,k [£ —0;.
Then I, = 1,41, and hence s, = s5,.1. Contradiction. O
Lemma D.1.3 For all p, let 55,0 & NF[A;[5r00,15,(¢i D ¥:)] be UP*-minimal and
55O R NF[ A9 ktg,12p(@: D ¥i)] be UP*-minimal. Then UP*(s,) = UP™(s)).
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Proof. We show by induction on p that UP*(s,) = UP*(s;) and that [k ¢ @il >p

iff |57,k ¢ ¢;] > p for all 7. For the base case consider p = 1. By Theorem 6.8.4,
UP*(s1) = UP*(gnd(NF[A;(¢; D ¥;)])) = UP*(s]), and by Lemma 6.8.3, [5,k ¢ ¢;] >
Liff 57,k ¢ 9] > 1.

For the induction step suppose the statement holds for p — 1. By induction, [5'¢ ¢;] >
p it |5"|¢;] = pforalli (*). By Theorem 6.8.4,

UP*(sp) = UP* (gnd(NF[A;. 5200, 55(¢: D ¥i)])) and
UP*(s;) = UP*(gnd(NF[ Ao k49, ) 2p(#i D ¥i)]))-

By (*), UP*(sp) = UP*(s;), and by Lemma 6.8.3, ISk ¢ @il >piff [ k9 ¢;]>p. O
Lemma D.1.4 Lets OIIQF and s’ O/leF. Then UP*(s,) = UP+(S;))f07’ all p.

Proof. Follows immediately from Lemma D.1.3. m
Theorem 7.4.2 Thereisans = (s1,...,Sms+1) such that s |= Oil“, and for all §' O/leF,
UP*(sp) = UP*(s}) for all p.

Proof. Follows immediately from Lemmas D.1.2 and D.1.4. m

D.2 Proof of the monotonicity theorem

Here we prove Theorem 7.4.3, which claims that for proper* knowledge bases the

effort in limited belief entailments is monotonic. For this section, again let T’ = {¢1 =
Y1, ¢m = Ym} be proper™.
Lemma D.2.1 Let§ | B/le(qb =X}

(i) SR BL (¢ =)
(i) B (6 = ).

Proof. By assumption, forall p € P,if p <[5, ¢ ¢], thens,,k £ (¢ D ¥). (1) holds since
by Lemma 6.5.4, forall p € P, if p < [5,] ¢ ¢], then sp,k + 1 R (¢ D y). (ii) holds since
by Lemmas 7.3.3 and 6.5.3 and the concentricity of 5, forall p e P, if p <[5,/ + 1 ¢ ¢,
then sy, k R (¢ D ¥). o
Lemma D.2.2 Let O}, | B (¢ = v).

(i) OL T kBL(s = y)
(ii) OLF'T kB (¢ = y).
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Proof. (i) Let 5" O/leHF. Then by Rule BOL6, 5" = §|/1e+1 for some § such that for all
p» sp 1s UP*-minimal such that 5,0 B NF[A\;. 54+109,155(¢: D ¥:)]. By Lemma D.1.2
there is an §’” such that 5" OZkF. Then by Rule BOL6, 57" =5’ |/Z€ for some 57 such
that for all p, sp 1s UP*-minimal such that $ps 0 R NF[AG 5 k0 5p(Si D ¥i)]. We first
show by induction on p that, if 5" is /le-bound-consistent at1,...,p,thensis i)f ,-bound-
consistent at 1,...,p and UP*(s,) = UP*(s;), and otherwise UP*(s,) 2 UP*(s).
Afterwards we prove that if 57 |IZ€ R B/lel,(qﬁ = ), which holds by assumption, then also
1L, K BL( = 0).

