arXiv:2102.13291v2 [cs.LO] 11 Jul 2021

Algorithmic Correspondence for Hybrid Logic
with Binder

Zhiguang Zhao
School of Mathematics and Statistics, Taishan University, Tai’an, 271000, China

zhaozhiguang23@gmail.com

Abstract

In the present paper, we develop the algorithmic correspondence the-
ory for hybrid logic with binder H(@, ]). We define the class of Sahlqvist
inequalities for H(@, |), each inequality of which is shown to have a first-
order frame correspondent effectively computable by an algorithm ALBAY.
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1 Introduction

Hybrid Logic Hybrid logics [2] refer to a number of extensions of modal logic
where it is possible to refer to states by the so-called nominals which are true
at exactly one world. In addition, there are different connectives that can be
added to the hybrid language to further extend the expressive power. Two such
examples are the satisfaction operator @Q; which allows one to jump to the world
denoted by the nominal i, and the binder | x which binds the current world
and can refer to the world later in the formula.

Correspondence Theory Correspondence theory concerns the relation be-
tween modal formulas and first-order formulas. We say that a modal formula
and a first-order formula correspond to each other if they define the same class of
Kripke frames. Early results concerning correspondence theory are Sahlqvist’s
[I7] and van Benthem’s [20], who gave a syntactic characterization of certain
modal formulas (later called Sahlquist formulas) which have first-order corre-
spondents and they are canonical, which implies that any normal modal logic
axiomatized with Sahlqvist formulas is strongly complete with respect to the
class of all Kripke frames satisfying the corresponding first-order conditions. The
Sahlqvist-van Benthem algorithm [I7] [20] was given to transform a Sahlqvist
formula into its first-order correspondent.
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Correspondence Theory for Hybrid Logic In the literature, there are
many existing works on the correspondence theory for hybrid logic [Tl B}, 6] 1T
12 (T3], 14}, [15], 18, [19]. In particular, ten Cate et al. [I9] showed that any hybrid
logic obtained by adding modal Sahlqvist formulas to the basic hybrid logic H
is strongly complete. Gargov and Goranko showed that any extension of H with
pure axioms (formulas containing no propositional variables but only possibly
nominals) is strongly complete. In [19] it was shown that these two results
cannot be combined in general, since there is a modal Sahlqvist formula and
a pure formula which together give a Kripke-incomplete logic when added to
H. Conradie and Robinson [11] investigated to what extent these two results
can be combined. In the end of [I1], it was mentioned that a further direction
would be to extend results concerning extending correspondence theory to more
expressive hybrid languages e.g. hybrid logic with binder, which is the focus of
the present paper.

Unified correspondence The present paper belongs to the theory of unified
correspondence [8,4]. One major part of this theory is the algorithm ALBA (Ack-
ermann Lemma Based Algorithm), which computes the first-order correspon-
dents of input formulas/inequalities and is guaranteed to succeed on Sahlqvist
inequalities.

Structure of the paper In the present paper, we will use the algorithmic
methodology to provide a correspondence theory treatment of hybrid logic with
binder. Section [2] presents preliminaries on hybrid logic with binder, including
syntax and semantics. Section B provides preliminaries on algorithmic corre-
spondence theory. Section Ml defines Sahlqvist inequalities. Section [Al gives the
Ackermann Lemma Based Algorithm (ALBAl) for hybrid logic with binder. Sec-
tion [G] gives the soundness proof of the algorithm. Section [7] shows that ALBA*
succeeds on Sahlgvist inequalities. Section [§] gives conclusions.

2 Preliminaries on hybrid logic with binder

In the present section we collect the preliminaries on hybrid logic with binder.
For more details, see [2, Chapter 14].

2.1 Language and Syntax

Definition 2.1. Given countably infinite sets Prop of propositional variables,
Nom of nominals, Svar of state variables, which are pairwise disjoint, the hybrid
language H(Q, |) is defined as follows:

pu=p| L T]ilz|=¢] (@A) ] (@Ve) | (= @) | Op | Op| Qip | Qup || z.¢,

where p € Prop, i € Nom, € Svar. We will follow the standard rules for
omission of the parentheses. We also use Prop(¢) to denote the propositional



variables occuring in ¢. We use the notation p’ to denote a set of propositional
variables and use ¢(p) to indicate that the propositional variables occur in ¢ are
all in p. We call a formula pure if it does not contain propositional variables.
In the present article we will consider only the hybrid language with one unary
modality.

