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ABSTRACT

Itis a well-known result that Datalog, with the added assumption that the input databases
are ordered, can express exactly those queries that belong in class PTIME. Recently,
this result was extended for higher-order Datalog that does not contain negation. It ap-
pears that an increase in the order allowed in the programs results in a direct increase
in expressiveness. This thesis studies the expressiveness of higher-order Datalog when
we introduce negation. More specifically, we present a study of the expressiveness
of different higher-order Datalog language fragments where each time a subset of fea-
tures is allowed from negation, partially-applied expressions as predicate arguments,
and higher-order existential variables. For each such choice of features, we investi-
gate the resulting expressiveness as we increase the order for the types we allow in our
programs.

It follows that the original expressiveness result is not changed when we just intro-
duce negation. However, in the case that we restrict partial application from our syntax,
there is a big difference. Partially-applied expressions can alone give the maximum ex-
pressiveness achieved by higher-order Datalog while in their absence only negation
paired with higher-order existential variables can achieve the same result. Finally, all
other choices of features result in a collapse in PTIME for the problems the language
fragments can express regardless of the order we allow in our programs.






YXYNOYH

Eivaryvooto amotéheopa ot fifioypapia 6tin Datalog e tnv vtodeon 6t ot fdoelg
dedopéEvmV €16000V eivorl S10TETAYUEVES, UTOPEL Vo EKQPAGEL OLOL EKETVOL TOL EPMTALLATOL
7OV avNKoOLV 6TNV KAdon moAlvmhokdtrag PTIME. TIpéceata, avtd to amotélecpa
emekTadnke kot o€ Tpoypdaupato Datalog vynAng TaEng mov dev mepEyovv dpvnon Kot
AOdELYTNKE OTL 1] EKPPUCTIKOTNTA OLEAVETOL aVGTNPd KaODG avEdvetatl Kot 1 Taén
TOV TPOYPOUUATOV. AVTH 1) SITAMUOTIKY] LEAETAEL TV EKPPUCTIKOTITA TPOYPOLLLLA-
TV VYNNG TEng Datalog 6tav emitpénovpe dpvnon. Il cuykekpéva mapovordale-
TOL L0 AVAADGT TG EKPPOOTIKOTNTOG O0pOpmV £KSOGEMV TNG VYNANG TaEng Datalog
61OV KAOE POPA EMTPETOVLLE EVOL VTOGHVOAO OO YOPOKTNPIOTIKA OTT®G 1) APVNOT, LE-
PIKADG EQUPLOGUEVES EKPPACEIS MG OpiGHOTO Kot VITopElakég HeTafAnTég vymAng Ta-
Eng. Ze k@be eMAOYN TETOU®V YOPOUKTNPLOTIKAOV HEAETALE TNV EMBpacT) TNG OENONG
NG EMTPEMOLEVNG TAENG TOV TPOYPULUATOV GTNV EKPPUACTIKOTNTO THG YADCGUC.

IIpoxvmtel 611 N EKQPACTIKOTNTO OEV AVEAVETOL TEPULTEP® OTOV EIGAYOVLLE TOV TE-
Aeon NG GpVNoNG. Av OU®G OEV EMITPEYOVLE UEPIKDG EQUPLOCUEVES EKQPACELG OTA
TPOYPAUNOTO LOG TOTE VIAPYEL ONUAVTIKY dlopopd. Ot PEPIKDG EQUPUOCHEVES EK-
Qpacelg ota TPOYPAPTE divovy amd HOVEG TOVG TNV HEYLOTN EKQPACTIKOTNTO TNG
YADGGOGC, VO v amovstdlovv ypetalopacte dpvnon pe vrapElakés LeTaAnTé yio va
TETVYOVLE TNV 10100 EKQPACTIKOTNTO. L€ OAEC TIG AAAEG TEPUTTMGELS 1] EKPPOACTIKOTNTO
™mg YAdooog méptel otny kKhdon PTIME ave&aptitog g 16ENG oV enttpémovple va,
£€YOUV 01 TUTOL GTA TPOYPAULOTA LLOG.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the functional programming paradigm the use of first-class functions that are passed
as arguments and returned as results have unlocked significant advantages in the ver-
satility and compactness of writing code. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated in
([[7]) that when we restrict the language to only accept read-only programs, where cre-
ating new data structures is not possible, the use of higher-order functions increases the
complexity class of the problems that can be expressed.

In the logic programming paradigm, while these languages are generally expected
to be first-order, there has been extensive work to define and develop general-purpose
higher-order languages. In such cases, even the first-order variant is Turing-Complete.
However, this is not the case with Datalog, which does not allow the use of function
symbols in its syntax [5]. Datalog is a declarative logic programming language that
syntactically serves as a subset of Prolog. Datalog employs a bottom-up evaluation
model, as opposed to the top-down evaluation model of Prolog, resulting in significantly
different behavior and properties. It is often employed as a query language for deductive
databases.

Example 1.1. An example of a Datalog program using a slightly different syntax than
standard Datalog.

edge a b.

edge b c.

path XY < (edge X Y).

path XY <« (edge X Z),(path Z Y).

It is shown that Datalog captures only PTIME ([8]) or in other words it can ex-
press all such queries that belong to this complexity class. However, this capability is
achieved under the assumption that the input database provided to the query program is
ordered. An ordered database is one that includes a predicate implying a total ordering
relation among its elements. Without this assumption, Datalog is incapable of deciding
problems even within PTIME such as deciding whether the total number of elements
of the database is odd or even.

Example 1.2. A predicate like next needs to be present in the input database.
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next a b.
next b c.
next c d

In this thesis we study the higher-order version of Datalog in the form that is intro-
duced in [|]l]. The syntax of this language is similar to classic Datalog but the formal
parameters of a program rule can also be distinct predicate variables. Furthermore, we
can use partially applied predicates as new predicates.

Example 1.3. A program of higher-order Datalog.

edge a b.

edge b c.

closure R X Y
closure R X Y
path X Y

reverse R X Y
reversed_path X Y

RXY).

(R X Z2),(closure R Z Y).
(closure edge X Y ).

RYX.

(closure (reverse edge) X Y).

TrTTTT

The classical result of the expressiveness of Datalog is extended for the higher-order
setting in [|L]. In an analogous sense to the work done in [[7] for the read-only functional
languages, an increase in the program order gives an increase in expressiveness allow-
ing for a broader class of problems to be expressed. For example, second-order Datalog
is shown to capture exactly EXPTIME, third-order Datalog captures 2— EXPTIME and
so on. However a version of positive Datalog is considered in that work. Specifically
the syntax of the language does not allow a negation operator. It also does not allow
higher-order existential variables. These are variables that appear only in the body of a
program rule and not in the head.

Example 1.4. A program of higher-order Datalog that contains existential higher-order
variables. Variable M is existential and is used to retrieve the "previous" first-order
relation.

last X.

recursive_p N < (predecessor N M), (recursive_p M).
recursive_p N ¢ (edge_condition N).

test +— (recursive_p last).

This raises questions about what happens when we introduce additional features,
such as existential higher-order variables and negation. Do these features enhance ex-
pressiveness? Furthermore, a second question emerges regarding the significance of
having partial application in a higher-order language. Could a predicate like ' predecessor"',
as in the previous example, be defined and function in the intuitive manner we expect,
effectively simulating a counting of an exponential number of elements in positive Dat-
alog? Such predicates have already been defined in [[l]] but they rely on partial applica-
tion and not existential variables.

Example 1.5. Simulating counting by using partially applied predicates.

last X.

recursive_p N < (recursive_p (predecessor N)).
recursive_p N < (edge_condition N).

test < (recursive_p last).

predecessor N X V <«



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

. h.o.
partia ! . negation existential order 1 order 2 order 3 e order co
application .

variables

YES X X PTIME EXPTIME 2—-EXPTIME .. ELEM.
NO YES YES PTIME EXPTIME 2—-EXPTIME --- ELEM.
NO YES NO PTIME PTIME PTIME PTIME
NO NO X PTIME PTIME PTIME PTIME

It turns out that partial application is not only necessary but also sufficiently pow-
erful to maintain the established level of expressiveness. The addition of the other two
features does not lead to any further increase in expressiveness. Furthermore, if we
wish to restrict partial application, both higher-order existential variables and negation
must be permitted to preserve this level of expressiveness. Any other alternatives result
in a return to PTIME I, regardless of the order of the programs, which aligns precisely
with classic first-order positive Datalog.

The results of this thesis are summarized in a concise table here. In the table, "YES"
and "NO" indicate the inclusion and exclusion, respectively, of the mentioned feature,
while "X" signifies that inclusion or exclusion is irrelevant. We use "X" to condense
multiple rows into one for brevity. Since we introduce negation, it necessitates the adop-
tion of a different, more general semantics for our language known as Well-Founded
semantics. This semantics is based on a three-valued truth model (true, false, undef).
The extension of such a semantics model to a higher-order setting is a recent develop-
ment presented in [2].

The thesis is organized as follows.

+ Chapter 2 is dedicated to establishing the syntax of higher-order Datalog, follow-
ing the steps outlined in [|l]]. In this chapter, we introduce the negation operator
and remove the restriction of using only formal variables in the body of program
rules. This syntax serves as the foundation, and we subsequently restrict it to
create various fragments. Additionally, we define the concept of order for the
types in the language.

+ In Chapter 3, we provide the semantics for our language, which is based on the ex-
tension of Well-Founded semantics for a higher-order language. We draw upon
the work in [2], presenting or extending relevant definitions and theorems as
needed. Furthermore, we define what we mean when we state that Datalog de-
cides a problem, specifically whether a string belongs to a formal language L.

» Chapter 4 presents the expressiveness of all higher-order Datalog variants with
partial application in a concise manner, as they are all equivalent, as shown in the
first row of Table [Il.

» Chapter 5 is dedicated to proving the result corresponding to row 2 of the table,
which is the only combination without partial application that restores the hierar-
chy. To demonstrate this result, we need to establish two necessary statements:

— Firstly, we aim to show that any language L that can be decided by a (k—1)-
exponential-time Turing machine can also be decided by a k-order Datalog
program belonging to the specified language fragment. To achieve this, we

IThe third row is not shown in this work.



present a simulation of the Turing Machine. The key challenge lies in effi-
ciently encoding exponentially large numbers using higher-order predicates
while abiding to the rules of the restricted syntax.

— Secondly, we demonstrate that for every k-order Datalog program from
the designated fragment set, the computation of its minimal Well-Founded
model can be accomplished by a (k — 1)-exponential-time bounded Turing
machine. We provide a high-level description of a multi-tape Turing Ma-
chine capable of calculating the model within the required time bounds. In
fact, we had to provide such a machine in Chapter 4 for the most general
version of the higher-order Datalog we study.

These two facts together imply that k-order Datalog can decide any language that
falls within (k — 1) — EXPTIME and no language that falls outside.

Chapter 6 is dedicated to demonstrating that the fragments mentioned in row 4 of
the table precisely capture PTIME and that no further gains can be achieved by
increasing the program order. This endeavor will involve a multi-step approach,
with a crucial component being the influential result presented in [3]. This result
enables us to adopt a more syntactical approach to our semantics, particularly for
programs that do not incorporate the negation operator.

Chapter 7 is dedicated to a discussion of future work in this field. A significant
portion of this discussion is about the fragments in the third row of the table,
specifically the ones that allows negation without existential higher-order vari-
ables. While it is expected that these fragments, for any program order, should
fall within PTIME, a more intricate approach was required to formally establish
this. In this chapter, we briefly describe an approach one can take to demonstrate
this, along with the challenges that arise from it. While we do not include detailed
proof in this work, we leave it for a future article.



CHAPTER 2

SYNTAX AND ORDER

The language we will use is a function-free subset language used in [2]. In this chapter,
we will present the syntax for the language in its most general version (e.g negation,
existential higher-order variables, partial application).

2.1 The Syntax

The syntax follows from the classical syntax of Datalog with an important restriction
that every higher-order iteration of Datalog must abide by.

Every argument of predicate type in the head of a rule must be a variable. Fur-
thermore, all such variables must be distinct.

Without this restriction, monotonicity in positive higher-order Datalog is not preserved.
More importantly removing the restriction can lead to non-extensional models for a
given program in the higher-order setting.

Example 2.1. Consider the following example program that does not follow this rule.

o QR
JQ pop

<~ RbD

In the minimum model, it is ¢ = r = {a} which makes both predicates equivalent
or in other words they have the same extensional meaning as they represent the same
relation. The problem arises from the fact that we also get (p q) = true and (pr) =
false. In an extensional model the predicate p should behave the same when given
inputs that are equivalently extensionaly.

Following in the steps of [|ll] we present the simple type system of the language first.
There are only two base types: o which corresponds to the boolean domain and ¢ which
corresponds to the domain of individuals. The composite types are divided into two
categories. The predicate types 7 and the argument types p. Only an argument-type
variable can appear as an argument of a predicate in the body of a program rule.

5



2.1. THE SYNTAX

Definition 2.1. Predicate and argument types are defined to be:
mi=o0|(p—>m)
pi=1t|(p—m)

Notice that we don't allow type o to appear as an argument type. This is to comply
with the classical results for first-order Datalog where predicates are not allowed to
have as arguments, expressions that are other fully applied predicates. It can be shown
that the inclusion of o to the argument type does not add to the expressive capabilities
in any of the cases we consider.

Next, we define the alphabet of the language. We will use a subset of the language
described in [2] since we will need to also define a negation operator and later the Well-
Founded semantics for our language.

Definition 2.2. The alphabet consists of:

1. Predicate variables of every predicate type 7 (denoted by capital letters such as
P and Q).

2. Predicate constants of every predicate type 7 (denoted by lowercase letters such
as p and q).

3. Individual variables of type ¢ (denoted by capital letters such as X and Y).
4. Individual constants of type ¢ (denoted by lowercase letters such as a and b).

5. The following logical constant symbols: the equality constant ~ for comparing
expressions of type ¢; the conjuction symbol A; the inverse implication constant
+; the negation constant operator ~.

6. The parentheses "(" and ")".
Definition 2.3. The set of terms is defined as follows:

» Every predicate variable (respectively predicate constant) of type = is a term of
type 7; every individual variable (respectively individual constant) of type ¢ is a
term of type ¢;

« if E; isaterm of type p — 7 and E5 a term of type p then (E; Es) is a term of type
m. In the case of applying multiple arguments, we will use the left associativity
rule to omit parenthesis when possible.

Next, we define the set of expressions for our language.

Definition 2.4. The set of expressions of Higher-Order Datalog is defined as follows:
» A term of type p is an expression of type p;
* If E; and E, are terms of type ¢, then (E; ~ Es) is an expression of type o.
 If E is an expression of type o then ~ E is an expression of type o.

Expressions (respectively terms) that have no variables will often be referred to as
ground expressions (respectively ground terms). Expressions of type o that are either
terms or have the form E; =~ E; where E;, E5 terms of type ¢, will often be referred to
as atoms. Additionally, we will call /iterals all expressions that are atoms or negated
atoms. To denote that an expression E has type p we will often write E : p.

6



CHAPTER 2. SYNTAX AND ORDER

Definition 2.5. A rule of Higher-Order Datalog is a formula p V;---V,, < L; A

-+ A Ly, where p is a predicate constant of type p1 — --- — pp, = 0, V1,...,Vy,
n > 0, are distinct argument variables of types p1, ..., p, respectively, and for every
i€{l,---,m},L,; is aliteral. More specifically

E;

where E; is an atom.

The term p V; - - - V,, is called the Aead of the rule, the variables V1, ..., V,, are the
formal parameters of the rule and the conjunction Ly A --- A L, is its body.