The base case is trivial. For the induction step suppose the claim holds for p — 1.
First suppose 5" is i-bound—consistent at 1,...,p. Then by induction and Lemmas 7.3.3,
D.1.1, and 6.8.3 and /le-bound-consistency of ', |SSk+1¢ ;] =piff [,k @] >p.
Moreover, by induction and Lemmas D.1.1 and 6.8.3, |5,/ ¢ ¢;] > p iff [$",] ¢ ¢;] = p.
Thus and by induction, § is §€+ 1-bound—consistent at 1,...,p, and by Theorem 6.8.4,
UP*(s,) = UP*(s;). Now suppose 5” is not Zk-bound-consistent at some p’ < p. Then
by induction and Lemmas 7.3.3, D.1.1, and 6.8.3, [,k + 1 ¢ ¢;] > p if [",k ¢ ¢:] = p.
Thus by Theorem 6.8.4, UP*(s,) 2 UP™(s)).

Now we show the entailment § |]l€+ R B/le,,((zﬁ = ). Let j be maximal such that §” is
i-bound—consistent at 1,...,7. Observe that by the above induction, UP*((§ |/Ze+ Dp) =
UP*((3"12),) for all p < j (*), and UP* (L. ,)p) 2 UP*(("[L)y) for all p > j and
p > ().

Now by assumption, 5’ |]le S BZ,(QS = ). Then for all p, if p < |7 |/1€,l’ ¢ ¢], then
(s” |/l€)p,/e’ R (¢ Dy). If |5 |/Ze’l/ ¢ ¢] < j, then by (*) and Lemma 6.8.3, for all p, if
p < L?I,le+1,l' ¢ ¢], then (§|/i+1)p,/e’ R (¢ D ¢). Otherwise, by (¥*) and Lemma 6.5.3
and 6.8.3, for all p, (§|i+1)p,k’ R (¢ D ¢). Thus in either case, §|/i+1 S Blk’,(qﬁ = Y).

(i1) Let 5" Oi”l". Then by Rule BOL6, 5" = §|/l€+1 for some § such that for all p,
sp is UP*-minimal such that 5,0 £ NF[Ai(5kt9,15p(9: D ¥i)]- By Lemma D.1.2 there
is an 5 such that 5"’ |x O/lel". Then by Rule BOL6,5"" =5’ |/le for some 5" such that for
all p, s is UP*-minimal such that s;,0 R NFLAi (57 k00,1 2p(@i D Wi)]. We first show by
]l:l-bound-consistent
at1,...,pand UP*(s,) = UP+(S}')), and otherwise UP*(s,) 2 UP+(s[’,). Then we prove
that if 57 |/Ze K Bi/,(aj = ), which holds by assumption, then also § I/Z€+1 S Bllel,(¢ = y).

The base case is trivial. For the induction step suppose the claim holds for p — 1. First

induction on p that, if 5”7 is Zk-bound-consistent at1,...,p, thensis

suppose 57 is i-bound-consistent at 1,...,p. Then by induction and Lemmas D.1.1 and
6.8.3, [,k ¢ ¢;] > piff [,k ¢ ¢;] = p. Moreover by induction and Lemmas 7.3.3,
D.1.1, and 6.8.3 and /le-bound-consistency of ", IS +1¢ ¢, = pift [$9,]¢6:] >p.

Thus and by induction,  is lk“-bound-consistent at 1,...,p, and by Theorem 6.8.4,
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UP*(sp) = UP*(s;). Now suppose 5" is not i-bound-consistent at some p’ < p. Then
by induction and Lemmas D.1.1 and 6.8.3, |5,k ¢ ¢;] > p if [5",k ¢ ¢;] > p. Thus by
Theorem 6.8.4, UP*(s,) 2 UP+(s‘[’,).

Let j be maximal such that §” is /le—bound-consistent at 1,...,7. Observe that by the
above induction, UP*((E’li“)p) = UP*((s” |Ile)1’) forall p <, and UP*((§|116+1);,) 2
UP*((5"|L)p) forall p > jand p” > j (*%).