Throughout the article, we will also make substantial use of the following ex-
pressions:

Definition 2.2.
e An inequality is of the form ¢ < 1, where ¢ and v are formulas.
e A quasi-inequality is of the form 1 <1 & ... & p, <Y, = p <.
o A Mega-inequality is defined inductively as follows:

Mega ::= Ineq | Mega& Mega | Vz(Mega)

where Ineq is an inequality, & is the meta-conjunction and Vz is a uni-
versal state quantifier.

o A universally quantified inequality is defined as Vq ...Va,(p < ).

o A quasi-universally quantified inequality is defined as UQIneq1 & . . . &UQIneq, =

UQIneq where UQIneq, UQIneq; are universally quantified inequalities.

We will find it easy to work with inequalities ¢ < % in place of implicative
formulas ¢ — 9 in Section [l

2.2 Semantics

Definition 2.3. A Kripke frame is a pair F = (W, R) where W # & is the
domain of F, the accessibility relation R is a binary relation on W. A pointed
Kripke frame is a pair (F, w) where w € W. A Kripke model is a pair M = (F, V)
where V' : Prop U Nom — P(W) is a wvaluation on F such that for all nominals
i € Nom, V(i) is a singleton subset of W.

An assignment gon M = (W, R, V) isamap g : Svar — W. Given an assignment
g, x € Svar, w € W, we can define g%, the z-variant of g as follows: ¢Z (y) = g(y)
for all y € Svar \ {z} and ¢7 (z) = w.

Now the satisfaction relation can be defined as follows: given any Kripke model
M = (W, R, V), any assignment g on M, any w € W,



M, g,wlFp iff weV(p);

M, g,w - L :  never;

M, g,wl-T : always;
M, g, w IF i iff {w}=V(i);
M, g,w Ik z iff  g(x) = w;
M, g, w IF —p iff M, g,wkFp;

M,g,wlFoAy it M,g,wlF ¢ and M, g, w IF ¢;
M,g,wlFoVvey iff M,g,wlF ¢ or M, g, wlk;
M,g,wlF o =1 iff M,g,whF ¢oorM, g, wlk;
M, g, w IF Ogp iff Vo(Rwv = M, g,vlF @);
M, g, w IF O iff  Ju(Rwv and M, g,v Ik ¢);
M, g, w IF Q;p ifft M, g, V(i) IF p;

M, g, w IF Q¢ iff M, g,g(x)IF p;

M, g, w k] x. ift M, g%, wlk .

For any formula ¢, we let [¢]"9 = {w € W | M, g, w I ¢} denote the truth set
of p in (M, g). The formula ¢ is globally true on (M, g) (notation: M, g IF )
if M, g,w IF ¢ for every w € W. We say that ¢ is valid on a Kripke frame F
(notation: F IF ¢) if ¢ is globally true on (F,V, g) for every valuation V' and
every assignment g.

For the semantics of inequalities, quasi-inequalities, mega-inequalities, univer-
sally quantified inequalities, quasi-universally quantified inequalities, they are
given as follows:

Definition 2.4.

e An inequality is interpreted as follows:
(W,R,V), gk < iff
(for all w e W, if (W, R,V),g,wIF ¢, then (W, R, V), g, w Ik ).
e A quasi-inequality is interpreted as follows:

(W,R,V),glko1 <t & ... & <tby = o <iff

(W,R,V), g IF ¢ < holds whenever (W, R, V), gt ¢; <; forall 1 <i < n.

e A Mega-inequality is interpreted as follows:

— (W, R, V), g IF Ineq iff the inequality holds as defined in the definition
above;

— (W,R,V), g IF Mega; & Megay iff (W, R, V), g IF Mega; and (W, R,V ), g IF

Megay;
— (W,R,V), g Ik Vz(Mega) iff (W, R,V), g% I+ Mega for all w € W.



e A universally quantified inequality is interpreted as follows:

(W,R,V),g Ik Var .. Vau(p < o) iff for allwy, ..., w, € W, (W, R, V), g%

© <

e A quasi-universally quantified inequality is interpreted as follows:

(W,R,V),gIFUQIneq1& . . . &UQIneq, = UQIneq iff

(W, R, V), g IF UQIneq holds whenever (W, R, V), g I UQIneg; for all 1 <i < n.

The definitions of validity are similar to formulas. It is easy to see that (W, R, V),
e <yiff (W,R,V), gl ¢ — .

3 Preliminaries on algorithmic correspondence

In this section, we give necessary preliminaries on the correspondence algorithm
ALBAY for hybrid logic with binder in the style of [l [7, 2I]. The algorithm
ALBAY transforms the input hybrid inequality ¢(p) < ¢ (p) into an equivalent
set of pure quasi-(universally quantified) inequalities which does not contain
occurrences of propositional variables, and therefore can be translated into the
first-order correspondence language via the standard translation of the expanded
language of hybrid logic with binder (see page [@]).