Notice how the definitions of the terms and atoms do not include the negation con-
stant and literals can have at most one negation at the top level of their expression.
Therefore, the rule definition restricts nested negations to appear or negation at a deeper
level of an expression. Finally, a program rule will be called a positive rule if the nega-
tion constant does not appear in its body. A positive higher-order Datalog program is
one where every one of its rules is positive.

It is easy to see that this syntax is a subset of the higher order language "HOL"
defined in [2] which is the work we will also use to define the semantics.

We will borrow some features of Prolog's syntax while writing examples and when
presenting the code for the simulations in subsequent chapters for readability and fa-
miliarity reasons. Specifically, instead of the conjunction symbol, we will use commas
to separate each expression in the body and end it with a full stop.

Example 2.2. For example, we will write
predyy1 N M <« (non_zerogi; N),(hpred; N M lasty).
Now, we define the order that a type has.

Definition 2.6. The order of a type is recursively defined as follows:

order(t) = 0
order(o) = 0
order(py = -+ — pp, = 0) = 1+ max({order(p;) |1 <i<n})

The order of a predicate constant (or variable) is the order of its type.
Then we will define fragments of the general language based on the order as follows.

Definition 2.7. Forall k > 1, k-order Datalog is the fragment of Higher-Order Datalog
in which all predicate constants have order less than or equal to £ and all predicate
variables have order less than or equal to k£ — 1.

This is one of the directions we restrict each fragment. The other kind of restriction
is based on restricting the syntax presented in this section. The next section establishes
that.

TAll the formal parameters are distinct variables (i.e., for all 4, j such that 1 < 4,j < nand i # j,
Vi # V;).



2.2. HIGHER-ORDER DATALOG FRAGMENTS

2.2 Higher-Order Datalog fragments

There are three syntactical restrictions considered in this work. We choose between
allowing our programs to have:

* The negation ~ constant e.g.
PQ « ~ (@Qa.
+ Partially applied predicates in an argument position of a term e.g.

r X — (q (pr)2).
PRZ < @Ra, (ZDb.

Partial application allows our terms to have syntactic trees of arbitrary height. Re-
moving this option forces every term to have a syntactic tree of restricted height.

» Higher order existential variables in the body of rules. These are variables of at
least type order 1 that appear only in the body of a rule and not also in the head
e.g.
pX < ®RX.
For each combination of choice for these restrictions, we create a fragment of higher-
order Datalog. By also choosing the program order &k for £ > 1 on top of the previous
restrictions we get a language fragment of k-order Datalog.

In the case of restricting partial application, we formally consider a modified defi-
nition of the notions of atoms and literals. More formally we have:

Definition 2.8. A simple atom is an expression of type o and of either the form (E; ~
E3) or of the form
(Eo Ey...Enzq)

where each E; is either a variable or a constant.
Definition 2.9. A simple literal is either a simple atom or the negation of a simple atom.

Definition 2.10. A simple rule of Higher-Order Datalog is a formula p V; ---V,,

Ly A---ALy,, where p is a predicate constant of type p; — - -+ — pp = 0, V1, ..., Vp,
n > 0, are argument variables of types p1, ..., p, respectively, and for every ¢ €
{1,---,m}, L; is a simple literal.

Definition 2.11. A simple program or otherwise a program devoid of partial application
is one that consists of only simple rules.

Definition 2.12. Let C a subset of the symbols {\, -, 3}. Then HY is the fragment of
k-order Datalog that syntactically restricts what does not appear in C'. Specifically, in
the superscript

 If X does not appear then only simple programs are allowed.
* If = does not appear then the negation constant is not allowed.
+ If 3 does not appear then higher-order existential variables are not allowed.

For example Hz’ﬁ is the fragment of k-order Datalog where existential variables
are not allowed but negation and partial application are.
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CHAPTER 3

SEMANTICS AND DECISION PROBLEMS

In this chapter, we will provide the semantics of our source language. The semantics
will be drawn from [2] which describes a more general higher-order language that has a
richer syntax and also allows function symbols therefore it is Turing complete. This se-
mantics is called Well-Founded semantics (WFS) and is a generalization of the classical
WFS model to the higher-order setting.

Because we will also consider language fragments that don't contain the negation
operator we will present a semantics for positive higher-order Datalog as well, like
shown in []l]]. Changing semantics for higher-order Datalog is not a part of investi-
gating language expressiveness. In fact, we only consider different fragments based
on syntactical restrictions and the type order. The reason for also introducing positive
higher-order semantics is to simplify the process of handling higher-order Datalog frag-
ments that restrict the negation operator. As we will show later the WFS model of a
positive program and the minimum model under classical positive semantics coincide
in a more general sense even though they are defined in different truth domains. It
follows as well that all ground terms of type o in positive under both semantics get as-
signed the same truth values (false, true) despite the fact that Well-Founded semantics
introduces a new third truth value called undef. We will exploit this fact to simplify the
proofs for those fragments and use the pre-existing work done for positive higher-order
Datalog.

Finally, we will define the notion of deciding a language through Datalog and estab-
lish the background that will be used to distinguish the expressive capabilities of each
Datalog fragment we investigate.

3.1 Positive Higher-Order Datalog Semantics

The semantics of positive Higher-Order Datalog, which is based on the ideas initially
proposed in [[10] and [4] is an extensional model of semantics where we treat program
predicates as monotone relations or otherwise monotone functions to the set {false, true}.
For the types, we define recursively the semantics [[p] of a type p and we also define
at the same time a corresponding partial order <, on the elements of [p]. We adopt the
usual ordering of the truth values false and true, i.e. false < true. Let A and B be

9



3.1. POSITIVE HIGHER-ORDER DATALOG SEMANTICS

partial orders, we write [A 5 B] to denote the set of all monotone functions from A to
B. For a function f in this set it must hold that Va,b € A ifa < bthen f(a) < f(b).

Definition 3.1. Let P be a program. The Herbrand universe Up of P is the set of all
constant elements that appear in it. Then:

* [:] = Up and <, is the trivial partial order that relates every element of Up to
itself

* [o] = {faise, true} and <, is the partial order < on truth values

* [p — 7] = [[p] = [#]] and <, is the partial order defined as follows: for
all f,g € [[p— 7], f <pmr giff f(d) <z g(d) forall d € [p].

We proceed to define Herbrand interpretations and states.

Definition 3.2. A Herbrand interpretation I of a program P is a function that assigns:
* to each individual constant c that appears in P, the element (c) = c;
* to each predicate constant p : 7 that appears in P, an element I(p) € [r];

Definition 3.3. A Herbrand state s of a program P is a function that assigns to each
argument variable V of type p, an element s(V) € [p].

In the following, s[V1/d1, ..., Vy/dy] is used to denote a state that is identical to s
the only difference being that the new state assigns to each V; the corresponding value
d;.

Definition 3.4. Let P be a program, I a Herbrand interpretation, and s a Herbrand state
of P. Then, the semantics of expressions is defined as follows:

 [VIs(1) = s(V);

* [e]s(1) = I(c);

* [pls(I) = I(p);

* [(E1 E2)]s(1) = [E1]s(1)([E2]s(1));

* [(Ey =~ Ey)]s(I) = true if [Ey] (1) = [E2]s(I) and false otherwise.

For ground expressions E we will often write [E] (1) instead of [E],(I) since in
this case the meaning of E is independent of s. The model of the program is defined as
follows:

Definition 3.5. Let P be a program and M a Herbrand interpretation of P. Then, M is
a Herbrand model of P iff forevery rule p Vy - - - V,, < E; A---AE,, in P and for every
Herbrand state s, if foralli € {1,...,m}, [E;]s(M) = truethen [p V71 ---V,,]s(M) =
true or equivalently:

/\{[[El]]é(M)a R [Em]]s(M)} <o [[p V- Vn]]s(M)
where A is the maximum lower bound operator and in this case, it operates on type o.

10



CHAPTER 3. SEMANTICS AND DECISION PROBLEMS

We denote the set of Herbrand interpretations of a program P with Zp, and define
a partial order on Zp as follows: for all I,J € Zp, I <z, J iff for every predicate
constant p : 7 that appears in P, I(p) <, J(p). We denote by \/ the least upper bound
operation and by L 7, the least element of the lattice, with respect to < Zp. Intuitively,
17, assigns to every program predicate in P the empty relation or the function which
always points to false for input.

We will need to define the immediate consequence operator for Higher-Order Dat-
alog programs, which generalizes the corresponding operator for classical Datalog.

Definition 3.6. Let P be a program. The mapping Tp : Zp — Zp is called the immediate
consequence operator for P and is defined for every predicate constantp : p; — --- —
pn — oand d; € [p;] as:

true, if there exists a clausep Vi ---V,, + E; A--- AE,, in P and
a Herbrand state s, such that [E;] v, /4, .....v, /d,](I) = true
foralli € {1,...,m}

false, otherwise.

Define now the following sequence of interpretations:

T 10 - 1
Tet(n+1) = Tp(Tptn)
Tp Tw = \/{Tan|n<w}

We then have the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. Let P be a program and let Mp = Tp T w. Then, Mp is the least
Herbrand model of P and the least fixpoint of Tp (with respect to the ordering relation

<z:).

This definition concludes the presentation of the semantics for positive Higher-
Order Datalog. Next, we will proceed with the semantics with negation under the Well-
Founded model of semantics.

3.2 Well-Founded Semantics for Negative Higher-Order
Datalog

We present now the semantics for the version of higher-order we consider in this work
and which contains a negation constant. The first and only work to our knowledge that
extends the Well-Founded model of logic programming to a higher-order language set-
ting is [2]. This is the work used here to define the semantics for our (subset) language
and is strongly recommended that the reader studies that work for a deeper understand-
ing of the following definitions. In the context of this thesis, we require a constructive
way to produce the minimal now model, like the immediate consequence operator 7p
in positive Datalog, in order to argue about the complexity of an algorithm that finds it.

3.2.1 The three-valued truth model

The boolean domain in contrast to the positive case is now three-valued. Predicates
can't have the meaning of monotone functions and the previously defined immediate

11



3.2. WELL-FOUNDED SEMANTICS FOR NEGATIVE HIGHER-ORDER DATALOG

consequence operator does not always lead to a fix-point. In this new setting, predicates
get the meaning of Fitting-monotone functions and a new partial order is introduced
alongside the classic one, by the relation < which represents information or Fitting
ordering as it is known.

Definition 3.7. Let D be a nonempty set. We define recursively for every type p the set
of possible values-meaning that elements of this type can take by [p] p. The recursive
definition is the following:

* [o] p = {false, true, undef}. The partial order <, is the usual one induced by the
ordering false <, undef <, true; the partial order <, is the one induced by the
ordering undef <, false and undef <, true.

* [, = D. The partial order <, is defined as d <, d for all d € D. The partial
order <, is also defined as d <, d forall d € D.

* [t = 7], = D — [n] . The partial order <, is defined as follows: for all
f,9 € v = 7mlp, [ <imr giff f(d) < g(d) forall d € D. The partial order
=.—n isdefined as follows: forall f,g € [t = 7], f =5r giff f(d) =7 g(d)
foralld € D.

o [m = m]p =[Imlp Lom, [m2] p], namely the <- monotonic functions from

[m1]p to [m2] 5. These are the functions that it holds for all di,dy € [m1] ),
dq jﬂ—l do then f(dl) jﬂ—z f(dg)

The partial order <r,_,~, is defined as follows: for all f,g € [m — m]p,
f <miom giff f(d) <&, g(d) forall d € [m1] . The partial order <, _,, is
defined as follows: for all f,g € [m1 — m2]p, f Zriom 9iff f(d) =x, g(d)
forall d € [m] .

Next, we have to define what an interpretation and a state are in this setting. The
definitions are similar to the positive case.

Definition 3.8. An interpretation Z consists of:
1. anonempty finite set D called the domain of Z,
2. an assignment to each individual constant symbol c, of an element Z(c) € D;
3. an assignment to each predicate constant p : 7, of an element Z(p) € [7] ,;

Definition 3.9. Let D be a nonempty set. A state s over D is a function that assigns to
each argument variable V of type p to an element s(V) € [p] .

We define: frue™! = false, false™' = true and undef™* = undef. Finally, we
define the semantics of the expressions of our language. We also define under which
case an interpretation will be called a model of a program in the language.

Definition 3.10. Let D be a nonempty set, let Z be an interpretation over D, and let s
be a state over D. The semantics of expressions are then defined as:

1. [c],(Z) = Z(c), for every individual constant c
2. [p],(Z) = Z(p), for every predicate constant p
3. [V],(Z) = s(V), for every argument variable R

12



CHAPTER 3. SEMANTICS AND DECISION PROBLEMS

4. [EE)], (D) = [E:], (D) ([E=], (2)
5. [(E1 ~E)],(D) = { true,if [E1],(T) = [Es], (Z)

false, otherwise

6. [(~E)].(Z) = ([E],(Z)) ! in the case of a negated expression

Definition 3.11. Let P be a program and let M be an interpretation of P. Then M will
be called a model of P iff for everyrulep Vy - --V,, <~ L1 A---AL,, in P and for every
state s

/\{[[Llﬂb‘(M)v T [[Lm]]S(M)} <o [[p Vl o 'Vn]]s(M)

3.2.2 Monotone-antimonotone and antimonotone-monotone func-
tions

Before proceeding with a way to find the minimal WFS model of a program we need
to present an alternative way to view Fitting-monotonic functions. Specifically, it is
shown that every Fitting-monotonic function can be equivalently represented as a pair of
functions ( f1, f2), where f1 is monotone-antimonotone, f> is antimonotone-monotone
and f; < f5. This section is required since the definition of the consequence operator
we need is constructed in such a way so as to operate on pairs of such functions instead
of their Fitting-monotonic function counterpart (see [2]).

Firstly, at the base one can view the truth values as pairs of truth values of the 2-
valued model where frue corresponds to (true, true), false corresponds to (faise, false),
and undef corresponds to (false, true). A function f can also equivalently be seen as
a function f’ that returns pairs. We can then break f’ into two components f; and f5
where f; returns the first element of the pair that f’ returns while f5 returns the second.
The input of the function is also changed to be a pair of functions if the argument is of
higher order. The monotone-antimonotone and antimonotone-monotone requirements
ensure that the pair (f1, f2) retains the property of Fitting-monotonicity of the original
function f. These ideas can be generalized to arbitrary types. The formal details of this
equivalence are described below.

Definition 3.12. Let L, L, be sets and let < be a partial order on L; U L. We define:
L1®L2:{(I,y) ey XLQZ.%‘Sy}.

Definition 3.13. Let Ly, Lo be sets and let < be a partial order on L; U Ly. Also,
let (A, <4) be a partially ordered set. A function f : (L1 ® Ly) — A will be called
monotone-antimonotone (respectively antimonotone-monotone) if forall (x, y), (z',y') €
Li ® Ly with z < 2’ and ¢y < vy, it holds that f(z,y) <a f(z',y’) (respectively
f(@',y') <a f(z,y)). We denote by [(L1 ® Ly) "5 A] the set of functions that
are monotone-antimonotone and by [(L; ® Ly) 2> A] those that are antimonotone-
monotone.

With this new view, we will interpret the predicate types of our language as pairs of
monotone-antimonotone and antimonotone-monotone functions defined recursively as
follows.

Definition 3.14. Let D be a nonempty set. For every type 7 we define the monotone-
antimonotone and the antimonotone-monotone meanings of the elements of type 7 with
respect to D, denoted respectively by [p] 7 and [p]7'. At the same time we define a
partial order <, between the elements of [p] )" U [o] 7' -
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3.2. WELL-FOUNDED SEMANTICS FOR NEGATIVE HIGHER-ORDER DATALOG

ma

* o] = [0l = {false, true}. The partial order <, is the usual one induced by
the ordering false <, true.