Now by assumption, §” |/le R B/lel,(qb = ). Then for all p, if p < |§” |/i, I’ ¢ ¢], then
(5 |/l€)p,/e’ R (¢ D). If |57 Ii,l’ $ ¢] < j, then by (*) and Lemma 6.8.3, for all p, if
p < L?Ille,l’ ¢ @], then (?|/l€)p,/e’ R (¢ D ). Otherwise, by (**) and Lemma 6.5.3 and
6.8.3, for all p, (§|/le)p,k’ R (¢ D ¢). Thus in either case, ?Ille S B/le/,(gb = yY). O
Theorenl 7.4.3 [fO/leF S B/l;,(gb = ), then Oél“ K BZ{(¢ = y) for alk >k >1,
k' >k, 1> 1.

Proof. Follows from Lemmas D.2.1 and D.2.2 by an easy induction on k, /, k', /. O

D.3 Proof of the soundness theorem

In this appendix we prove that belief entailments with proper* knowledge bases in BOL
are sound with respect to 80, Theorem 7.4.4. For this section, let 7 and I' = {¢y =
Y1s. s m = Y} be proper™.

Lemma D.3.1 7 |= ¢ 1f UP*(gnd(n)) = ¢.

Proof. Suppose 1 = AVXc;. Then w | n iff w | c]? forall 72 for all j it w |= ¢ for
all ¢ € gnd(n) iff (by Lemma 6.3.5) w = ¢ for all ¢ € UP*(gnd(n)). m|
Lemma D.3.2 Suppose € is such that w € e, iff w = Ni¢|g,15p(Pi D ¥i). Suppose s is
such that s, is UP*-minimal such that s,,0 B NF[ ;. 5kt9,15p(¢:i D ¥:)]. Then

() 15k ¢ ¢l < [E]8];
(1) if sp, b’ R ¢ forall p € P, then w |= ¢ forall w € e, and p € P.

Proof. (1) We show by induction on p that |5,k ¢ ¢] > p implies | €| @] > p. The base
case is trivial. For the induction step suppose |5,&" ¢ ¢| > p. By Lemma D.1.1, 5,1, " R
—¢ forall p” < p. By Theorem 6.8.4, UP*(s,/) = UP* (gnd(NF[A\;: 500,155 (¢: O ¥1)])
for all p” < p. By Lemma 6.8.3 and Theorem 6.5.1, UP* (gnd(NF[ ;. 3444, 5p (¢i D
¥i)]) E ¢ for all p” < p. By Lemma D.3.1 and Theorem 6.9.2, A\jsk49,15p (i O
Y;) |E —¢ for all p’ < p. By induction, |5,k ¢ ¢;] > p’ implies [€| ;] > p’ for all
P’ <p-Thus \iz14,15p(9i D ¥i) F ~¢ forall p” < p. Thus [€] 4] = p.
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(ii) Suppose s,, k" R ¢ for all p € P. In particular, s,,41,k" © ¢. By Theorem 6.8.4,
UP*(spmr1) = UP*(gnd(NF[A;. (5400 | 5m+1(¢i D ¥i)])). By Lemma 6.8.3 and Theo-
rem 6.5.1, UP*(gnd(NF[A;.[s£tg,12m+1(¢i D ¥i)]) E ¢. By Lemma D.3.1 and Theo-
rem 6.9.2, Aiiskojsme1(®i D ¥i) E ¢. By (1), [5.k ¢ ¢;] > m + 1implies | €] ¢;] >
m+1. Thus A\;. 2|4, 12m+1(@; D ¥;) |E ¢. Thusw |= ¢ for all w € e,,41. Since e, C €41
for all p € P by Theorem 4.5.3, w |z ¢ forall p e Pand w € e,. m]

Lemma D.3.3 Suppose € is such that w € ey iff w | Niz|g;)5p(¢i D Wi). Suppose s
is such that s, is UP*-minimal such that 55,0 & NF[ N 5k9,15p(¢i D ¥i)]. Suppose 5 is
/le-bound-consistent at1,...,p. Then