The ingredients for the algorithmic correspondence proof to go through can be
listed as follows:

e An expanded hybrid modal language as the syntax of the algorithm, as
well as its interpretations in the relational semantics;

e An algorithm ALBAY which transforms a given hybrid inequality ¢(p) <

glF

¥ (p) into equivalent pure quasi-(universally quantified) inequalities Pure(p(p) <

Y(P));

e A soundness proof of the algorithm;

e A syntactically identified class of inequalities on which the algorithm is
successful;

e A first-order correspondence language and first-order translation which
transforms pure quasi-(universally quantified) inequalities into their equiv-
alent first-order correspondents.

In the remainder of the paper, we will define an expanded hybrid modal lan-
guage which the algorithm will manipulate (Section B.1]), define the first-order
correspondence language of the expanded hybrid modal language and the stan-
dard translation (Section B.2). We give the definition of Sahlqvist inequalities
(Section M), define a modified version of the algorithm ALBA* (Section []), and
show its soundness (Section[@]) and success on Sahlgvist inequalities (Section [T7]).



3.1 The expanded hybrid modal language

In the present subsection, we give the definition of the expanded hybrid modal
language , which will be used in the execution of the algorithm:

pu=p| L Tlilz|-¢] (@A) ] (@Ve) | (= ¢) | Op | Op|Qip | Qup [ z.¢ |
Mo | ¢0 |Ap | Ep | Ve | Fzp

For M and ¢, they are interpreted as the box and diamond modality on the
inverse relation R~1. A and E are global box and diamond modalities respec-
tively, Vzy indicates that for all z-variant g* of g, (W, R, V), ¢%,w Ik ¢, and
Jxy is the corresponding existential statement.

For the semantics of the expanded hybrid modal language, the additional se-
mantic clauses can be given as follows:

M,g,wl- By iff forallvst. (v,w) € R, M,g,vlF ¢

M, g,wl- ®p iff there exists a v s.t. (v,w) € R and M, g,v IF ¢
M,g,wlFAp iff forallve W, M,g,vlF¢p

M,g,wlFEp iff thereexistsave W st. M,g,vlF ¢

M, g,wIFVzyp iff forallve W, M, gl wlk¢e

M, g,wlF3zp iff there exists av e W s.t. M, g7, w - .

3.2 The first-order correspondence language and the stan-
dard translation

In the first-order correspondence language, we have a binary predicate symbol R
corresponding to the binary relation, a set of constant symbols ¢ corresponding
to each nominal i, a set of unary predicate symbols P corresponding to each
propositional variable p. The state variables x correspond to individual variables
z in the first-order language.

Definition 3.1. The standard translation of the expanded hybrid modal lan-
guage is defined as follows:

e ST,(p) := Px;
o ST,(L):=1;
o ST,(T):=T;
o ST, (i) :=2x=1;
o STu(y) === =y;



o ST(p1 <r&...&pn <ty = <) :=ST(p1 < P1) A

ST,
ST,
ST,
ST,
ST,

ST,
ST,

(o = 1) := STa(p) = STu(¥);

(Op) := Vy(Rzy — STy(v)) (y does not occur in ¢);
(Cp) = Fy(Rzy A STy(p)) (y does not occur in );
(Qi) :=y(y =i A STy(p)) (y does not occur in );
(Q,p) :=Fy(y = 2 A STy(p)) (y does not occur in ¢);
To(b yp) =3y = 2 A STo(p));

T, (Myp) := Vy(Ryx — ST,(¢)) (y does not occur in ¢);
T, (®9) := Jy(Ryz A ST,(¢)) (y does not occur in ¢);
T.(Ap) :=VyST,(p) (y does not occur in ¢);
T.(Ep) := FyST,(¢) (y does not occur in ¢);

(Vy) := VyST:(p);

Cyp) = FySTa(yp).

It is easy to see that this translation is correct:

where x is a fresh variable not occurring in ¢.

in ¢ and v¥);

Pn) = ST(p < P);

ST
ST

Mega, & Mega,) = ST (Mega,) A ST (Mega,);
Vz(Mega)) := Vo ST (Mega);

UQIneqi& . .. &UQIneq, = UQIneq) := ST (UQIneqy)A..

ST(
ST(
ST (Vxy ... Vaylneq) :=Vay ... V2, ST (Ineq);
(
(

UQIneq).