 [J™ = [¢]*™ = D. The partial order <, is defined as d <, d, forall d € D.

s [ = 7] =D — [r]} and o = 7] = D — [«]3". The partial order
<,—x is defined as follows: forall f,g € [t = 7|7 Ut = 75, f <isn g
iff f(d) <, g(d) foralld € D.

¢ [m = mlp = (ImlF e m]y) = (w5 ad [n — )7 = (Im]5' e
[m1]3) = [m2]3']- The relation <, ., is the partial order defined as follows:

forall f,g € [m1 — m]p Ulm — m]P, [ <mom ¢ iff f(di,d2) <n,
g(dl,dg) for all (dl, d2) S [[71'1]]23 X [[Wll]a[)m.

For every , the bottom and top elements of [7]} and [7]7)" can be defined in
the obvious way. We present the following propositions where proofs for them can be
found in [2].

Proposition 3.2 ([2]). Let D be a nonempty set. For every predicate type 7, ([7]]}, <x
) and ([7]3', <) are complete lattices.

We extend, in a pointwise way, our orderings to apply to pairs.

Definition 3.15. Let D be a nonempty set and let 7 be a predicate type. We define the
relations <, and =, so that for all (z,y), (z/,v') € [7]} @ [7]D

o (x,y) <, (2,y)iffx <, 2’ andy <, ¢/
* (zy) Zx (@ y)iffz <z 2’ andy’ < y.

g . ma
Proii]?\qosltlon 3.3 ([2D- l.,et D. be a nonempty set. For eqch predicate type . 7]y ®
[7]5 is a complete lattice with respect to <. and a chain-complete poset with respect
to <.

We will denote the first and second selection functions on pairs with the more com-
pact notation [-]; and [-]o: given any pair (x,y), itis [(z,y)]1 = = and [(x,y)]2 = ¥.
Then we define functions that move us from one representation to the other.

Definition 3.16. Let D be a nonempty set. For every predicate type m, we define
recursively the functions 7 : 7], = ([7]7 @ [7]5) and 77 : ([] & [7]5) —
[7] ., as follows.

» 1o(false) = (false, false), T,(true) = (true, true), 7,(undef) = (false, true)

* s (f) = (A7 (f(d))]1, Ad.[7 (£ (d))]2)

* oo (f) = (A(dy, do) [T, (f (77,1 (d1, d2)))] 1, Ady, da) [, (f (7,1 (d1, d2)))]2)

o 7, Yfalse, false) = false, 7, *(true, true) = true, 7, ! (false, true) = undef
* 7 3:(f1, f2) = M (fi(d), f2(d)
o (f1 f2) = AT (fi(7ry (D)), f2 (T, (d)))-

. T
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CHAPTER 3. SEMANTICS AND DECISION PROBLEMS

We can now establish the bijection between [7] ;, and [7]7° ® [7]7) with the fol-
lowing propositions. Again proofs for these can be found in [2].

Proposition 3.4 ([2]). Let D be a nonempty set and let w be a predicate type. Then,

Jorevery f,g € [w]p and for every (f1, f2), (g1,92) € [7]p @ [7]5, the following
statements hold.:

1 m(f) € (In]p @ [7]p) and 7 (f1, f2) € [7] .

2. If f 2 g then T=(f) Zx Tx(g)-

3.0 f <x g then T (f) <z Tx(9g).

4. If (f1, f2) Zx (91, 92) then TV (f1, f2) Zx 71 (91, 92)-

5.0 (f1, f2) <x (91,92) then 771 (f1, f2) <z 77 * (91, 92).

Proposition 3.5 ([2]). Let D be a nonempty set and let m be a predicate type. Then,
Jor every f € [nlp, 7. (7x(f)) = f. and for every (f1,f2) € [r]p’ ® [7]%,
T (T2 1 f1, f2)) = (f1, fa).

3.2.3 Well-Founded Semantics

We will now fully define what a Herbrand interpretation is for the language and how the
bijection of Fitting monotone elements and pairs monotone-antimonotone and antimonotone-
monotone functions extends to interpretations. Every program has a distinguished min-
imal Herbrand model which can be obtained by an iterative procedure we will present

here by defining a new immediate consequence operator. The results are drawn from

[2] which extends the approximation fix-point theory found in [6].

Definition 3.17. Let P be a program. The Herbrand universe Up of P is the set of all
the individual constants that appear in the program.

No function symbols are allowed in our language.

Definition 3.18. A (three-valued) Herbrand interpretation T of a program P is an in-
terpretation such that:

1. the domain of 7 is the Herbrand universe Up of P;
2. for every individual constant c of P, Z(c) = ¢;
3. for every predicate constant p :  of P, Z(p) € [7],.;

We denote the set of all three-valued Herbrand interpretations of a program P by
Hp. A Herbrand state of P is a state whose underlying domain is Up. A Herbrand
model of P is a Herbrand interpretation that is a model of P.

We extend the truth and the information orderings to Herbrand interpretations:

Definition 3.19. Let P be a program. We define the partial orders < and < on Hp as
follows: forall Z, 7 € Hp, Z < J (respectively, Z < J) iff for every predicate type
m and for every predicate constant p : m of P, Z(p) <, J(p) (respectively, Z(p) =

T (p)-

We will also need the following propositions which we present without proof here.
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Proposition 3.6 ([2]). Let P be a program. Then, (Hp,<) is a complete lattice and
(Hp, =) is a chain complete poset.

Proposition 3.7 ([2]). Let P be a program, let Z, J € Hp, and let s be a Herbrand
state of P. For every expression E, if T < J then [E] (Z) < [E],(J).

Now we will use the bijection established in section 3.2.1 to redefine interpretations
this way. More specifically, every three-valued Herbrand interpretation Z of a program
P can be mapped by (an extension of) 7 to a pair of interpretations (I, J) such that:

« for every individual constant c of P, I(c) = J(c) = c;
» for every predicate constant p :  of P, I(p) € [«])" and J(p) € [x];";

We will denote by Hg'? the set of functions of the former type and by H3™ those of
the latter type. We can define a partial order < on Hg'? UHE™. Similarly we can define
partial orders < and < on HF? ® H3™.

Proposition 3.8 ([2]). Let P be a program. Then, (H3?, <) and (H3™, <) are complete
lattices having the same 1 and T elements. Moreover, (HF? @ HR™, <) is a complete
lattice and (HP® @ HE™, =X) is a chain-complete poset.

The bijection between Hp and HE'? @ HA™ can be explained more formally as fol-
lows. Given Z € Hp, we define 7(Z) = (I, .J), where for every predicate constant
p : witholds I(p) = [7=(Z(p))]1 and J(p) = [7x(Z(p))]2. Conversely, given a pair
(I,J) € HE* @ HR™, we define the three-valued Herbrand interpretation Z as follows:
Z(p) = 7. '(I(p), J(p))-

For (mostly computational) convenience in later algorithms, we will give an equiva-
lent definition for the semantics of expressions by using only the monotone-antimonotone
and the antimonotone-monotone meanings of the elements for our types directly and
without the use of 7 function.

Definition 3.20. A pair Herbrand state s over Up is a function that assigns to each
argument variable V of type p to an element s(V) € [7]7° @ [=]7.

We define: (true,true)™t = (false,false), (false, true)~ = (false, true) and fi-
nally (false, false)~! = (true, true). For the semantics of the expressions we have:

Definition 3.21. Let (I, J) € HE® ® Ha™ be a pair of interpretations such that 7 =
771(I,J) where T is a three-valued Herbrand interpretation of P. Also, let s be a
two-valued state over Up. The semantics of expressions then are defined recursively
as:

1. [c],(I,J) = c, for every individual constant c

2. [pl (L, J) = (I(p), J(p)), for every predicate constant

3. [V],(I,J) = s(V), for every variable

4. [(BEB)] (1, ) = ([[Ea] (L, i ([E2D (1, ) [[Eal (1, N2 ([B2] (1, )

5. [(Er~Ex)] (1, J]) = { E;Z’;See’z;:les)é), gﬂEEﬁ\E/ﬁg’ J) = [E2],(1,7)

6. [(~E)],(L,J) = ([E],(Z,J))~! for the negation of an expression
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We will use the brackets "[", and"]" when we refer to evaluation of an expression
under both three-valued and two-valued pair interpretations. It is always clear from the
context which one we refer to.

We have the following lemma that binds the two equivalent semantic views for
expressions.

Lemma 3.9. Let P be a program. Let s be a two-valued state over Up and s’ be a
three-valued state over Up such as for every variable V it holds:

s(V) = 7(s'(V))
Then it is:
[E].(1,J) = m([E]l 7 '(1,J))

Proof. The proof of this lemma is an induction on the way expressions are constructed.
In the case of program constants and variables, it follows directly from the definitions.
For the case of equality and negation, it is also trivial to show. In the case of the appli-
cation rule, we will have to use the fact that

7(f(9)) = ([T(Nh(7(9)), [7(H]2(7(9))) (D

which can be derived from the third bullet of the definition B.16. Specifically, we have
that

r((EE), M (1,0) "2 (B, (L I)([Ed, 7 (1, )))
2 H(EL NI, (FEd (L)),
[r([Edy 7 (1, )], (r([Exlm (1, )
T (IR, ([EaD (2L T)),
[[EsT, (1, )], ([E], (1, )
T2 (BB, )

O

Notice that the function 7 is an isomorphism between the set of Fitting-monotonic
functions on a domain D and the set of valid pairs of monotone-antimonotone, antimonotone-
monotone functions defined on the same domain D. In this work, in later chapters, we
work almost exclusively with the two-valued domain and function pairs.

We now define the three-valued and two-valued immediate consequence operators:

Definition 3.22. Let P be a program. The three-valued immediate consequence opera-
tor Up : Hp — Hp of P is defined for every predicate constantp : p; — -+ — p, — 0
and d; € [p;] as:

Up(Z)(p)dy -+ dn =

\/{/\[[Li]]s[vl/dl7___7\/”,/(1”](I) | (pV1---Vy < LiA---ALy,) € P, s a Herbrand state}

Definition 3.23. Let P be a program. The two-valued immediate consequence operator
Tp : (HP? @ HE™) — (HP? @ HE™) of P is defined as:

Tp(I,J) = 7(¥p(r71(1,])))
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We will also give an equivalent definition for the two-valued consequence operator
that is easier to handle since it does not depend on Wp. The equivalence of the two
definitions is a consequence of Lemma B.9.

Definition 3.24. [Alternative] Let P be a program. The two-valued immediate conse-
quence operator Tp : (HP2@HE™) — (HE*@HE™) of P is defined for every predicate
constantp : p; — -+ — p, — oand d; € [p;]™ @ [pi]™" as:

TP(L J)(p)dl o dn =

\/{/\HLi]]s[Vl/dl,...,Vn/dn](IvJ) | (pVy---Vp < LiA---ALy,) € P, s a pair Herbrand state}

It follows that Tp is well-defined. Moreover, it is Fitting-monotonic as the following
lemma demonstrates:

Lemma 3.10 ([2]). Let P be a program and let (11, J1), (12, J2) € HE* @ HR™. If
(Il, Jl) = (12, Jg) then TP(Il, Jl) =< TP(IQ, JQ)

The Tp operator is used to construct the well-founded model of program P but in a
bit more involved process than what we used in the positive case.

Definition 3.25. Let P be aprogramand let (I, J) € HF*QHZ". Assume that (I, J) <
Te(I,J). We define I'" = Ifp([Tp (1, -)]2) and J¥ = Ifp([Tp (-, J)]1), where by Tp (-, J)
we denote the function f(z) = Tp(z, J) and by Tp(I, ) the function g(z) = Tp (I, x).

It can be shown that IT and J+ are well-defined, and this is due to the crucial as-
sumption (I, J) < Tp(I, J). Finally, we need to define one more operator, namely the
stable revision operator which we will denote as Cr,.

Definition 3.26. Let P be a program. We define the function Cr, which for every pair
(I,J) € HP* @ Ha™ with (I, .J) = Tp(I, J), returns the pair (J*, IT):

Cro (1, ) = (J4, 1) = (Up([To (-, ), o ([Te (1, )]2))
The function Cz, will be called the stable revision operator for Tp.
The following theorem gives us the iterative process we seek:

Theorem 3.11 ([2]). Let P be a program. We define the following sequence of pairs of

interpretations:
(o, Jo) = (L, T)
(Int1,Ia+1) = Crp(Iy, Jr)

Then, the above sequence of pairs of interpretations is well-defined. Moreover, there
exists a a natural number 0 such that (I, Js) = Cr. (I5, J5) and (15, Js) € HFPQHZ™.

In the following, we will denote with Mp the interpretation 7—*(Is, Js). The fol-
lowing two lemmas demonstrate that the pre-fixpoints of 7p correspond exactly to the
three-valued models of P.

Lemma 3.12 ([2]). Let P be a program. If (I, J) € HE?* ® HR" is a pre-fixpoint of Tp
then 7=Y(1, J) is a model of P.

Lemma 3.13 ([2]). Let M € Hp be a model of P. Then, 7(M) is a pre-fixpoint of Tp.

Finally, we have the following two lemmas:
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Theorem 3.14 ([2]). Let P be a program. Then, Mp is a <-minimal model of P.

Theorem 3.15 ([2]). For every propositional program P, Mp coincides with the well-
founded model of P.

To argue about complexity we also need to give a way to calculate both [fp([Tp (-, J,)]1)
and Ifp([Tp (I, -)]2) through an iterative process.
For Ifp([Tp (-, Jn)]1) it is the least upper bound of the following sequence:

IéJrl = [TP(J-17 Jn)]l
InJrl = [TP(In+1’ Jn)]l
I = [Te(I3, Ju)h

and for Ifp([Tp(I,,)]2) the least upper bound of the sequence:

Jéﬂ = [Te(Ln L)l
JnJrl = [TP (I7H Jn+1)}2
JeH = [ Te(n, I3

where I} is the least interpretation in H3™ such that [,, < I, namely the bottom
antimonotone-monotone element of the interval [I,,, T].

This is the core loop of the algorithm we will describe that produces the minimal
WFS model we will present in a following chapter. The sequence of the interpretations
in each loop are non-decreasing since it holds I¥T1 > I¥ | and J¥f] > JF | by
the properties of the operator. With the former assumptions, the sequences stop at finite
steps for our function-less language operating on finite domains of constants. They stop

in the sense that there will be a natural number N big enough such that I’ ++11 =1,

and J ++11 = J}, which means that the fix-point element belongs to the sequences.
To verify this one has to notice that since the base domain for type individual is finite
since it is the constants of the program and the input database, for every predicate type
that we have in the program the total number of elements we can create of such type
has to be finite as well. If no constant predicate of the program changes in one iteration
of an inner loop or after a step of the outer loop this signals convergence. Therefore,

the number of iterations of the nested loops must be finite.

3.3 An equivalence of WFS and Positive semantics on
positive programs

The following proposition restricts any ground atom from getting the value undef in the
WFS model when negation is not used in the program and also forces it to have the same
evaluation as if it was calculated under classic positive semantics. Notice however that
the Fitting-monotone functions that the higher-order predicate constants are assigned to
in the three-valued model are defined over a different domain than that of the monotone
functions of the two-valued model under positive semantics.