(1) 150" ¢] > [€]9];
(i) if sp. k' R ¢, then w |= ¢ for all w € ey,
(i1i) if sp, 1" B ¢, then w £ ¢ for some w € e,

Proof. Note that to show (i) it suffices to establish that |€|¢]| > p implies [5,/" ¢ ¢]| >
p for all p € P. We prove this along with (ii) and (iii) by induction on p. The
base case for (i) is trivially true. As for (i) and (iii), s; is UP*-minimal such that
51,0 B NF[A;(¢; D ¢;)]. By Theorem 6.8.4, UP*(s1) = UP*(gnd(NF[A;(¢; D ¥,)])). If
s1,k’ R ¢, then by Lemma 6.8.3 and Theorem 6.5.1, UP* (gnd(NF[A;(¢; D ¥,)])) E ¢,
and by Lemma D.3.1 and Theorem 6.9.2, A;(¢; D ¢;) E ¢, and thus w | ¢
for all @ € ey; hence (ii) holds. If 51,/ B ¢, then by Lemma 6.8.3 and Theo-
rem 6.7.1, UP*(gnd(NF[A;(¢; D ¢:)])) £ ¢, and by Lemma D.3.1 and Theorem 6.9.2,
N;(#; D ;) £ ¢, and thus w £ ¢ for some w € ey; hence (iii) holds.

For the induction step, suppose the lemma holds for p — 1. Suppose |5/’ ¢ ¢] < p.
Then s, 1" |2 =¢ for some p’ < p. By induction and (iii), w £ —¢ for some w € e,
and for some p’ < p. Thus [€|¢] < p; so (i) holds. As for (ii) and (iii), s, is UP*-
minimal such that 55,0 B NF[A;;sre0,15,(¢; O ¥:)]. For one thing, |5,k ¢ ¢;] > p
only if (Lemma D.3.2) |€|¢;] > p. For another, |5,k ¢ ¢;] < p (by assumption)
5.0 4 9] < p only if (by () [€]¢) < p. Hence, [5,k § ¢:] > p iff [€16,] > p.
Thus s, is UP*-minimal such that s,,0 R NF[A;. 2| 4,155(¢: D ¢;)]. By Theorem 6.8.4,
UP*(sp) = UP* (gnd(NF[Aj:¢10,)2p(#i D ¥)]))-If 55,k R ¢, then by Lemma 6.8.3 and
Theorem 6.5.1, UP* (gnd(NF[ ;. |29, (¢: D ¥i)]) F &, and by Lemma D.3.1 and
Theorem 6.9.2, A\;. (a4, 15p(#; O ¥:) E ¢, and thus w £ ¢ forall w € e,; hence (ii) holds.
If 5,,I” ¥ ¢, then by Lemma 6.8.3 and Theorem 6.7.1, UP* (gnd(NF[\;. a4, ]5p(¢; O
¥i)]) ¢, and by Lemma D.3.1 and Theorem 6.9.2, A ;. z14,155(¢; D ;) £ ¢, and thus
w £ ¢ for some w € e,; hence (iii) holds. m]
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Theorem 7.4.4 IfO/leF S Blk’,(d) = ), then OT £ B(¢ = ).

Proof. Let OiF R B/I;,(qb = ¢), € | OI. By Lemma D.1.2, there is an § |¢ Olkl“.
By Rule 8OL6, 5 = 5’ |/le for some 5" whose setups s;, are UP*-minimal such that
$p O R NF[ A2 k4g,12p(0: D ¥i)]-

First suppose s” is /le-bound-consistent at1,...,|5,l” ¢ ¢]. Then OZF S B/Ze',(qﬁ = y)iff
(by assumption) for all p € Pwith p < [5,1" ¢ ¢], 55,k R (¢ D ¢) iff (by Lemma 6.8.3
and since UP*(s,) = UP*(s)) forall p < [5,1" ¢ ¢]) forall p e Pwith p < [5,]" ¢ ¢],
sz;,/e/ R (¢ > ) only if (by Lemma D.3.3) for all p € P with p < [€]|¢] and w € ¢,
wE(@oy)iffé B¢ = y).