Proposition 3.2. For any Kripke model M, any assignment g on M, any w € W
and any expanded hybrid modal formula ¢,

For inequalities, quasi-inequalities, mega-inequalities, universally quantified in-
equalities and quasi-universally quantified inequalities, the standard translation
is given in a global way:

Definition 3.3. o ST(p <) =V (STy(¢) — ST(¢))) (z does not occur

S AST(on <

AST(UQIneq,) —



Proposition 3.4. For any Kripke model M, any assignment g on M, and in-
equality Ineq, quasi-inequality Quasi, mega-inequality Mega, universally quanti-
fied inequality UQIneq, quasi-universally quantified inequality QUQIneq,

M, g I Ineq iff M, g E ST (Ineq);

M, g IF Quasi iff M, g £ ST(Quasi);
M, g IF Mega iff M, g E ST (Mega);
M, g IF UQIneq iff M, g F ST (UQIneq);
M, g IF QUQIneq iff M, g E ST(QUQIneq).

4 Sahlqgvist inequalities

In the present section, since we will use the algorithm ALBAY which is based on
the classsification of nodes in the signed generation trees of hybrid modal for-
mulas, we will use the unified correspondence style definition (cf. [9, 10, [16] 21])
to define Sahlqvist inequalities. We will collect all the necessary preliminaries
on Sahlqvist inequalities.

Definition 4.1 (Order-type of propositional variables). (cf. [7, page 346]) For
an n-tuple (p1, ..., p,) of propositional variables, an order-type € of (p1,...,pn)
is an element in {1,0}". We say that p; has order-type 1 with respect to e if
g; = 1, and denote £(p;) = 1 or (i) = 1; we say that p; has order-type 9 with
respect to ¢ if e; = 9, and denote (p;) = 0 or £(i) = 9. We use £? to denote the
order-type such that €2(p;) = 1 (resp. €2(p;) = 9) iff e(p;) = O (vesp. e(p;) = 1).

Definition 4.2 (Signed generation tree). (cf. [10, Definition 4]) The positive
(resp. negative) generation tree of any given formula ¢ is defined by first labelling
the root of the generation tree of ¢ with 4+ (resp. —) and then labelling the
children nodes as follows:

e Assign the same sign to the children nodes of any node labelled with
\/7 /\7 D, <>, \l/ I, ., ”A’ E7vx7 Hx;

e Assign the opposite sign to the child node of any node labelled with —;

e Assign the opposite sign to the first child node and the same sign to the
second child node of any node labelled with —;

e Assign the same sign to the second child node labelled with @ (notice that
we do not label the first child node with nominal or state variable).

Nodes in signed generation trees are positive (resp. negative) if they are signed
+ (resp. —).

Example 4.3. The positive generation tree of +0(p V =<Cg) — Og is given in
Figure [l



Figure 1: Positive generation tree for O(p V =<Cq) — Og

Signed generation trees will be used in the inequalities ¢ < 9, where the positive
generation tree +¢ and the negative generation tree —1 will be considered. We
will also say that an inequality ¢ < % is uniform in a variable p; if all occurrences
of p; in +¢ and —1 have the same sign, and that ¢ < v is e-uniform in an array
P if ¢ < 4 is uniform in p;, occurring with the sign indicated by € (i.e., p; has
the sign + if e(p;) = 1, and has the sign — if (p;) = 9), for each propositional
variable p; in p.

For any given formula ¢(p1, . ..p,), any order-type € over n, and any 1 < i < n,
an e-critical node in a signed generation tree of ¢ is a leaf node +p; whene; =1
or —p; when ¢; = 9. An e-critical branch in a signed generation tree is a branch
from an e-critical node. The e-critical occurrences are intended to be those
which the algorithm ALBAY will solve for. We say that +¢ (resp. —p) agrees
with €, and write e(+¢) (resp. e(—¢)), if every leaf node with a propositional
variable in the signed generation tree of +¢ (resp. —y) is e-critical.

We will also use the notation +t¢ < xp (resp. —¢ < *¢) to indicate that
an occurrence (it does not matter which occurrence it is) of a subformula
inherits the positive (resp. negative) sign from the signed generation tree xp,
where * € {+,—}. We will write e(y) < *p (resp. €?(7) < *¢) to indicate
that the signed generation subtree v, with the sign inherited from %, agrees
with ¢ (resp. with €2). We say that a propositional variable p is positive (resp.
negative) in ¢ if +p < +¢ (resp. —p < +) for all occurrences of p in ¢.

Definition 4.4. (cf. [I0, Definition 5]) Nodes in signed generation trees are
called outer nodes and inner nodes, according to Table [l For the names of
outer nodes and inner nodes in the classification, see Example

A branch in a signed generation tree is called a excellent branch if it is the
concatenation of two paths P; and Ps, one of which might be of length 0, such
that P; is a path from the leaf consisting (apart from variable nodes) of inner
nodes only, and P, consists (apart from variable nodes) of outer nodes only.