Proposition 3.16. Let P be a positive program of higher-order Datalog. Let M., s be
the model under Well-founded semantics and M be the model under classic positive
semantics. Then for every ground atom g it is M, 15(g) = M.(g).
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3.3. AN EQUIVALENCE OF WFS AND POSITIVE SEMANTICS ON POSITIVE
PROGRAMS

We will only prove formally the proposition for any language fragment HZ, k > 1
since it is enough for the purpose of this thesis i, essentially ignoring the possibility
of having partial application in the body of the rules. We will denote with [[p]]wf ® the
set of elements for type p under Well-founded model of semantics and [p] the set of
elements under classic positive semantics. First, we consider the following definitions.

Definition 3.27. A d € [p]"/* will be called well-behaved iff

'pzo
*p=1
* p=p1 — p2— ... p — oand for any set of indices S C {1,...,t} and

for any two elements d = (dy, .. .,d;), d’ = (d,...,d}) such that:
— if i € S and p; has a top element for the ordering <, then d; is that top
element and d/, is an arbitrary element in [p;]*/*

wfs

— ifi ¢ S or p; does not have a top element then d; = dj and d;, d} € [p;]
are well-behaved.

Then it must hold that d(d) > d(d’).

Intuitively consider S to be the set of indices of some non-fixed arguments and the
rest of the fixed arguments are all well-behaved elements. Then the maximum truth
value for the head element when fully applied is taken by choosing every non-fixed
argument in S to be the top element of that type. This is analogous to the monotonicity
of the positive semantics case. Only that there, it holds for the whole domain for each
type and we can always swap an argument with a top element without reducing the
output value. In this case, we just require this to hold while the fixed arguments are all
well-behaved.

Definition 3.28. A d* € [p]"“/* will be called an "I-extension" of a d° € [p]° iff
* p=ctand d® =d°
* p=oand|[d]; =d°

« p = p1 — pa, d¥ is well-behaved and Vd¥,, d°, where d¥, € [p1]"'*, d¢, €

[p1]¢ and d¥, is an I-extension of d¢, we have that d“(dY,) is an I-extension of
AR

Furthermore, we will call a pair interpretation (I, .J) an I-extension of a positive inter-
pretation Z iff for every constant predicate p, (I, J)(p) is an I-extension of Z(p).

Lemma 3.17. Let P be a positive higher-order Datalog program in 7—[2, k > 1and
consider the following sequence that produces the WFS model of the program.

(lo,Jo) = (L, T)
(i, 1) = Cr(lo,Jo)

Let T be the minimum model of the program P under positive semantics. Then (I, Jo)
is an I-extension of I.

'We use this result for the fragments of chapter 6.
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Proof. Let I, I}, I?, ... be the sequence that converges to I; by the algorithm of pro-
ducing the WFS model.

I = [Ip(IY =1, Jo)h
IR = [Tp(If,Jo)h

Also let Zy,Z1,Zs, . . . be the convergence sequence of minimum model Z under posi-
tive semantics.

Iy = Tp(Zo)

I, = TT)

where we denote as 75 the immediate sequence operator for the positive semantics to
avoid confusion. We can show that for any k& > 0, (I¥,.Jy) is an I-extension of Z,. We
will use induction to prove it. For the base case, it is easy to show that (19, .Jy) is an
I-extension of Zj.

Assume that it holds for k£ > 0. Then we have that (I}, .Jy) is well-behaved. We
show that (I f*l, Jo) is also well-behaved. For any constant predicate p pick an arbi-
trary S C {1,...,t} and any d, d’ that fit the requirements of the definition B.27. We
compare the two output values of (I¥*1)(p) at d and d’. Consider only one rule in the
program with p in its head and no existential zero-order variables in the body for an

easier analysis B. The generalisation to many rules is straightforward. Let Vq,...,V,
be the set of formal variables and V41, ..., Vy the higher-order existential variables.
Then we have:
I (p)d = \/{/\[[El]]s(ff,m | 5(Vi) = di,i < t} (1)
s l
I (p)d = \/{/\[[Ez]]s(ffwfo) | 5(Vi) = di i St} )
s l

where each Ej is an atom and \/ is taken over every s such that if i < ¢ itis s(V;) = d;

S
in the first case and s(V;) = d; in the second case. Let s, be the optimal state which
maximizes the right-hand side of (1). We get that

Ik+1(p)& = /\[[El]]so(lfv JO)
l

Because every d; as well as the interpretation (IF,.Jy) is well-behaved we can safely
argue that for every i > ¢, s,(V;) can be set to the top element of the corresponding
type of the existential variable V;. Also let s/, be the state that maximizes the right-hand
side of (2) so we have that:

IkJrl(p)(Z/ = /\[[El]]sg (If7 JO)
l

It is easy by case analysis to show that for every atom F; it holds

[Es, (1Y, Jo) > [Es, (IT, Jo)

2Instantiate all zero-order existential variables and produce multiple rules out of one original rule thus
producing an equivalent program.
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which proves that I**!(p)d > I*+1(p)d’ and therefore
(MY Jo)(p)d = (1M, Jo) (p)d

Since this holds for any d, d’ that fit the requirements of the definition we get that
(I*+1, Jo)(p) is well-behaved. Indeed we have:

« B, =="(V;...)"fori € Sori > tthen it trivially holds since s,(V;) is the top
element.

« E;, =="(V;arg1 argz...)" fori ¢ Sandi < t. Then s,(V;) = s, (V;) = d;
which is also a well-behaved element. It remains to notice that for every argu-
ment arg; itis either [arg;]s, (I, Jo) = [arg;]s (IF, Jo) and is a well-behaved
element or [arg;]s, (I¥, Jo) is the top element.

« E; =="(q;...)" for a constant predicate q. Same as the previous case since
(I¥, Jo)(q) is well-behaved.

Now it is left to show that for any d = (di,...,d;) and d’ = (d}, ..., d}) where
each d; is an I-extension of d; we have that:

(17, Jo)(P)d]1 = Ties1 (p)d

which implies that (151, .Jo)(p) is an I- extension of Z; 1 (p). Assume again one rule
per predicate and no existential zero-order variables. In positive semantics, by using
the monotonicity condition, we can set every higher-order existential variable to the
corresponding top element. Then we have:

Tira(p)d' = N\[Ei]ee (Z1)
!

where 5¢(V;) = d; fori <t and s°(V;) = T§, fori > t.
Due to the well-behavedness condition we also have:

1" (p)d = N\[Eds(IF, Jo)
l

where where s(V;) = d; fori < t and s(V;) = T,, fori > ¢ since if every d; is an
extension it is also well-behaved. Notice also that naturally the top element T, is an
I- extension of the top element T7 . Finally, it must be that for each E;

[Eis(IF, Jo) = [Eilse (Zk))

and therefore B ~
LY (p)d = Ty (p)d!

This fact follows by noticing by per case analysis that each expression evaluation [E;] s (I}, Jo)
is an I- extension of the corresponding evaluation [[E;]|sc (Zy). The critical step was the
ability to swap every higher-order existential variable to their top element in the truth
ordering in the calculation of I¥*1(p)d. Finally, in the limit we get

(11, Jo)(p)d]1 = Z(p)d’
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Now we proceed with the definition of J-extension.

Definition 3.29. A d* € [p]"/* will be called an "J-extension" of a d° € [p] iff
e p=randd¥ =d°
* p=oand[d]z =d°

* p = p1 — p2,d¥ is well-behaved and Vd}),, dS, where d}}, € [[pl]]wfs, d;, €

m’ in

[p1]° and dY, an J-extension of df, we have that d*(dY,) is an J-extension of
dc(dfn)'
Furthermore, we will call a pair interpretation (1, J) an J-extension of a positive inter-
pretation Z iff for every constant predicate p, (I, J)(p) is an J-extension of Z(p).
We have the corresponding Lemma to the previous one:

Lemma 3.18. Let P be a positive higher-order Datalog program in ’Hg, k > 1and
consider the sequence that produces the WFS model of the program.

(o, Jo) = (L, 7T)
(1, 1) = Cr(Lo,Jo)

Let T be the model of P with positive semantics. Then (1y, J1) is an J-extension of L.

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma B.17. Notice that J? = | = I which means
that (1o, JV) is a J-extension of Zy. O

Now we can show the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 3.19. Let P be a positive program that belongs in H;3 and let M5 = (I, J)
be the model under Well-Founded-Semantics and M. = I be the model under classic
positive semantics. Then for every ground atom g, M., 1(g) = IM.(g)

Proof. Let g be a ground atom.

* By Lemma we have that [g] (11, Jo) is an I- extension of [g] (Z). Therefore,
if [g](Z) = true then [[g](I1, Jo)]1 = true and by the Fitting-monotonicity
condition [[g] (I, J)]1 = true. This enforces [g](I, J) = (true, true).

* By Lemma we have that [g] (o, J1) is a J- extension of [g](Z). Therefore,
if [g](Z) = false then [[g] (Lo, J1)]2 = false and by the Fitting-monotonicity
condition [[g] (I, J)]2 = false. This enforces [g](I, J) = (false, false) .

O

3 My £ (g) when viewed in the three-valued model is the same as the value of M.(g).
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3.4 Decision problems with Datalog

In this section, we will give a formal definition of deciding a language through Datalog.
This will establish the context in which we will see the expressive capabilities of each
fragment of higher-order Datalog we consider.

3.4.1 Relevant complexity classes

We will need the following family of functions [9]:

expo(z) = @
exper_l(gj) = 9exp, ()

For all £ > 0, the complexity class k — EXPTIME is defined as follows:

k — EXPTIME = | J TIME(exp,,(n"))
reN

For the limit of k going to oo the class is called ELEMENTARY. Notice also that 0 —
EXPTIME is PTIME.

3.4.2 Decision problems and propositional predicates

Let ¥ be an alphabet and without loss of generality, we fix ¥ = {a,b}. We will as-
sume that finite strings over 3 will always be encoded by an input relation such as the
following which corresponds to the string "abba".

input 0 a 1.
input 1 b 2.
input 2 b 3.
input 3 a end.

More generally for an input string of n > 0 length, we can derive an input relation as we
did above. There will be two constants "a" and "b" and another n constants (presented
as "0", "1" etc) as well as the constant "end". Notice how the input is given ordered.
All constant individual elements apart from "a", "b", and "end" are ordered by an order
implicitly given by the input relation. For the input of length n = 0, namely for the
empty string, we use:

input O empty end.

where empty is a constant that denotes the empty string.

Given string w € ¥*, we will write D,, to denote the set of facts that represent w
through the input relation. This encoding of input strings is usually also referred to as
the ordered database assumption.

Next, we will need a way for Datalog to decide if an input of the mentioned form
is accepted or not. We will assume that every program defines a propositional accept
predicate which, intuitively, signals whether a particular input string is accepted by our
program.

Definition 3.30. Let X be an alphabet. We will say that a Higher-Order Datalog pro-
gram P decides a language L C ¥* if for any w € ¥*, w € L iff accept is true in the
Well-Founded semantics model of P U D,,,.
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CHAPTER 3. SEMANTICS AND DECISION PROBLEMS

Definition 3.31. We will say that a fragment Q of Higher-Order Datalog captures the
complexity class C, if the set of formal languages decided by programs that belong in
Q coincides with C.

25



3.4. DECISION PROBLEMS WITH DATALOG

26



CHAPTER 4

DATALOG WITH PARTIAL APPLICATION

In this chapter, we study Datalog fragments where partial application is allowed. Namely,
the fragments that belong to the first row of the table.

. h.o.
partia : . negation existential order 1 order 2 order 3 e order co
application .
variables
YES X X PTIME EXPTIME 2—-EXPTIME .- ELEM.

This row essentially represents four fragment sets, depending on the selection of
'YES' and 'NO' for the X's. However, we will demonstrate that allowing partial appli-
cation alone is sufficient to maintain the hierarchy, regardless of the other two choices.
For any k> 1, each of these four fragments is equivalent in expressiveness. To maintain
brevity, we will not delve deeply into the separate analysis of these fragment sets since
their distinctions ultimately do not hold significance. Toward the end of this chapter,
we will provide a high-level description of a Turing machine (an algorithm) capable of
performing the bottom-up calculation to find the WFS model of a program.

4.1 Theorems

First, we consider the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1 ([[]). For every k > 1, the set of k-order positive Datalog programs
captures (k — 1) — EXPTIME.

Notice that the simulation of a Turing Machine that decides L in [|1] is given by a
datalog program that ultimately belongs to every fragment considered in this section.
That is because neither negation nor existential variables are used. This observation
about the simulation gives us the following corollary by reusing it for our purpose.

Corollary 4.2. Forany k > 1 each language fragment 0]"’7’{,’27 ’Hz’a, ’H,é’ﬁ and Hz’a’ﬁ
can express at least (k — 1) — EXPTIME.

What remains in order to prove the expressiveness is to give an upper bound of it.
That is by bounding the running time we need to implement such versions of Datalog.
We have the following lemma.
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Lemma 4.3. Let P be a k-order Datalog program with program order k > 1. Then
there exists a Turing machine that for any set of input database D, given D;, as
encoded input U, it can calculate the WFS model Mpyp,, within time O(exp,_, (n?)),
where n is the size of the representation of D;,, and q is a constant that depends only
on the program P.

Proof. The existence of said Turing Machine and an argument of its running time-
complexity are shown in section 4.2 of this chapter. This machine is tailored to perform
the bottom-up calculation under WFS in contrast to the machine given in [[l]] which
works for positive semantics and a language without the negation operator. O

This Lemma gives us the following corollary result.

Corollary 4.4. Let P be a higher-order Datalog program with program order k >
1 that decides L. There exists a Turing machine that decides L and runs in time
O(expy_1(n?)), where n is the length of the input string and q is a constant that de-
pends only on P.

Proof. This stems from .3 as follows. Let P be a program higher-order Datalog pro-
gram that decides L. There exists a Turing machine that for every string w and cor-
responding input relation D,, finds the model of P U D,,. Furthermore, the machine
does that in time O(exp;,_, (n?)) where n = |D,,| and by the assumed form of D,, we
know that |D,,| is proportional to the size of string w. A machine that transforms w
to an encoded D,,, followed by a machine that finds the model of P U D,, and finally
a machine that reads and accepts based on the value of predicate "accept", give us the
Turing Machine that decides L in the required running time. O

4.2 Calculating the WFS model of a higher-order Dat-
alog program

In this section, we will describe a Turing Machine with multiple tapes that is created
from a fixed Datalog program P and which given any set of input first-order relations
Dy, calculates the WFS model of P U D;,,. Furthermore, with the added assumption
that the predicates of P are of order up to £+ 1 and the variables of order up to k, we will
argue that the running time of said machine is O(exp,, (poly(N))), where N = |D;,|
and with poly(N) we will denote some fixed and controlled by P polynomial of N.
For reasons of brevity, we will hide constants under poly(N') and will avoid describing
low-level operations such as parsing and decoding the input that obviously don't affect
the final run-time complexity.

The general idea and intuition behind the bound in the run-time stems from the
following observations.

» We can view predicates as functions of some arity that take as input other func-
tions and when fully applied they output an element from the set {false, undef, true}.
For the purpose of this algorith, we will view predicates in the equivalent way
of pairs of monotone-antimonotone, antimonotone-monotone functions. Each
function of such pair accepts as input other function pairs and when fully applied
it outputs an element from {false, true}. Therefore each such a function can be
represented in memory as a series of entries, one for each possible combination

lunder some encoding that can be produced in polynomial time w.r.t. |Djy,|.
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of elements that the arguments can take. Each entry ends with a truth value which
is the evaluation of the fully applied function. Partial application is handled by
creating a new function representation by the old one after fixing some of the
initial arguments and collecting a new set of entries.