Now suppose 57 is not ]le—bound-consistent at some p* < |5,]” ¢ ¢]. Note that if
§ =Sty sSprs...,s) and 57 = (5{,...,5;,), then UP*(s;) = UP*(sprq1) = ... =
UP™(sj) = UP+(s]’.,) (*). Then OZkF K BZ,((;& = ) iff (by assumption) for all p € P with
p <50t @l sp. k" IR (¢ D y)ift (by (*) and Lemmas 6.8.3 and 6.5.3) 5/, &" |2 (¢ D ¢)
for all p € P only if (by Lemma D.3.2) w |= (¢ D ¢) forall w € ¢, and for all p € P
only if € = B(¢p = ¢). i

D.4 Proof of the decidability theorem

In this appendix we prove the correctness of our decision procedure for belief entailments
in BOL, Theorem 7.5.4, and the complexity result Theorem 7.5.5. For this section, let
nand T = {¢1 = ¢¥1,...,Pm = Y¥n} be proper*.

Lemma D.4.1 Let N contain the names from T plus max{k,l}-v+v names forv > |[s,.
Then a sequence of proper™ my, . .., w; with names names from I and v > |r, |y exists such
that (gnd(ny), ..., gnd(x;)) & O/lel“ and (gndy (n1), .. .,gndy(7;)) = MOD[N,k,/,T].
Proof. Let my = NF[ A 5k19,15p(¢i D ¥i)] where §'is such that s, = gnd(r,) for every
p € P. Then § and 7y,. .., 7; are well-defined and ?li S OIIeF by Lemma D.1.2. Let
s = (gndy(m1),...,gndy(7;)). We show by induction on p € P that

(1) [SSke gl =pifp=10rS[N,s/_ .k —¢;]=1;

p-1°
(i1) §is i-bound-consistent at p iff for all z,

max{S[N,gndy (my), k. =¢;] | p’ < p} = max{C[N, gndn(my). . =¢;] | p" < p}.

By Lemma D.1.2, only the first m + 1 spheres of § differ (modulo UP*), and hence
the same holds for 5”. Thus and by (i), 5 is precisely the 5" from Definition 7.5.1.

Moreover, by (ii), the maximal p such that § is /le-bound-consistent in the definition
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of §)|/le (Definition 7.3.2) matches p* in MOD[N, k,,T'] (Definition 7.5.1). Thus, since
sp = gnd(my) iff s, = gndy (7,), the lemma follows once (i) and (ii) are proved.

The base case of the induction holds trivially. Now suppose the claim holds for p.
For the induction step for (i), [5,k ¢ ¢;] > p iff (by Lemma D.1.1) 5., k | —¢; for all
p’ < p ift (by Lemmas 6.5.3 and 6.8.3) p = 1 or s,_1,k R —¢; iff (by Theorem 6.8.7)
p=1lor S[N,s]’)_l,/e, -¢;] = 1.

For the induction step for (i), § is i-bound—consistent at p ff {7 | S,k ¢ &)
pr={i | [51¢6;] = p}iff (by Lemma D.1.1) {i | sp,k R —¢; for all p’ < p} =
{z | sp,l B —¢; forall p” < p} iff (by construction) {z | gnd(7,),/ R —¢; for all
p’ <pr={ilgnd(ny).k R —¢; forall p’ < p} iff (by Theorems 6.8.7 and 6.8.11) for all
i, max{S[N,gndy(7y).k,—¢;] | p’ < p} = max{C[N,gndn(7y).l,=;] | p’ < p}. O
Theorem 7.5.4 Let N contain the names from T, ¢,  plus max{k,l,k’,]'} - v + v names
forv = ||y and v > |¢|y and v > |Yly.