Definition 4.5 (Sahlqvist inequalities). (cf. [10, Definition 6]) For any order-
type €, the signed generation tree xp (where x € {+, —}) of a formula ¢(p1, . .. pn)



Table 1: Outer and Inner nodes.

is e-Sahlquist if for all 1 < i < n, every e-critical branch with leaf p; is excellent.
An inequality ¢ < 1 is e-Sahlquist if the signed generation trees +¢ and —
are e-Sahlqvist. An inequality ¢ < ¢ is Sahlquist if it is e-Sahlqvist for some .

The classification of outer nodes and inner nodes is based on how different
connectives behave in the algorithm. When the input inequality is a Sahlqvist
inequality, the algorithm first decompose the outer part of the formula, and then
decompose the inner part of the formula, which will be shown in Example 5.1

Example 4.6. Here we give an example of a Sahlqvist inequality for the order-
type e = (1,1), where the outer nodes are red and the inner nodes are , and
e-critical branches are ended with blue leaf nodes. It is clear that the branch
from +py to + | = and the branch from +p; to + |  are both e-critical and
excellent. This example also shows why the outer nodes and inner nodes are
named as they are.

+lz < -V
\
) /\
RN
+o |
| | -0 -0
| /N IS
+p1
AN |
i +x +p2 —p1 —P2

Figure 2: (1,1)-Sahlgvist inequality | z.(¢Op; A O(@zz A Opg)) < OOOp; V
<>D<>p2

As we can see from the example, the major difference of Sahlqvist formula here
from the ones in [11] and [19] is mainly that here we have downarrow binders
as a part of the Sahlqvist structure.

5 The algorithm ALBA'

In the present section, we define the correspondence algorithm ALBAY for hybrid
logic with binder, in the style of [5] [7, 2T]. The algorithm goes in three steps.

10



1. Preprocessing and first approximation:

In the generation tree of +¢ and —,

(a) Apply the distribution rules:

i. Push down +O, ——, +A,+ | x,+@Q;, +@,, — — by distributing
them over nodes labelled with +V which are outer nodes (see
Figure B} notice that here we treat @; and @, as if they are
unary modality with only the right branch as the input), and

ii. Push down —0O,4+—,—V,— | z,—@;, —@,, — — by distributing
them over nodes labelled with —A which are outer nodes (see

Figure @).
+<& = +V - = —A
[ / N\ [ / N\
+V +O 40 +V — -
/ N\ \ \ / N\ \ \
+a +4 +a 44 +a +4 +a +4
+A +V +A +V
/\ VRN / N\ VRN
+V +y +A +A +a 4V +A +A
/N / N\ / N\ /\ / N\ / N\
+a +4 +a +y +8 +v +5 +v +a +8 +a +y
+lz = +V +@; +V
\ 7N \ / N\
4V +lz +1lx +V +@; +@;
/ N\ | w / A\ \ \
+a +8 +a  +B +a +p +a +f
+@, = +V -— —A
| /N / \ VAN
/ N\ \ ! /N / N\ /N
+a +6 o +f +a +6 ta =y +8 —v

Figure 3: Distribution rules for +V

1The discussion below relies on the definition of signed generation tree in Section @l In
what follows, we identify a formula with its signed generation tree.



-0 = —A +- = +V

/ \

/ N\ \ / N\
—A -0 —-0O —A += 4=
/N \ \ /N \ \
—a -4 —a -4 —a -4 —a -4
-V = —A -V = —A
/ N\ VAN / N\ 7
AN -V -V —a —A -V
/ \ / \ / N\ / N\ / \
—a —f —a =y = = -8 = —a —f —a
—lz = —A —@Qy = A
/7 N\ | /N
—A —lz —lx —A -@; -
\ ! /\ \ !
—a —f -a —f —a —f —a —f
—@, = —A - = = —A
/N / N\ 7N
—A 7@zf@r +a —A - —
/ \ | I / N\ / \
—a —f —a — -8 = ta =8 ta —v

Figure 4: Distribution rules for —A

(b) Apply the splitting rules:

a< BNy aVp <y
a<fB a<y a<ly By

(¢) Apply the monotone and antitone variable-elimination rulesdd:

(p)
(T)

a(p) < B(p) B(p)
a(l) <L)  B(T)

for B(p) positive in p and «(p) negative in p.

<«
<a

We denote by Preprocess(p < ) the finite set {¢; < ©;}ier of inequalities
obtained after the exhaustive application of the previous rules. Then
we apply the following first approximation rule to every inequality in
Preprocess(¢ < 9):

2Here the monotone and antitone variable elimination rules eliminate propositional vari-
ables p such that the inequality is semantically monotone or antitone with respect to p.

12



i <Yy
ip < Y <ig

Here, ip and i; are special fresh nominals. Now we get a set of inequalities
{io S Diy 1/}Z S _‘il}iel- We call the set {io S Piy 1/}Z S _|i1} a system.