« For every type p of a variable where order(p) = j, the cardinality of the set [o]
is bounded by O(exp; (poly(N))) and it is alsoj < k. Therefore it is bounded by
O(expy, (poly(N))). This bounds the set we draw from to instantiate the variables
of a rule and intuitively is exactly what bounds the expressiveness. For example,
a first-order predicate that handles arguments of type individual has a represen-
tation of polynomial size with respect to IV, which is produced by the cartesian
product of the sets that correspond to its multiple arguments. Furthermore, the
different functions/predicates of such type are exponential (one of three choices
for the truth values without considering Fitting-monotonicity restriction). Obvi-
ously, this argument is preserved when viewing the meanings of predicates as
pairs of functions.

* For each constant predicate p with order up to k¥ 4+ 1 we create its meaning or in
other words the function (pair of functions) it is assigned to at the current step of
the algorithm. Such a function's size can reach up to O(exp, (poly(N))) entries
again by considering the cardinalities of the sets for the arguments and taking
the cartesian product. Notice how we do not need to create all possible such
meanings for these types since they never appear as arguments.

* Any polynomial algorithm that acts on O(exp, (poly(NN))) number of elements
will have a final complexity (w.r.t V) of O(exp,, (poly(N))). We will hide the
change of the constants in the resulting polynomial of N using the "poly()" no-
tation. This is a straightforward property of the function exp,, ().

* The immediate consequence operators can run at most a number of steps propor-
tional to the size that the functions of the constant predicates. That is because the
operators produce a monotonically increasing sequence or Fitting-monotonically
in the case of C7,. No change in the representation of all constant predicates af-
ter an iteration signals the convergence of the loop. In other words, after each
iteration at least one entry at the function representation of at least one predicate
must change in an increasing fashion.

We will divide the algorithm into several steps. At the start of the execution assume
that the machine has parsed the input D;,, as a string and has augmented the set of rules
of P with the facts in D;;,. This can obviously be done in polynomial time to |D;,,| and
is omitted. As stated we will not delve into details about how such a representation is
done in the machine since it does not alter the complexity. We divide the algorithm
in steps which we describe and argue that each one of them can be performed within

O(expy,(poly(N))).

4.2.1 Calculate the set of possible elements for each type

We will appoint a separate machine tape for each possible type that an expression that
appears in P. This includes every possible sub-expression. Obviously, there is a fixed
number of such expressions and it depends only on the fixed program P. We will also
not consider expressions of type o since they can't appear as arguments. Finally, we
also appoint a separate tape for each constant predicate in P.
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For every type p and order(p) = j and j < k that appears in an expression in P,
we will calculate and write in its appointed tape the following.

* The set [p]™ of monotone-antimonote functions for this type. This is represented
in memory as a series of elements each one represented by a function identifier
(an increasing integer number) followed by the actual function representation as
described below. We will denote the identifier of the function f for the type p as

id,(f).

The set [p]*™ of antimonotone-monotone functions for this type. Solely for con-
venience, we will label the new functions reusing the same counter we used for
the [p]™ set. This results in identifiers bigger than those corresponding to the
previous set.

The set of tuples of function identifiers (id,(a), id, (b)) such that a,b € [p]™" U
[p]*™ and a < b, fully describing the partial order of the elements of the set
[p]™ U [p]*™. We will assume that each tuple (id,(a),id,(b)) has a flag next
to it telling us whether it also holds a € [p]™ and b € [p]*", thus making it a
valid element of [p]™ ® [p]®™. It is convenient to store the partial order for the
whole [p]™ U [p]*™ domain as will be seen later.

Givenatype p = py — -+ — p; — o of arity t we have that Vi € {1,--- ,t}
order(p;) = j' < j = order(p). We will assume that the tape of each p; is already
filled out which means that we have already calculated the set of elements and their
ordering for every sub-type of p. This dictates an order of calculation for each type in
a recursive fashion defined by the way each type is constructed.

We will also operate under the assumption that the total size of the tape for p; is
bounded by O(exp,, (poly(N))) bits and given the bound in the order for the subtypes,
bounded by exp;_; (poly(N)) bits. We show that if this bound (which is controlled
by the type's order) holds for each sub-type's tape then it also holds for the tape of the
constructed type p. It is easy to verify that the case holds for the base type case of «.
Specifically, the number of elements of this type is bounded by the size of the Hebrand
Universe which is bounded by N = |D;,,| plus a fixed number for the set of constants
appearing in P. In other words, the cardinality of the set and of the trivial ordering is
proportional to V.

Calculate the elements of [p]™

We have that (= is right associative)

1™ = [([]™ @ [ ]™) S (lpa]™ @ [pa]™) ™3 - T

We can ignore the case of p; being the type ¢ to simplify the analysis since it doesn't
affect the following arguments. We can work on a separate tape for each set [p;]™* ®
[o:]™"

For each set [p;]™ @ [p:]*™ we collect each possible element (a;, a}) that belongs
to it as a tuple of function identifiers (id,, (a;),d,,(a;)) from the tape appointed to
the type p;. That means we collect every (id, (a;),id), (a;)) where a; € [p;]™ and
al € [p;]*" and also a; < af. This takes time polynomial to the size of the tape for p;
so given the bound in the order of p; it is O(poly(exp, _; (poly(N)))) or equivalently

O(exp;_; (poly(N))).
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We proceed by creating every possible function that evaluates to {false, true}. To
create one such function we use the cartesian product of the sets collected above to
create every possible instantiation of the arguments.

([oa]™ @ [pa]”™) x ([p2]™ @ [p2]™) x -+ x ([pe]™ @ [pe]™)

Since we have retrieved all elements that can be slotted as arguments then it is a matter
of combining them in every possible way, which can be done within polynomial time
w.r.t. the total size of the elements. Assume that the arity for the type p is t. Then for
each such instantiation such as

(idm (al)v idl’l (a/1>)7 (idﬂz (a2)7 idﬂz (aé))a T (idﬂt (at)v id/’t (ai))

we write down the entry

(idm (al)a id,[)l (a/l))a B (idﬂt (at)a idpt, (a;))v T

where T' € {false, true}. The number of possible different instantiations of the argu-
ments is the product of the cardinalities of the sets of elements for each subtype p; there-
fore bounded by [exp; , (poly(IV))]". This bound can be written as exp;_, (poly(N))
by increasing the constants of the polynomial of N. The time needed to write them
down for one function is also polynomial to the size of this product. This leads to a
running time of

O(poly([exp;_y (poly(N))]")) ~ O(exp;_, (poly(N)))

Notice that the size of its function written is also bounded by O(exp;_; (poly(N)))
since any identifier for a subtype has size at most O(exp; _,(poly(NV))) since it is al-
ways logarithmic to the number of possible functions for that type.

We proceed with doing this for every possible function. We can use a separate
tape to store the set of truth values appointed to the entries as a binary string and thus
generate them in increasing order so we do not produce the same function. The number
of possible such functions is:

ol el " xileo] " @ loa] " bexilo " @loe]™1 < 9ol 2 (o)) exp (poly(V))

Writing all of them down takes time at most

O(exp;(poly(N))) x exp;_; (poly(N)) ~ O(exp,(poly(N)))

and so is the space we need since each function takes space O(exp;_; (poly(N))). As
we see the current size of the tape we filled so far is totally dominated by the number
of possible functions and each function size is irrelevant to the space complexity bound
since it is exponentially lower.

Now that we have written every possible function in the form described we need
to filter those functions that are actually monotone-antimonotone. Remember that we
already have the ordering for each sub-type in its tape. For every function written before
we perform the following test.

For every entry in the function's representation:

(idp, (a1), idp, (1)), -+, (idp, (ar), idp, (a3)), T
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we check it against every other entry in it

(idm (bl)v idpl (bll))7 T (idpt (bt)v idﬂt (b;))v T

IfVie {1, - ,t}itisa; < b;,al > bl andalsoitis T’ < T (false < true) the test fails
and we skip to the next function. If the test passes for all combinations of entries we
assign an identifier for the function (increasing positive integer number) since it repre-
sents an actual monotone-antimonotone function and we save both the function and the
identifier on the tape for the type p. If the test fails for at least one pair of entries then we
move to the next function. The number of tuple pairs we will compare is bounded by
the square of the size of the function so [exp,_, (poly(N))]* ~ exp;_, (poly(N)) and
we can collect them in time proportional to the size of the function's representation. For
every pair of entries, each point-wise comparison of the elements requires parsing the
corresponding tape of the sub-type to check if said pair is included in the partial ordering
by searching for it in the appropriate tape. This takes time at most O (exp, _ (poly(N)))
when implemented in the simplest way possible. Thus the total time of testing per func-
tion is O(exp?_, (poly(N))) x Oexp,_, (poly(N))) ~ O(exp,_, (poly(N))) and do-
ing it for all exp, (poly(IV)) at most functions gives total running time:

exp; (poly(N)) x O(exp;_; (poly(N))) ~ O(exp; (poly(N)))

Calculate the elements of [p]*"

We have that

[o1°" = [([ed™ @ [ I°™) = ([p2]™ @ [p2]™™) = -+ = ]

The process is completely analogous to the one we used to create the set [p]™" and so
is the running time. The identifier we give each function picks up from where we were
left when calculating the [p]™ set. We need to change the test to accommodate testing
if a function is antimonotone-monotone now.

For every entry in the function's representation:

(idm (a1)7 idﬂl (all))7 T (idpt (at)7 idﬂt (a;))v T

check it against every other entry:

(idm (bl)v idﬂl (bll))a Tty (idpt (bt)’ idﬁt (b;))v T/
IfVie {1,--- ,t}itisa; < b;, a; > b} and also it is T' < T” the test fails and we skip
to the next function.
Create the partial ordering of [p]™ U [p]*"

The tape for type p should at this point already contain each element of [p]™ U [p]*™.
The ordering will be represented as a set of tuples (id,(f),id,(g)) where f < g.

For that we need to compare each pair of functions f,g € [p]™ U [p]*™". Given a
pair of f, g for every entry in the representation of f

(idp, (a1),idp, (a1)), -+, (idy, (ar), idp, (a3)), Tta

we check it against the corresponding entry (same arguments) in g
(idp, (a1), idp, (1)), , (idp, (ar), idp, (a3)), Tya
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If it holds Ty, < T’ for all entry pairs then we add (id,(f), id,(g)) to the end of the
tape.

The number of functions we have to compare to each other is bounded by the product
of the elements that passed the previous filtering. They are at most [exp; (poly(N))]?
pairs and we can collect them at a proportional to their number, running time. Each pair
comparison takes time bounded by a polynomial of the size of the functions which is at
most exp;_; (poly(N)). This gives us a total running time to create the ordering of

O([exp; (poly(N))]*) + [exp, (poly(N))]* x O(poly(exp;_, (poly(N))))

which once again is equivalent to

O(exp, (poly(N)))

for a polynomial of N of an appropriately high enough order. Marking the pairs (id,(f),id,(g))
in the ordering where it also holds that f € [p]™ and g € [p]*™ can be done during
the previous process with no relevant addition to the running time.

4.2.2 Initialization of the constant predicates

For every constant predicate p with type p and order at most k£ + 1 on a dedicated tape
for the said predicate, we create its initial meaning which is a pair of functions (fp, g,)
where f, € [p]™ and g, € [p]*™. As per usual the type's p, elements are pairs of
functions of the form:

[o1™ = [([22]™ © [a]™) ™3 (oo™ © [pa™) ™5 - 7% ]

and:
o=l = [([a]™ @ [1F™) 23 ([pad™ @ [p]™) 23 - 25 o

We repeat the previous process for the type p, with a crucial difference. We do not
create every possible function by allowing the truth values in the entries to be of of any
choice. We only create exactly two elements.

» Weset fj, to be the bottom element for the type which is a monotone-antimonotone
function where each entry ends with false in its representation.

* We set g, to be the top element which is an antimonotone-monotone function
where each entry ends with frue in its representation.

With a similar analysis as before and given that the size of the functions created for
any constant predicate of order at most k + 1 is at most O(exp, (poly(N))), we get a
total running time for all predicates at O(exp, (poly(NN))). There is a fixed number of
constant predicates B and we create two elements for each one of them. Notice that if
we were to instantiate every possible element of a type of order £ 4 1 we would require

time of O(exp;,_; (poly(N))).

2In the case where we allow new predicate definitions in the input database D;,, we can still argue that
there are polynomially many of them w.r.t the total combined size of the program and the database.
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4.2.3 Perform the bottom-up iterative procedure
We have for the stable revision operator that

Cro(1, ) = (5 IT) = (Up([Te (-, )0, Up([Te (1, -)]2))
and we get the sequence

(o, Jo) = (L,T)

(Ini1:a41) = Crp(In, Jy)
For our functionless language, we can assume that there is a point in the sequence where
(In, Jn) = Crp (I, Jy). We will describe the process of applying Cr;, to a (I,,, J,,) and
argue about the running time of each application step.

a) Calculate I, 1 = Ifp([Tp (-, Jn)|1):

Assume that we have already (I,,, J,,) and we need to calculate ,,11. We have to
calculate the following sequence.

Iy = [Te(L,Jn)h
I§+1 = [TP(Ir;LHa Jn)]l
In+1 = [TP(In+17 J’ﬂ)]l

For each constant predicate p, we create a copy of its current meaning (I,,(p), J.(p))
for safekeeping before we proceed. Remember that after we produce 7,1 we still need
I, to create J,, 1. We also create another copy of every I,,(p) which we initialize to
the bottom element by setting the truth values of the entries to false. In other words, we
create I) , | (p) before we initiate the main loop.

We then describe the general iteration step and its complexity:
L = [Tl Ja)h
For the immediate two-valued operator 7p we have:
Tp(I, J)(p)dy -+ dy =
\/{/\[[Li]]s[vl/dl7--<7Vn/dt](I7 J) | (pV1--- Vi < LiA---ALy,) € P, s a pair Herbrand state}

We create the following loop to implement this single step of applying the operator.
For each constant p make a copy of 1%, (p) to alter.

For each constant predicate p:

For every rule in P with p on the head such as:

pVi- Vi Ly Ao ALy

and

E;
with {E;,--- ,E,,} atoms and Vi, --- ,Vy, t' > t being the set of the different vari-
ables appearing in the rule (formal or existential) with corresponding types p1, - - - , p':

For every possible instantiation for the set of variables so as each variable V; is as-
signed to a tuple of function identifiers (id,, (v;),id,, (v})) where (v;,v]) € [pi]™ ®
o™ do:
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« For every constant predicate q in the body of the rule with order(q) < k match
the current meaning of q against the list of functions in the tape of pq to find a
matching pair of identifiers of an element in [pq]. If order(q) = k + 1 assign
a fixed set of special identifiers which signal that we will find the corresponding
pair of functions in the tape of q (remember we didn't create all instantiations for
types with order £+1). This is done so we can treat constant predicates appearing
in argument positions in a unifying way with what we do for the instantiated
variables.

* For every E; calculate its value under the current instantiation of the variables.
We allow partial application so the syntactical tree of E; can have arbitrary height
but that is purely program dependent. In general, we can calculate the value of
an expressions recursively as follows:

— For a fully applied expression of the form "e a; ...a;" assume each ar-
gument expression a; is already calculated which means we have a pair of
function identifiers for every a; as (I;, ;). We also have a pair of identifiers
(f, g) fore. We use f to locate the monotone-antimonotone function in the
appropriate tape and after reaching its function representation we use the
pairs-identifiers of the arguments to locate the corresponding entry and re-
trieve the truth value (false, true). This essentially calculates fully applied
f(ly,7m1) ... (I, ). We do the same for f5 and then we combine the two
results to get

(f (liyr1) .- (eyre), g (Liyra) - o (Ley 1))

We can then convert the result to the 3-valued domain using the function 7
for type o.