Then OLT | B, (¢ = ¢) iff BEL[N, k,LE",I". T, ¢,y] = 1.

Proof. Suppose § = (s1,...,s;) such that § r O/Zel", which exists by Lemma D.1.2, and
$' = (s, .,5},) = MODI[N,k,!,T]. Then O/lel" R Blk',((p = ) iff (since § is unique
modulo UP* by Lemma D.1.4, and by Lemma 6.8.3) for all p € P, if p < |5,]" ¢ ¢,
then s, k" R (¢ D ) iff (by Lemma 6.8.3) s, k" R (¢ D ¢) for all p’ < min{p |
sp.l” R =g orp = j} iff (by Lemma 6.5.3) 5,1, k" | (¢ D ) for p’ = min{p | s,,1" R
—¢ or p = j} iff (by Lemmas D.4.1 and 6.8.3) a sequence of proper™ 7y, .., 7; exists

Y

with names from I and v > |m) |y, such that UP*(s,) = UP*(gnd(rr)) and s, = gndy ()
for all p € P, and gnd(rr,), &” R (¢ D ¢) for p’ = min{p | gnd(7,),l’ R ¢ orp = j}
iff (by Theorems 6.8.7 and 6.8.11 and Lemma C.1.17) S[N,sz’),,/e’, (¢ D ¥)] =1 for
p’ = min{p | C[N, s}, I, ~¢] = 1 or p = '} iff BEL[N, b, L', 1", T, ¢, /] = 1. o
Next we turn to the complexity.

Lemma D.4.2 MODI[N, k,/,T] can be computed in time

O(m?* - (Il + max{k, [})> R0 (| 4 N[l (max{l 1) gk),

Proof. 'To compute 5’ in Definition 7.5.1, O(m?) instances of S[N, Sps k,~¢;] need to
be computed. Then to determine 5 we need to compute another O(m?) instances of
S[N, s]’,,/e, ;] as well as C[N,sz’,,l, =¢;]. Since |=¢;| < ||| and by Lemmas C.1.18 and
C.1.19, the lemma follows. ]

Lemma D.4.3 BEL[N,k,[,k’,I",T, ¢,y can be computed in time
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O(f(N,k,[,T) + g(N,I,I',¢) + h(N,T, k', p,¥)) where

f(N,/e, l’ F) — 7)’22 . (”FH + max{k’l})2~(max{k,l}+l) . (”F” + |N|)2-|F|W-(max{k,l}+1) . zk;
gIN, L1, ) = m - (T + 1) =g

(max{|Tlw, |~¢|w} + [N )T hel=h}+=0h)- (1),
BT 6,0) = (T + £ 41 (8 5 ) - [N|(Te 020 E0 8,

Proof. Every setup of MOD[N, k,[,T'] is gnd () for some 7 with |7| € O(||T||). Hence
the complexities follow by Lemmas D.4.2, C.1.18, and C.1.19. O

Theorem 7.5.5 Suppose |[T|| = |(¢ D ¥)|. Let j = max{k,l} and j’ = {k’,]'} and
i = max{J,;'}. Then O/lel" K BZ,((]& = ) can be determined in
O(m* - (T + > U*D - (Tl +1(¢ 2 W)l + D (T + 7+ DAB00 - 28 4

m (Tl + Y"1 D)l ™+ -
((ITlw + 1(8 2 ¥)lw) - (IT]] + i + 2)) @Il 16 20)-(7+2)),

Proof. Let N contain the names from I" and (¢ D ¢) plus (z + 1) - max{|T'|s, [(¢ D ¥)|w}
additional names. We can estimate |[N| < |Tly - [Tl + |¢ D ¢lw - (¢ D )| + (2 + 1) -
max{|T'lw, [(¢ D Y)lw} < [Tk - (Tl +2+D+]¢ D ¢lw- (1@ D ¥)+21+1) < ([Tl +(¢
Wlw) - (IT]] + 2 + 1). Then with Lemma D.4.3 the theorem follows. m]
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