2. The reduction stage:
In this stage, for each {ig < @;,1; < =iy}, we apply the following rules to

prepare for eliminating all the proposition variables in {ip < ¢;,¢; < =it }:

(a) Substage 1: Decomposing the outer part

In the current substage, the following rules are applied to decompose
the outer part of the Sahlqvist signed formula:

i. Splitting rules:

a< BNy aVB<y
a<lfB a<ly a<ly B<xy

ii. Approximation rules:

i<Oa z <O
j<a i<Oj j<a <90

DOLS_'i DO[S—\ZZ?
a<—j Oj<-i a<—j O4j<—w

i <Qjo r < Q5

13



a— [f<-i
j<a B < -k j— k< i

a— <z
jfa f < -k J— k<

The nominals introduced by the approximation rules must not
occur in the system before applying the rule, and «fi/z] (resp.
aly/z]) indicates that all occurrences of x in « are replaced by i
(resp. y).

iii. Residuation rules:

i<« —a < i T < - —a <
a<-i i<a a< -z <

(b) Substage 2: Decomposing the inner part
In the current substage, the following rules are applied to decompose
the inner part of the Sahlqvist signed formula. We allow these rules
to be applied in the scope of universal quantifiers, as we will show in
Example

i. Splitting rules:

a< BNy aVpB <y
a<lp a<ly a<y B<~vy

ii. Residuation rules:

a<-f —a<pB  Oa<p a<Op
f<-a  —f<a a<BB 0 < p

a < @B Q;f <« a< QB @,8<a
Eanj<p B <j— A Eanx <p B <z— Ax

a<lzf . <a
Vy(Aly = a) ANy < Bly/x])  Vy(Bly/z] <y — E(yAa))

The state variables introduced by the residuation rules must not
occur in the system before applying the rule.

iii. Second splitting rule:

Va(Megay & Mega)
Vz(Megay) Va(Megaz)

Here Mega; and Mega, denote mega-inequalities.

14



(©)

Substage 3: Preparing for the Ackermann rules

In this substage, we prepare for eliminating the propositional vari-
ables by the Ackermann rules, with the help of the following packing
rules. Here we also allow this rule to be applied inside the scope of
universal quantifiers.

Packing rules:

Vi< B)  Va(f<a)
(Fza) <8 B < (Vza)

where 3 does not contain occurrences of z.

Substage 4: The Ackermann stage

In this substage, we compute the minimal/maximal valuation for
propositional variables and use the Ackermann rules to eliminate all
the propositional variables. These two rules are the core of ALBA,
since their application eliminates proposition variables. In fact, all
the preceding steps are aimed at reaching a shape in which the rules
can be applied. Notice that an important feature of these rules is
that they are executed on the whole set of (universally quantified)
inequalities, and not on a single inequality.

The right-handed Ackermann rule:

ap <p
an <p
The system VE (B < 1)
me(ﬂm < ”Ym)
VE (B1](er V... Vagn)/pl <mllar V... Vay)/p))
isreplaced by ¢ -
VZm (Bml(ar V...V an)/pl < ym[(e1 V...V ay)/p])
where:
i. p,&1,...,%Zm do not occur in ay, ..., ay,;

ii. Each f; is positive, and each -; negative in p, for 1 <1i < m;
iii. Each «; is pure.

The left-handed Ackermann rule:
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p<

p<ap

The system V(B < m1)
me(ﬂm < ”Ym)
VE (Bi[(er V... Van)/pl <mllaa V... Vay)/p))
isreplaced by ¢
VZp (Bm[(a1 V...V an)/p] < ym[(e1 V...V ay)/p])
where:
i. p,&1,...,%m do not occur in ay, ..., ay,;

ii. Each f; is negative, and each ~; positive in p, for 1 <¢ < m.
iii. Each «; is pure.

3. Output: If in the previous stage, for some {iy < ¢;,1; < —ip}, the
algorithm gets stuck, i.e. some proposition variables cannot be eliminated
by the application of the reduction rules, then the algorithm halts and
output “failure”. Otherwise, each initial tuple {ip < @;,¢; < —ip} of
inequalities after the first approximation has been reduced to a set of
pure (universally quantified) inequalities Reduce(y; < 1;), and then the
output is a set of quasi-(universally quantified) inequalities {&Reduce(yp; <
¥;) = ip < —iy 1 ¢ < 1b; € Preprocess(p < 9p)}. Then the algorithm use
the standard translation to transform the quasi-(universally quantified)
inequalities into first-order formulas. Finally, use universal quantifiers to
quantify all free individual variables x and individual constants ¢ in the
standard translation.

Here we give an example of the execution of ALBAY on the for the (1,1)-Sahlgvist
inequality | .(¢Op; A O(Qiz A Ops)) < OOOp; V OOCp,.