7, Nfalse, false) = false, T, ' (true, true) = true, 7, *(false, true) = undef

— For a partially applied expression "e a; ...ay" with ¢/ < t = arity(e)
instead of a pair of truth values we have to return a pair of function identi-
fiers. We again assume each expression a; is already calculated (recursive
approach) so we have a pair of function identifiers (I;, ;) for every a; and
also a pair of identifiers (f, g) for e.

We use f to locate the monotone-antimonotone function in the appropriate
tape. Then using the identifiers for the first ¢’ arguments we collect a set
of all the entries in f that start with those elements. Deleting the fixed first
t' from each entry in the set gives us a new function representation. We
use the type of e a; . .. ay to parse the appropriate tape and match the new
function representation we found to an identifier f’. Since e a; ...ay isan
expression of the program we know that we have created all elements of
this type in the earlier stages. We then use ¢ to locate the antimonotone-
monotone function in the appropriate tape. By a similar process, we get the
second function identifier ¢’.

We return the identifiers pair (f', ¢’).

— For an expression of the form (E; ~ Es) since our language lack functions,
each one of Eq, E, is either a variable or a constant of type . The mean-
ing of the expression under current instantiation is the same regardless of
interpretations and can be calculated easily. We can then convert the result
again to the 3-valued domain using the function 7 for type o.
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* Calculate every L; under this instantiation by using E; and the inverse rules
true' = false, false™' = true and undef™* = undef. We choose to convert
the final result in the 3-valued truth domain for convenience but it is not neces-
sary.

Calculate and return 7,0, = [7o(/\L;)]1 by taking the minimum truth value
(false < undef < true) from those calculated in the previous step for each L;,
transforming it with 7 function and projecting the first element.

* Go at the copy of I/(p) and locate the entry

(idpl (Ul)a idm (Ull))a T (idpvt (Ut), Z.dpvt (U;))7 Toid

which match for the current instantiation (that is s(V;) = (id, (v;), idp, (v}))).
If Thew > Toia then replace the truth value with T5,.,,. This implements the \/
over all rules as we consider them one by one.
After this nested loop is done, for every constant predicate p set [ ffﬂ (p) to be the copy
of I¥ | (p) we have been altering.

For the running time of one step, we can argue about the following. The number
of constant predicates is fixed and depends on P. The number of rules is O(N) if
we take into account the variable number of facts that appear in D;,,. The number of
possible combinations we have for an instantiation of any of the variables V1, --- | V; is
bounded by exp,, (poly(NN)) and the time to collect them is polynomial to that, therefore

O(poly([expy, (poly(N))]"))

The time it takes to calculate an expression like € a; . .. ap given the size of the func-
tions we manipulate and the fact we implement polynomial algorithms in regard to their
size, is also bounded by O(exp, (poly(N))). There is also a fixed number of such ex-
pressions we need to calculate to find each atom E; and therefore a fixed total number
of them per rule. Finally the act of updating a truth value in a copy of I¥ +1(p) takes
also time bounded by O(exp,, (poly(NN))). Putting all this together, the total running
time of the loop is

O(poly([expy (poly(N))]™)) + O(N) x O([expy, (poly(N))]™) x (O(expy (poly(N)))

~ O(expy,(poly(N))

for a large enough fixed polynomial of N.

For the total running time of finding 7,1 = [fp([Tr (-, J,)]1) we need to argue
about how many steps we will need to take till convergence. Each step as shown above
takes O (exp;, (poly(N)) time. The sequence I9 1,1}, |, 12 ;- isincreasing. That
means that each time we perform a step for at least one constant predicate p it must
hold that I, Si% (p) > I’ (p) or equivalently at least one entry in the representation of
the current altered ISH (p) has its truth value increased compared to the same entry in
IF +1(p). Taking into account that the number of constant predicates is fixed, let's say
C, and that the bound of their function representation is exp,, (poly(IN)) entries we get
that at C' x exp, (poly(N)) ~ O(exp, (poly(N))) steps every one of them must have
stopped increasing. So at most O(exp,, (poly(NN))) steps we have converged. Thus the
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total running time of finding I, +1 = Ifp([Tp (-, J»)]1) is the number of steps x running
time of one step.

O(expy,(poly(N)) x O(expy, (poly(NN)) ~ O(expy (poly(N))

Once again for a polynomial of N of high enough order, the time bound for the whole
process is O(exp,, (poly(N)) which means we are still within £ — EXPTIME class.

b) Calculate J,, 1 = Ifp([Te (I, )]2):

The fixed point is now given by the following sequence

Jorr = [Te(I,I})]2
Jria (To (I, T2

Tl = eI J50))k

The procedure of finding it out is the same as described for finding I,, 1 = Ifp([Tp (-, Jn)]1)
and gives the same running time. For this reason, it will be omitted. There is a differ-
ence in the initialization that we have to consider. In the sequence, we take as a starting
point

J2+1 =1,
where I} is the least interpretation belonging in H3", such that I, > I,,. For every
constant predicate p we need to calculate I*(p) as the least antimonotone-monotone
function such that I*(p) > I,,(p). This can be done in O(exp, (poly(IN)) by simply
applying the following iterative procedure. For every constant predicate p of arity .

* Set initially I} (p) = I,,(p)
* For every pair of entries in I} (p)

(idm (a1)7 idm (all))v T (idpt (at)7 idpt (a;)), Ty

(idp, (b1),idy, (b)), -+, (idy, (D), id, (b)), T2
If Vi holds a; < b; and a; > b} and also 77 < T5 then change T} to T in the
first entry.

With similar arguments and using the space-bound in the representation of the functions,
we get a running time of O(exp,, (poly(N)) for this procedure. The calculation of the
fixed point is then done in the same way as before.

Final complexity of bottom-up procedure
We have shown that the step

(I7L+17 Jn+1) - CTP (Ina Jn)

takes time O(exp,, (poly(N)) for a fixed polynomial of N. We need to argue about
how many iterations of performing this "outer" step we will need to apply till the in-
terpretations pair converges to a fix-point. The bound follows from the fact that Cr, is
Fitting-monotonic for the pairs (Z,,, J,,) we consider. It specifically holds that:

(Inv Jn) j (In+1a Jn+1)
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That means after each step for at least one constant predicate p it is (I, J,)(p) =<
(Ln+1, Jnt1)(p). By the bound O(exp,, (poly(NN)) in the representation of each con-
stant predicate and the fact that the number of them is a fixed number we have that we
will apply Cr,, at most exp,, (poly(N)) times. Taking into account the complexity of
performing one step we have a total running time:

expy, (poly(N)) x O(expy,(poly(N))) ~ O(expy(poly(N)))

Once again for a polynomial of IV of high enough order, we are still within ki—EXPTIME
class for the whole calculation.
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CHAPTER 5

‘—NEGATIVE DATALOG WITHOUT PARTIAL
APPLICATION

In this chapter, we prove the second row of the table in [Il. This row contains the results
for the language fragments 7-[;’3 fork=1,2,....

. h.o.
pam? ! . negation existential order 1 order 2 order 3 e order oo
application .
variables
NO YES YES ‘ PTIME EXPTIME 2—-EXPTIME --- ELEM.

5.1 Theorems

The main theorem is the following.

Theorem 5.1. For every k > 1 ’H,Z’a captures exactly (k — 1) — EXPTIME.

Proof. Lemma shows that for every £ > 1 ’H;"H expresses at least (k — 1) —

EXPTIME. Corollary f.4 that is derived from Lemma B.3 proves that ’H;’a can express
at most (k — 1) — EXPTIME. O

We present now the two necessary lemmas that we need to prove the main theorem.

Lemma 5.2. Let there be a deterministic Turing Machine that decides a language L in
(k—1) — EXPTIME, k > 1. Then, there exists a program P that belongs in 7—[;’3 that
decides L.

Proof. For k = 1 this has been shown numerous times since even standard Datalog ex-
presses PTIME on ordered Databases. Also, notice that the Well-Founded model of se-
mantics for higher-order Datalog presented here reduces to the classical Well- Founded
semantics in the literature for first-order Datalog which is also shown in the literature
to fully coincide with positive semantics in the absence of negation in the program.
For k > 2 the Lemma is proven by a simulation of a general Turing Machine that
decides a language L in (k — 1) — EXPTIME through a Datalog program that belongs
in 7—[,:3 The simulation is given in the following section. O
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Lemma 5.3. Let P be a Datalog program in ’H;’a with k > 2. Then there exists a
Turing machine that for any set of input (first-order) relations D, given D, as input,
it can calculate the WES model of P U Dy, within time O(exp;,_,(n?)), where n is the
size of Dy, and q is a constant that depends only on P.

We can show it by reusing the more general (includes partial application) Turing
machine described in section §.2 since it has the running time complexity that the lemma
requires. This lemma gives us the following corollary result.

Corollary 5.4. Let P in 7—[,;’3 be a program that decides L. There exists a Turing
machine that decides L and runs in time O(exp;,_,(n?)), where n is the length of the
input string and q is a constant that depends only on P.

Let P in "H;’H be a program that decides L. There exists a Turing machine that
for every string w and corresponding input relation D,, finds the model of P U D,,,.
Furthermore, the machine does that in time O(exp;,_,(n?)) where n = |D,,| and by
the imposed form of D,, we know that |D,,| is proportional to the size of string w.
A machine that transforms w to D,, (encoded), followed by a machine that finds the
model of P U D,, and finally a machine that reads and accepts based on the value of
predicate "accept", give us the Turing Machine that decides L in the required running
time.

In the next section, we provide a simulation of a Turing machine with programs in
HA.

5.2 Simulation with 7{ "7 Datalog

Assume a Turing machine M that decides L in O(exp,n?) (n the size of the input
string). Then there exists an integer d such that for every input string w with n = |w|,
M terminates at most exp;,n‘ steps. The datalog program we will present gives the
correct result in its "accept" predicate by simulating expknd steps of M. For that, we
first need to find a way to simulate counting from 0 to exp, n. This will be done in the
following steps.

5.2.1 Counting to n?

We define the predicate base_zero which is true for the constant 0 which by our con-
vention is always the starting number and the first argument of the first in order tuple
in the input relation. Then we define base_last which is true for the number n — 1
which is the first argument of the last in order tuple in the input relation. Then we
have base_succ which takes two arguments of type ¢ and succeeds only if the sec-
ond argument is the successor of the first in the ordering. From base_succ we can
define base_pred which succeeds if its second argument is the predecessor of its first
argument:

base_zero 0.

base_last I < (input I X end).

base_succ I J < (input I X J),(input J,A,K).
base_pred I J <« (base_succ J I).

Given the above predicates, we can simulate counting from 0 up to n — 1. We can
extend the range of the numbers we can support up to n? — 1. This will be done by
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introducing predicates that take d distinct arguments. We will view for convenience
these arguments as d-tuples. We use the notation X to represent the sequence of d ar-
guments Xq, . .., Xyz. The number representation comes naturally in the sense that tuple
X = X1,...,Xg represents number X4y +X4—1 X n+---+X; X nd-t,

We define the predicate tuple zero that succeeds for 0 in this new tuple represen-
tation, tuple last which succeeds for the tuple representing n¢ — 1 and
tuple base last that succeeds on the tuple that represents n — 1. These definitions
use the previously defined predicates.

tuple_zero X < (base_zero Xi),...,(base_zero Xg).

tuple_last X < (base_last X;),...,(base_last Xg).

tuple_base_last X <« (base_zero Xi),...,(base_zero X4 1),
(base_last Xg).

Then we have to define the new successor predicate for the new representation. This
tuple_ succ predicate takes as arguments two tuples and succeeds if the second is the
successor of the first. We will use the equality over individual types to define it and we
will need d rules that have as arguments two tuples with d elements each:

tuple_succ X Y + (X3 ~ Y1),...,Xy_1 =~ Yq_1),
(base_succ X4 Yq).
tuple_succ X Y <+ (X3 = Y),...,&Kg—2 = Yg_2),

(base_succ X4-1 Ygq-1),
(base_last Xg),
(base_zero Yy).

>
=<
T

(base_succ X1 Y1),
(base_last X3),...,(base_last Xy),
(base_zero Y5),...,(base_zero Yq).

tuple_succ

Then tuple_pred can be defined as follows:

tuple_pred X Y < tuple_succ Y X.

It is convenient we define some auxiliary predicates to reduce code repetition. The
less_than predicate is defined as follows:

less_than X Y < (tuple_succ X Y).
less_than X Y < (tuple_succ X Z),(less_than Z Y).

The predicate tuple_non_zero that succeeds if its argument is not equal to zero:
tuple_non_zero X < (tuple_zero Z),(less_than Z X).

We will also require another helper predicate that will distinguish which X are valid
representations of numbers. This is an artificial issue that only arises from the fact that
the universe besides 0, ..., N — 1 also contains the constants "a", "b" and "end" which
do not belong in the ordering.

valid_tuple X < (tuple_zero X).
valid_tuple X < (tuple_pred X Y),(valid_tuple Y).

These predicates are enough to get us up to the natural number n¢ — 1. We now
move to the next step of defining our counting scheme.
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5.2.2 Counting to 2"

To go even higher we will need second-order predicates which handle first-order predi-
cates as "numbers". Like in [|l]] we use the idea drawn from [[7] that represents numbers
by a function f : {0,...,n% — 1} — {0,1}. The function can be seen as a binary
string and thus it is straightforward to see which is the represented number and the
range that can be represented this way (we assume that f(0) is the least significant bit
of the number).

To do this with Datalog we will use a first-order predicate that takes as an argument
a tuple as described previously. In contrast to [[l]] we can use negation to our advantage.
Let's say a number n is represented by the predicate p_n . We want that (p_n X)
succeeds iff in the binary representation of n the bit at position indicated by the number
that X represents, is equal to 1. Similarly ~ (p_n X) succeeds iff the bit at position
indicated by the number that X represents is equal to 0.

We will now proceed with defining the relevant predicates we are going to use. We
start with 1ast; which represents the last number which is o’ 1.

last; X < (valid_tuple X).

The predicate 1ast; must succeed for every argument that represents a valid zero-
order number. To discard second-order functions that do not represent numbers we use
we use the following constant predicates.

non_number; N <+ (N X),~(valid_tuple X).
is_number; N <+ ~(non_number; N).

Notice however that the predicate is_number; in the three-valued WFS model
should also succeed for predicates such as ones that do not "contain" non-number zero
order tuples (output false with them as arguments) but output undef when given as
argument a valid tuple. This can happen since we will use variable instantiation and
higher-order existential variables but is not a problem since those instantiations should
fail to make the predicates for the predecessor and successor succeed.

We now define the second-order predicate is_zero;. This essentially checks if
its argument which is a first-order predicate is the one that represents the number 0.
The predicate non_zero; accordingly succeeds if its argument does not represent the
number zero.

is_zero; N < (is_number; N),~(non_zero; N).
non_zero; N < (is_number; N), (valid_tuple X), (N X).

Now we define the predicate is_last; that will succeed if its argument is the re-
lation that represents the last number. The predicate non_last; tells us the opposite,
that its argument does not represent the last number.

is_lasty; N < (is_number; N),~(non_last; N).
non_last; N < (is_number; N), (valid_tuple X),~(N X).

Finally, we need the auxiliary predicate (exists_one_to_right; N X)which we
will use later. It succeeds if there is a bit equal to 1 in the binary representation of the
represented number, in the current or a following position, that X represents.
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exists_one_to_right; N X <+ (N X).
X

exists_one_to_right; N

< (tuple_pred X Y),
(exists_one_to_right; N Y).

Now we have what we need to define the predecessor of a number. The case we
study is very similar to the first-order case. Intuitively for the number M to be the pre-
decessor of N, starting from the left of the binary representation, M has to be equal in bit
value with N in the current position if in N there is at least one "1" to the right. Otherwise,
it needs to have the inverse bit value.

pred; N M

hpred; N M
hpred; N M

Lol

>l

hpred; N M

bit_equal; N M
bit_equal; N M

talltall

bit_unequal; N
bit_unequal; N M

=
> >l

T

<—
(7

%
%

(is_number; M), (non_zero; N), (tuple_last X),
(hpred; N M X).

(tuple_zero X), (bit_unequal; N M X).
(tuple_pred X Y),(exists_one_to_right; N Y),
(bit_equal; N M X), (hpred; N M Y).
(tuple_pred X Y),~(exists_one_to_right; N Y),
(bit_unequal; N M X), (hpred; N M Y).

@x,mI3.
~N X),~M X).

N X),~M X).
~NX),MX).

We can define succ; which gives the successor of a given number like this:

succy N M <+

(is_number; M), (non_last; N), (pred; M N).

We need to test for equality of two numbers N and M. Intuitively we compare them
bit by bit, starting from the leftmost possible position and moving to the right.

equal; N M

equal_test; N M
equal_test; N M

talltall

%

%
(_

(tuple_last X),(equal_test; N M X).

(tuple_zero X),(bit_equal; N M X).
(bit_equal; N M X), (tuple_pred X Y),
(equal_test; N M Y).

Finally, we will need the "less-than" relation, defined as follows:

less_than; N M <+
less_than; N M <«

(is_zero; N), (non_zero; M).
(non_zero; N),(non_zero; M),
(pred; N N'), (pred; M M'), (less_than; N' M').

Notice how the order of predicates like pred; is 2. That is because they manipulate
first-order predicates. As a rule of thumb, the number plus one in the index of the
predicate name will signal their order. The predicate 1ast; is an exception since the
index is equal to its order. Finally, this concludes the counting module for the second-
order case. We can now present the framework for arbitrary order.
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5.2.3 Counting to exp, 1n% k > 1

We assume that all predicate definitions relevant to counting numbers up to exp, n?
already have been added to the program. We build on top of them to reach exp; 1 n?.

We start again with the predicate representing the last number.
lastygyy X <« (is_numbery X).

To test if a (k + 1)-order relation represents a number we use we use the following
constant predicates.

non_numberyi; N <+ (N X), (non_numberj; X).
non_numbery;; N < (equaly X Y),(N X),~(N Y).
non_numbery;; N < (equalg X Y),~(N X),(N Y).
is_numbery;; N < ~(non_number; N).

We now define the predicate is_zeroyy. This again checks if its argument, which
is now a higher-order predicate is the one that represents the number 0.

is_zerog4; N < (is_numberpy; N),~(non_zerogi; N).
non_zeroiy; N < (is_number; N), (is_number; X), (N X).

We define the predicates that check if the argument is the last number.

is_lastpyi N < (is_numberjyy; N),~(non_lasty4; N).
non_lastgyy N < (is_number; N, (is_number; X),~(N X).

Then we need exists_one_to_right; which intuitively behaves like the one
we demonstrated in the second-order case. It succeeds if there is a bit equal to 1 in the
binary representation of the represented number, in a position at and after the number
that X represents.

exists_one_to_righti4; N X <+ (N X).

exists_one_to_rightyy; N X < (pred; X Y),
(exists_one_to_rightyy1 N Y).

We proceed with the predecessor predicate for this order.

predig+1 N M < (is_numberyp;; M), (non_zeropy; N),
(hpredii; N M lasty).

hpred;y1 N M X
hprediy1 N M X

(is_zeroy X),(bit_unequalpy; N M X).
(pred; X Y),(exists_one_to_rightg4; N Y),
(bit_equalyg4; N M X), (hpredgi1 N M Y).
hpredg4; N M X — (predy X Y),~(exists_one_to_rightyi; N Y),
(bit_unequalgi; N M X), (hpredipy; N M Y).

T

v X, M Xx).
~( X),~M X).

bit_equalii; N M X
bit_equalgy; N M X

T

bit_unequalgs; NM X +— (N X),~M X).
bit_unequalg4; NM X +— ~(N X),(M X).
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We can define the successor of a given number like this:

succyy; N M < (is_numbery;; M), (non_lastgy; N), (predipy; M N).

To test for equality we need:

equalgyy; N M < (is_numberj; N), (is_numberp;; M),
(equal_testy4; N M lasty).

equal_testyy; N M X < (is_zerop4; X),(bit_equalygi; N M X).
equal_testpi; NM X < (predy X Y),(bit_equalgy; N M X),
(equal_testy4; N M Y).

Finally, we show the "less-than" relation:

less_thangi; N M <+ (is_zeropy; N), (non_zeropy; M).

less_thang4; N M < (non_zerogs; N),(non_zeropy; M),
(predi+1 N N'), (predygy; M M'),
(less_thangy; N' M').

This concludes the counting module where numbers are represented by higher-order
predicates. For any finite £ we can build a finite program like shown that can simulate
the "counting" up to expyn?.

5.2.4 Simulating the Turing Machine

In this session, we will use this framework developed previously to do the actual simu-
lation of the Turing machine. Specifically, we can use an k + 1-order Datalog program
to simulate a k-exponential-time-bounded Turing machine. The program is similar to
the one given in [[1]] with the notable exception that now any instance of partial applica-
tion is removed and instead, existential higher-order variables are used. Both negation
and higher-order existential variables are needed to be able to fully remove partial ap-
plication from the simulation program of such a Turing machine unless & = 0.

Firstly, we require a predicate that transforms the numbers that appear in the in-
put relation and are of type ¢, to their k-order relation counterpart. The predicate
base_to_higher; M X succeeds if the second argument is a predicate that repre-
sents the number M. When & = 2 we have to replace all the occurrences of X by X
in base_to_highers.

base_to_highery 0 X < (is_zeroj X).
base_to_higher; M X < (input J o M),
(base_to_highery J Y),(succy Y X).

For the actual simulation, we take the following assumptions about the way the
Turing machine operates. At the start of the operation, the first squares on the tape hold
the input and the rest are blank. The starting state is sy and the machine accepts the
input if it goes to state s,.; in which case it remains there for the rest of the operation.
We will give a brief explanation of each predicate.

We have the predicate symbol, T X. This succeeds if during the operation of the
machine at the time indicated by T, the tape at the position indicated by X contains the
symbol . We will have to create one such predicate for each possible symbol. The
predicate states T succeeds if the machine is at state s at the time indicated by T.
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Finally the predicate cursor T X succeeds if the cursor of the machine at "time" T is
at "position" X. The following program rules are required for the meaning of predicates
to be consistent with the initialization of the machine.

symbol, T X < (is_zeroy T),(input Y o W),
(base_to_highery Y X).

symbol, T X < (is_zeroy T),(base_last Y),
(base_to_highery Y Yi), (less_thany Yi X).

states, T < (is_zero; T).

cursor T X < (is_zerop T), (is_zerop X).

We proceed with the transition rules of the Turing machine. The following program
rules are created for each possible transition of the Turing Machine. For example the
transition: "if the head is in symbol o and in state s then write symbol ¢’ and go to state
s'" gives us:

symbol,s T X <4 (non_zeroy T), (pred; T T'), (cursor T' X),
(states T'), (symbol, T' X).

stateys T < (non_zero; T),(predy T T'), (cursor T' X),
(state; T'), (symbol, T' X).
cursor T X < (non_zerog T),(predy T T'), (cursor T' X),

(states T'), (symbol, T' X).

The transition: "If the head is in symbol o and in state s then go to state s’ and move
the head right" gives us:

symbol, T X < (non_zeroy, T),(pred; T T'),(cursor T' X),
(stateg T'), (symbol, T' X).

statey T < (non_zeroy T),(predy T T'),(cursor T' X'),
(stateg T'), (symbol, T' X').

cursor T X < (non_zero; T),(predy T T'),(cursor T' X'),
(states T'),(symbol, T' X'),(succy X' X).

The transition: "If the head is in symbol ¢ and in state s then go to state s’ and move
the head left" is similarly to the above:

symbol, T X < (non_zeroy T), (pred; T T'), (cursor T' X),
(stateg T'), (symbol, T' X').

statey T < (non_zeroy T), (predy T T'), (cursor T' X'),
(stateg T'), (symbol, T' X').

cursor T X < (non_zeroy T), (predy T T'), (cursor T' X'),
(stateg T'), (symbol, T' X'), (pred; X' X).

Now one would assume that these sets of Datalog rules are enough. We still haven't
considered what happens to the symbol predicates for the pairs of "time" and "position"
that the cursor does not succeed or from the machine's perspective, the cursor is not in
that position. The machine leaves those symbols unaltered and we simulate this fact
with Datalog as follows. The following rules are called "inertia rules" in literature.

symbol, T X < (predy T T'),(cursor T' X'),
(symbol, T' X),(less_than; X X').

symbol, T X < (pred; T T'),(cursor T' X'),
(symbol, T' X),(less_than; X' X).
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We end the program with the rule that gives the "accept" predicate its value.
accept < (states, lastg).

If we carefully inspect the program given above we can see that there are no cycli-
cal dependencies of the predicates that pass through negation. When an expression is
negated in the body it is either a predicate with a type of a lower order than the head
predicate, or a predicate of the same order in a few select cases that it is easy to see they
don't create cyclical dependencies at all.

However, in contrast to the first-order case in the WFS model of semantics, this
does not mean that ground terms will only be evaluated to {false, true}. If the Turing
machine does not accept the input string then the accept predicate cannot take the
value true but it can get the value undef due to the higher-order existential variables we
allowed. To see this consider the following case.

Assume the following transition exists in the Turing machine: "if the head is in symbol
o and in state S* then write symbol ¢’ and go to state Syes". Furthermore, assume
that with input string w the machine does indeed reach state S* at one point during its
execution. Then the datalog simulation in the model should evaluate [stateg- T], =
true for some Herbrand state s. Consider a new Herbrand state s’ such as s'(T) = Bp
where Br the least element in the Fitting-ordering for the type of the variable T. It must
be [stateg- T ], = undefsince outputing the value false would be a violation of the
Fitting-monotonicity condition since there exists at least one more defined element than
Bp that it outputs true. Outputing the value true would completely nullify any validity
of the simulation as then any other element should also force the expression to be true
again due to Fitting-monotonicity condition. By the same argument, since there exists
a state where s where [pred; last; T' ], = true then an s’ where s'(T') = Bp
should output undef for that expression as well. By extending the argument for the rest
of the body of the following rule:

stateg, T < (non_zeroy T),(predy T T'),(states T'),...

yes

Checking the value of [stateg~ T ], where s(T) = [lasty] it has to be at least
undefsince the higher-order variable T' is allowed to take the value B forcing the right
hand side to evalute to undef. This forces the evaluation of the expression "stateg
lasty" and thus the evaluation of the accept predicate to be undef.

yes
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CHAPTER O

POSITIVE DATALOG WITHOUT PARTIAL

This chapter is devoted to the fourth row of the results table.
artial h.o.
parual | negation existential order 1 order 2 order 3 e order co
application .
variables
NO NO X ‘ PTIME PTIME PTIME PTIME

This row describes two sets of Datalog fragments depending on whether X="YES"
or X="NO". For k = 1, these fragments coincide, and therefore they have the same ex-
pressiveness. Furthermore, demonstrating that PTIME is the upper bound for any k > 1
for programs allowing higher-order existential variables also bounds the expressiveness
of programs without those variables. In Section 6.2, we present Lemma 6.5, which also
implies the equivalence of these fragment sets. For this reason, for the remainder of
this chapter, we will focus on the more general fragment where X="YES," essentially
proving the following row.

. h.o.
p artlg ! . negation existential order 1 order 2 order 3 e order oo
application .
variables
NO NO YES ‘ PTIME PTIME PTIME PTIME

6.1 Theorems

In this section, we present the main theorem for this set of language fragments and the
necessary lemmas that we use to prove it.

Theorem 6.1. For every k > 1 H; captures exactly PTIME.

Proof. Lemmal.2 shows that for every k > 1, ’H,g expresses at least PTIME. Corollary
6.4 shows that H; can express at most PTIME. O

We present now the necessary lemmas that we need to prove the main theorem.

Lemma 6.2. Let M be a deterministic Turing machine that decides a language L in
PTIME. Then for any k, there exists a program P that belongs in ’HE that decides L.
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Proof. 1t follows from the fact that for £ = 1 which is simple first-order Datalog (first-
order Datalog can't have partial application), we already know that it captures exactly
PTIME as it is also shown in [[I]]. Now the semantics used in that paper are positive
but we have seen that they are equivalent for the ground terms, to the WFS model with
theorem B.19. Therefore, for any & > 1 we have that 7—[,2 expresses at least PTIME. [

Lemma 6.3. Let P be a Datalog program in H3 with k > 1. Let Mpyp,, be the WFS
model of P U D;,, for a set of input (first-order) relations D;,,. Then there exists an
algorithm (or a Turing machine) that when given D;, as its input, for any proposi-
tional or first-order predicate p in P, it calculates Mp_p,, (p). Furthermore, it runs in
polynomial time with respect to |Djy,|.

The rest of the chapter is ultimately devoted to the proof of this Lemma which gives
us the following corollary result.

Corollary 6.4. Let P be a program in H3, k > 1 that decides a language L. There
exists an algorithm (or a Turing machine) that decides L and runs in time O(n?), where
n is the length of the input string and q is a constant that depends only on P.

Proof. 1t follows by considering that we can decide L by transforming any string w
to D,, in polynomial time and then run the polynomial algorithm that is given from
Lemma b.3 to find Mp_p,, (accept). O

From now on in this chapter, we will use the positive Datalog semantics for the fol-
lowing analysis of the expressiveness of the language fragments. In chapter 3 we have
shown that we can calculate the full meaning of propositional and first-order predicates
by using positive semantics since any ground query evaluates to the same truth value
under both semantics.

The sections that follow will show the proof of Lemma .3 divided into steps. First,
given a program P in 7—[2 we provide a transformation that produces an equivalent pro-
gram with no higher-order existential variable in the rules. In the positive case we
can remove higher-order existential variables by leveraging the monotonicity condi-
tion. Then we briefly introduce Bezem semantics and their equivalence to the classical
positive semantics that we use in this chapter. We exploit this equivalence to calcu-
late the minimum model under Bezem semantics instead and argue about how we can
achieve that in polynomial time for this specific language fragment set and only in the
case of calculating the meaning of propositional and first-order predicates.

6.2 A transformation to remove higher-order existen-
tial variables from positive Datalog

Consider the following transformation:
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Set P’ to be a copy of P. Then perform the following changes in P’:

* For every type py where V : py is a higher order existential variable in P’ add a
new constant predicate toppy and the following rule in the program.

toppy (X .

* In every rule of P’ replace every instance of an existential variable V : py with
the constant predicate toppy .

Example 6.1. For example the program

p < r(Q,Q).

becomes

toppq (XD .
p < r(toppq) ,toppq(a).

It is easy to see that the transformation is a polynomial time transformation with
respect to the size of the original program P. We will show the following lemma.

Lemma 6.5. Let P in Hj for k > 2 and P’ the program produced by applying the
previous transformation to P. The following hold:

* P’ contains no existential higher-order variables.

 For any input relations D;,, let Mpyp,, be the minimum model of P U D;,, and
Mepi(p,,, the minimum model of P' U D,,,. Then for every constant predicate p
in P it holds that Mpyp,, (p) = Mpup,, ().

Before proceeding with the proof we assume for convenience that P also includes
these top predicates without them replacing any existential higher-order variables in the
rules. That is just so we can consider every interpretation of P also as an interpretation
of P’ without having to extend it. We show that the models of both programs are the
same therefore they share the same minimum (positive semantics) model.