Example 5.1. The algorithm receives the input inequality | z.(¢Op; AO(@;zA
Opz)) < O0OCp; V OOOps;

Stage 1:

The distribution rules, the splitting rules and the monotone and antitone vari-
able elimination rules are not applicable here, so

Preprocess(] z.(¢Opy A O(@Qiz A Opg)) < OOOp; V OOOD,)
= {{z.(¢OOpy A O(@z A Ops)) < OO0p; V OO0}

then we apply the first approximation rule and get

{ip <} 2.(COp1 A O(Qjz A Opy)), O0Cp; V OOOpy < iy}
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Stage 2:

Substage 1:

by applying the splitting rule for vV we get

{ip < z.(COp; A O(@jz A Opy)), OO, < —ip, OOCPy < =iy };

by applying the approximation rule for | x we get

{ip < ©0Op1 A O(Q4ip A Opz), O0OOCp; < —ip, OO0, < —ir )

by applying the splitting rule for A we get

{io < OOpy1,ip < O(Qjig A Opz), COOp; < =iy, OOOpy < iy}

by applying the approximation rule for & we get

{ip < Ola, iz < Opy,ip < O(Qsig A Ops), COOp; < iy, COOpy < —ip s
Substage 2:

by applying the residuation rule for O twice we get

{io < Oly, #iy < p1, €ip < Qiig A Op, OO0y < =iy, OOOpe < —iy

by applying the splitting rule for A we get

{ip < Ciy, #ip < p1, #ip < Qyip, #ip < Opy, COOP; < iy, COOPy < -y}
by applying the residuation rule for O we get

{ip < Oig, ®iz < p1, ®#ip < Qjip, ® Wiy < po, COOP; < =iy, COOPe < g}
by applying the residuation rule for < twice we get

{io < Oly, #iy < p1, €ip < Qiip, ® @i < po, OOp; < Wiy, OOpy < Wiy 5
it is easy to see that the second splitting rule is not applicable here;
Substage 3:

it is easy to see that the packing rule is not applicable here;

Substage 4:
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by applying the right-handed Ackermann rule for p;, we get

{ip < Olg, ®ip < @i, ¢ €ig < py, OC®in < B-ip, O0p, < Wiy };

by applying the right-handed Ackermann rule for ps, we get

{ip < Olg, i < Qyip, OO ®ip < W-i;, OO €i; < B-iy |

Stage 3:

Since all the propositional variables are eliminated, we output the quasi-inequality
(ip < Olg) & (€ip < Qyip) & (OC eI < W-iy) & (OCE @i <W-ip) = (ig <
—ih);

then we get its standard translation, and use ViyVi1VioVi to universally quantify
it.

Example 5.2. We consider another (1,1)-Sahlqvist inequality O | «.(Op; A
O(z A Qipg)) < OOpy V OOpe, to show how to use the universal quantifiers and
the residuation rules for | and @Q:

Stage 1:

The distribution rules, the splitting rules and the monotone and antitone vari-
able elimination rules are not applicable here, so

Preprocess(0 | z.(0p; A O(x A @Qips)) < OOpy V <OOps)
= {0l z.(Opi AO(xz AQsps)) < OOpy V<OOpa ks

then we apply the first approximation rule and get

{ip < O] z.(Op1 AO(x A @;pg)), O0py V OOpe < —ip ks

Stage 2:

Substage 1:

by applying the splitting rule for vV we get

{io <O ] 2.(Op1 AD(x AQjps)), G0py < —ip, OOpy < -}

Substage 2:

by applying the residuation rule for O and the residuation rule for & twice we get

{®ip <] z.(Op1 AO(z A Qipy)),Op; < Wiy, Opy < Wiy}
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by applying the residuation rule for | x we get
{Vy(A(y — #io) Ay < Op1 AD(y A Qip)), Opy < B=ig, Opy < B-ig f;

by applying the splitting rule for A we get (notice that here we apply the split-
ting rule in the scope of the universal quantifier Vy)

{Yy(A(y — ®ig)Ay < Op1 & A(y — ®ig)Ay < O(yAQips)), Opy < W=ip, Opy <
._‘il};

by applying the second splitting rule we get

{(Vy(A(ly — @io) Ay < Op1),Vy(A(y — @ig) Ay < O(y A Qipz)),0p1 <
Wi, Op, < Wiy };

by applying the residuation rule for O twice we get (notice that here we apply
the residuation rule in the scope of the universal quantifier Vy)

{(Vy(®(Aly — ®ig) Ay) < p1),Vy(®(A(y — @ip) Ay) < y A Qipr),Op; <
Wi, Op, < Wiy };

by applying the splitting rule for A we get (notice that here we apply the split-
ting rule in the scope of the universal quantifier Vy)