Lemma 6.6. For every Herbrand interpretation I, T is a model of P if and only if T is
a model of P'.

Proof. We show that if an interpretation Z is not a model of P it is not a model of P’
and vice versa. We will consider only interpretations that give these new top predicates
the meaning of the correct type top element, or else it is trivial that the considered
interpretation is not a model for both programs.

Let Z be an interpretation that is not a model of P. Then there exists a rule in P

pvl"'Vn<_E1/\"'/\E'rn

and a Herbrand interpretation s such that for all i € {1,...,m}, [E;]s(Z) = true and
[p Vi---Vin]s(Z) = false. The set {V1,---,V,} is the set of formal parameters of
the rule and assume {V,,11,...,V i} is the set of existential variables that appear
in the body. Now in P’, by considering the former transformation there has to be a
corresponding rule:
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pVi- -V, < EjA--AE.

We show that there exists a Herbrand state s’ such that foralli € {1,...,m}, [Ei]s(Z) =
true and [p V1 - - -V, ]s(Z) = false. Consider s’ to be one that s'(V;) = s(V,) = d; for
i € {1,...,n}. Then obviously [p V1 - - - V,,]s*(Z) = false by the choice of the inter-
pretation Z. For a E} we consider cases based on the syntactic form of the expression.

E; == "(toppy ...)" for some toppy; we added. Then it is [E}[s (Z) = true
since we consider Z where top predicates get the meaning of the corresponding
top element.

E; =="(qarg} ...arg),)" for some constant predicate q. The corresponding E;
in program P is of the form E; == "(q arg; ...argg)" . Foreveryk € 1,--- |t
we have
- If arg;C =="V," with 0 < # < n which makes V; a formal variable of the
rule then

larg]s (Z) = s' (Vi) = di = s(V;) = [argk]s(T)

— If arg;, == "toppy," where i > n. This means that the argument is a
replaced higher-order variable with a top predicate. Since we consider only
interpretations that give these predicates the meaning of top elements we
have:

largi]s (Z) = toppv; 2, s(pv;) = [argr]s(T)
— If arg), == "r" for some constant predicate r then again we have that
largils (Z) = [rl«(2) = [r]s(2) = [argk]s(T)
So for all sub-cases for the arguments, we have that

[argils (Z) = large]s(T)

Now since Z(q) is a monotone function we have that:

[Els (Z) = [(a argy, ... argy)]s (D) = [als (D) ([argi]s (Z) .. . [argi]s (T))

ZPq
[als(D)(larg:]s(Z) - - largrls(T)) = [(a argy .. . argr)]s(Z) = [Eils(T)
In compact form
[Eils(Z) = [Ei]s(Z) = true
E, == "(V; arg},--- ,arg)" for some formal higher-order variable V;. Same
analysis as previous gives us [E;]s/(Z) = true. Instead of a constant monotone

predicate, we have at the root s'(V;) = s(V;) = d; where d; is monotone so we
can follow the same line of thought as before.
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* E) == "(E; = E3)". Each one of E;, E is either a variable or a constant of
type ¢. The meaning of the expression under current instantiation is the same
regardless of interpretations.

This concludes the argument that if Z is not a model of P it is also not a model of P’.
For the other direction let Z be an interpretation that is not a model of P’. Then
there exists a rule in P’/
pVi---Vp, < E{A---AE,

and a Herbrand interpretation s’ such that for all ¢ € {1,...,m}, [E;]s(Z) = true and
[p Vi---V,]s(Z) = false. By considering the corresponding rule in P

PVi---V, ¢ E A AEn

and taking s such that for any formal variable V; (i < n)itis s(V;) = s'(V;) = d; and
for any non formal V] it is s(V;) = d; where d; is the top element for the type py, it is
easy to show that for every E; we also get

[E]].(2) = true
while [[p Vi - - - V. ]s(Z) = false. Therefore, Z is not a model of P. O

Lemma .3 allows us to transform every program P in 3 to one in a more restricted
fragment which does not allow existential variables in the body of the rules namely
a program in Hy. Furthermore, this transformation depends purely on program P so
trivially polynomial to the input size of the input database. We will now briefly describe
the Bezem semantics and how we can use an equivalence theorem between that and the
semantics of our language (Wadge) to calculate the meaning of all propositional and
first-order predicates in the minimum model of P.

6.3 Bezem Semantics and an Equivalence Theorem

We will describe here a new model for semantics that is based on a more syntactical
approach. This semantics is defined for a language that is more general than our own.
It can easily be verified that our language is a subset of the one used in [3]. It can
also be verified that the programs in the fragment ;. and by former arguments #; are
also valid programs (named "hoapata" programs in the paper) that we can use Bezem
semantics to give them meaning.

Before giving the proper definition, consider the following example of a program
in Hk .

Example 6.2.
q a.
q b.
pQ <« (Qa.
idR X+ (R X).

In Bezem's approach, we take the ground instantiation of a program, which can
be viewed as a propositional program that is produced by the original by replacing
every variable with all possible appropriately typed terms of the Herbrand universe.
Those terms are created using only predicate and individual constants that appear in the
program. For example, the ground instantiation of the example program above would
be:
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Example 6.3.
q a.
q b.
Pq< (qa).
id q a «+ (q a).
p (id q@) « ((id q) a).
id (id @) a « ((id q) a).
p (id (id @) + ((id (id q)) a).

Notice how each variable is replaced with any appropriately typed term including
those that are produced by partial application like (id (id gq)) which has the same
type as the constant predicate q. This generally gives us a ground instantiation that is
infinite. We treat this as an infinite propositional program which implies that we can
use the standard fixed point theory of classical logic programming to find which atoms
are true at the minimum model.

Now we present the formal definitions and the main theorem we will use without
proof. Proof of the theorem can be found in [3].

Definition 6.1. For a program P, we define the Herbrand universe for every argument
type p, denoted by Up ,, to be the set of all ground terms of type p that can be formed
out of the individual constants and predicate constants in the program.

The notion of the ground instantiation is given by the following definitions.

Definition 6.2. A ground substitution 6 is a finite set of the form {V; /E;, ..., V,,/E,}
where the V;'s are different argument variables and each E; is a ground term having the
same type as V;. We write dom(0) = {V1,...,V,} to denote the domain of 6.

Definition 6.3. Let 6 be a ground substitution and E be an expression. Then, Ef is an
expression obtained from E as follows:

» Ef = Eif E is a predicate constant or individual constant;
* VO =0(V)ifV € dom(0); otherwise, VO = V;

* (E1 E2)0 = (E10 Ex0);

* (E; = E2)0 = (E16 =~ E20).

If 6 is a ground substitution such that vars(E) C dom(#), then the ground expression
EO is called a ground instance of E.

Definition 6.4. Let P be a program. A ground instance of a clause p V1 ---V, <+
Ei,...,E, of Pis a formula (p V;---V,)0 < Ei6,... E,,0, where 0 is a ground
substitution whose domain is the set of all variables that appear in the clause, such that
for every V € dom(0) with V : p, itis (V) € Up ,. The ground instantiation of a
program P, denoted by Gr(P), is the (possibly infinite) set that contains all the possible
ground instances of the clauses of P.

Definition 6.5. Let P be a program and let Gr(P) be its ground instantiation. A Her-
brand interpretation I of Gr(P) is defined as a subset of Up , by the usual convention
that, for any A € Up ,, I(A) = true iff A € I. We also extend the interpretation I for
every (E; =~ Es) ground atom as follows: I(E; ~ E;) = true if E; = E; and false
otherwise.
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Finally, we need the immediate consequence operator.

Definition 6.6. The immediate consequence operator for Gr(P), Tg(py is the following
operator:

true,  if there exists a clause A < Eq,...,E,, in Gr(P)
Terpy(1)(A) = such that I(E;) = true forall ¢ € {1,...,m}
false, otherwise.

We have that the least fixed point of 7, (p) exists and is the minimum model of
Gr(P). We will denote this model as Mg, (py. The main theorem we will now present
states that with respect to the ground atoms the Bezem approach and our semantics
(Wadge) attribute the same truth values. Its proof can be found in [3].

Theorem 6.7 ([3]). Let P be a program and let Gr(P) be its ground instantiation. Let
Mp be the <z,-minimum Herbrand model of P and let Mg, py be the <-minimum
model of Gr(P). Then, for every A € Up , it holds [A](Mp) = Magypy(A).

6.4 Finding (partially) the minimum model of programs
in

We can now use the results given in the previous two sections to proceed with the
main Lemma .3 of this chapter. Ultimately our goal is to use Bezem semantics to find
the truth values of propositional and first-order predicates in the minimum model. We
also want to achieve that in polynomial time with respect to the input. As it has been
presented so far, trying to calculate the minimum model under Bezem semantics is not
feasible due to the possibly infinite size of the ground instantiation. We need one last
step before we can use the semantics. Consider the following two definitions.

Definition 6.7. Let P be a program and Ug , be the subset of Up , that contains ev-
ery ground term A such that A does not contain a partially applied expression in its
syntactical tree. More specifically A is a ground expression E such that:

« E=="pE;---E," for some n-arity constant predicate p where each E; is either
a predicate constant or an individual constant.

* "¢1 & ¢ for ¢q, co some constants of type ¢.

Definition 6.8. Let P be a program and Gr*(P) be a subset of Gr(P) that contains each
ground instance of a rule
A+ E17 ey E,.

such that A, Ey, -+ Ep, € Up .

Example 6.4. The Gr*(P) of the program of the example 6.2
q a.
q b.
pq <« (qa).

id g a «+ (q a).
id g b « (q b).

55



6.4. FINDING (PARTIALLY) THE MINIMUM MODEL OF PROGRAMS IN ’H,ECI

We can show now the following lemma for programs in the fragment .

Lemma 6.8. Let P be a program in Hy, for any k > 1. Let Mg (py be the <-minimum
model of Gr(P) and Mg~ p) be the <-minimum model of Gr*(P). Then for every
AeUs,

MGr*(P) (A) = MGr(P) (A)

Proof. 1t follows easily by considering the two important restrictions of programs in
fragment H;, (notice that also Hg reduces to Hy after we apply the transformation
of lemma .9). Specifically they cannot contain higher-order existential variables and
partial application in the body of the rules. Consider a term A € Ug ,. For A to appear
as head in a ground instance of a rule such as:

A< Ei,...,Em

there must be a ground substitution which assigns each variable to either a constant or
a constant predicate and is applied to a rule in the program P. By inspecting the syntax
of the body of each literal in said rule it is easy to verify that {E, ..., E,,} must also
belong to Up , therefore the ground instance belongs to Gr*(P).

By considering each step of the operator 7Tg,(p) we see that for every A € Ug ,
we only need to consider ground instances that belong to Gr*(P). Therefore, we can
find Mg, (p)(A) by operating only on Gr*(P) and not materializing the possibly infinite
Gr(P). This can be seen equivalently as finding Mg~ p)(A). O

Notice here how both Gr*(P) and Ug , are polynomial in size with respect to the
size of P and that they can be produced easily in polynomial time with respect to the
program. It is also a well-known result that the minimum model of propositional pro-
grams can be calculated in polynomial time with respect to their size.

We are now ready to prove Lemma .3,

Proof. Take a program P in Py, £k > 1 and a set of first-order input relations D;,,.
Perform the following actions:

« Apply the transformation given in Lemma .3 to get a new equivalent program
P’ that has no higher-order existential variables. The running time of the trans-
formation is polynomial on P.

* Calculate Gr*(P" U Diy) and Ug, p, , in running time O(|P" U D;;,|?) for some
fixed q.

+ Find the minimum model of the propositional program that is Gr* (P’ U Dy,). This
takes polynomial time with respect to |Gr*(P’ U D;,)| . Given that the bound of
|Gr*(P" U Dy,)| is polynomial with respect to |P’ U D;,,| we get running time
polynomial with respect to | P’ U D;,,|.

For any propositional predicate p in P’ we can retrieve its meaning from Mg« (pup,))-
We can do the same in polynomial time for first-order constant predicates after we
retrieve the truth values of all ground terms that are produced by replacing variables
with individual constants. Lemma .8 and the equivalence Theorem .7 validates that

[AJMg-prupy) = [A]JMerprup,) = [A]lMprup,,
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and also by Lemma .3
[AJMpup,, = [AJMpup,,

Furthermore, by Theorem [A]Mpyp,, is the same as it would be if we were to
use Well-Founded semantics. The total running time is polynomial in respect to | P’ U
D, | and by considering P and subsequently P’ to be fixed, polynomial in respect to
IDinl O
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6.4. FINDING (PARTIALLY) THE MINIMUM MODEL OF PROGRAMS IN 7-[2
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this chapter, we will discuss possible topics to explore in the future as well as mention
the unresolved questions of this work. More specifically this thesis does not show the
following row from the results table.

partial ap- | negation ho. ex- order 1 order 2 order co
plication (WES) istential
variables
| NO | YES | NO | |PTIME [PTIME |- | PTIME |

This fragment set, which includes negation but no partial application or higher-order
existential variables, is expected to lie in PTIME. A few obstacles restricted the inclu-
sion of the result, in its most general form, in this work. Still it is interesting to mention
different approaches for it. Consider an approach like the one in chapter 6 where we use
an equivalence of extensional and syntactical semantics. This does not hold when we
introduce the negation under the Well-Founded model of semantics in the higher-order
setting.
Assume the following example program and part of its ground instantiation.

Example 7.1. An example program that evaluates differently under Bezem's semantics
r a.

X :-~(@pX.
PX :- ~(PX).

[folse]

a.
a:- ~(qpa.
pa:- ~(pa).

Qoo

The WFS model will assign (p a) = false. The predicate q takes in one step its
meaning, regardless of the meaning of the predicate p and there are no cyclical depen-
dencies. Then (p a) drops from undefto false in the following iteration step of the outer
loop. In Bezem's approach where we treat the program as a propositional based on the
ground instantiation, we can see that the ground terms produce a cyclical dependence
that contains a double negation. It is equivalent to the program:

-~ q.

2
q =~ p.
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This leads to both (p a) and (q p a) taking the value of undef. This mismatch makes
the previous approach we took in Chapter 6 unusable. In fact, when we allow richer
syntax in our programs like partial application and/or o type (boolean domain) as an
argument type, Bezem's approach leads to non-extensional models in this setting.
There are two approaches that we are aware of for solving this issue. The first
approach involves finding a strictly polynomial time algorithm that generates a propo-
sitional program from the original program while preserving the truth values of ground
terms. In the positive case, this corresponds to the default behavior of ground instan-
tiation. The second approach, which is more mechanical, leads to a polynomial time
algorithm for model calculation. It is based on demonstrating the following.

* The bottom-up algorithm of finding the WFS model converges in polynomial
w.r.t. size of the program number of steps, both for the inner loops and the outer
loop.

* We can avoid the step of instantiating higher-order variables by a form of lazy-
instantiation where we calculate the output of the function as we need and in an
out-of-order fashion.

Another area of study involves the exploration of lifting the ordered-database as-
sumption. Specifically, when we defined the decidability of a language L with Datalog,
we assumed an input relation of a specific form derived from a string w and also an 'ac-
cept' predicate as the output. This input relation implied an ordering of the elements of
the universe, specifically the zero-order constants.

This concept can be extended to encompass any set of input relations and any set
of output relations, or in other words general database queries, provided there is an
ordering relation in place. However, we also know that first-order Datalog with nega-
tion, under stable semantics not only is problably more expressive than positive Datalog
(captures NP) but also has the capability to lift the ordered-database assumption. There-
fore, it is intriguing to establish stable semantics for higher-order Datalog and examine
its expressiveness in relation to the program order.
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