{Vy(®(Aly — @ig) Ay) < p1),Vy(®(Aly — ®io) Ny) < y & ®(Aly —
®ip) Ay) < Qipy), Op; < W=ip, Opy < Wiy}

by applying the second splitting rule we get

{Vy(®(A(y — #ig) Ay) < p1),Yy(®(Aly — ®ig) Ay) < y),Yy(®Aly —
®ip) Ay) < Qipy), Op; < W=ip, Opy < Wiy}

by applying the residuation rule for @ we get

{Vy(®(A(y — ®ip) Ay) < p1),Vy(®(Aly — @®ig) Ny) < y),Vy(E®(Aly —
®ip) Ay) ANi< py),0Op; < B-iy, Opy < Wiy}

Substage 3:
by applying the packing rule twice we get

{3y(®(Aly — @®ig) Ay)) < p1,Vy(®(Aly — #ig) A y)
®ip) Ay) A Q) < po,Op; < Wiy, Ops < W—iq )

IN

y), Jy(E®(A(y —

Substage 4:
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by applying the right-handed Ackermann rule for p;, we get

{Vy(®(Aly — #io) Ay) <y),Iy(E®(A(y — ®ip) Ay) A Q) < p2, OTy(®(Aly —
’io) A y)) S ._‘ih ng S ."il};

by applying the right-handed Ackermann rule for ps, we get

{Vy(®(A(y — ®ig) Ay) < y), OTy(®(A(y — ®ip)Ay)) < B-iy, OJy(E®(A(y —

Stage 3:

Since all the propositional variables are eliminated, we output the quasi-inequality
(Vy(®(Aly — ®io)Ay) < y)) & (BTy(®(A(y — ®ig)Ay)) < B—iy) & (OFy(E®(A(y —
’io) A y) A i) < ."il) = (io < _‘il);

then we get its standard translation, and use VigVi1Vi to universally quantify it.

6 Soundness of ALBA'

In the present section, we will prove the soundness of the algorithm ALBAY with
respect to Kripke frames. The basic proof structure is similar to [21].

Theorem 6.1 (Soundness). If ALBAY runs successfully on ¢ < 1 and outputs
FO(p < 1), then for any Kripke frame F = (W, R),

FIFp <y iff F = FO(p < ).

Proof. The proof goes similarly to [7, Theorem 8.1]. Let ¢; < ¢;, 1 < i < n
denote the inequalities produced by preprocessing ¢ < 1 after Stage 1, and
{io < ¢4,%; < =iy} denote the inequalities after the first-approximation rule,
Reduce(p; < ;) denote the set of pure (universally quantified) inequalities
after Stage 2, and FO(¢ < ) denote the standard translation of the quasi-
(universally quantified) inequalities into first-order formulas, then we have the
following chain of equivalences:

It suffices to show the equivalence from () to (@) given below:

FiFp <1 (1)
FlFg, <y, foralll1 <i<n 2)
FiF(io < @i &py < —iy) =ip < —ip forall1<i<n (3)
FI- Reduce(p; < 1) = ip < —ip forall 1 <i<n (4)
FIFFO(p <) (5)

e The equivalence between () and () follows from Proposition [6.2}
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e the equivalence between ([2) and () follows from Proposition [6.3

e the equivalence between ([B]) and () follows from Propositions [6.4] [6.1T]
6.16 G.17

e the equivalence between (@) and (B) follows from Proposition B4l
O

In the remainder of this section, we prove the soundness of the rules in Stage 1,
2 and 3.

Proposition 6.2 (Soundness of the rules in Stage 1). For the distribution
rules, the splitting rules and the monotone and antitone variable-elimination
rules, they are sound in both directions in F, i.e. the inequality before the rule
is valid in F iff the inequality(-ies) after the rule is(are) valid in F.

Proof. For the soundness of the distribution rules, it follows from the fact that
the following equivalences are valid in F:

o OlaVP) « CaVvop;

o =(aVph) < ~aA-pb;

e (aVB) Ay & (@ny)V(BAY);
e aA(BVAY) & (aAB)V (@A)
o lz.(aVp) < (lzav]rp)

e @Q(aVph) & (@ Vv @;B);

o @ (aVpB) « (QuaV@,p);

o (aVp)—=7) < ((a—=v)AB—=7);
e O(aAB) +» Do ADOB;

o ~(aAB) & —aV-p;

e (AAB)Vy e (aVy)A(BVY);
e aV(BAY) & (aVB)A(aVy);
o lz.(aNB) & (| zan ] x.B);

e @Qi(aApB) & (@Qa AQ;B);

o Q. (aApB) < (Qpan@,p);

(@=pAy) & (a=B)Ala—7).

21



For the soundness of the splitting rules, it follows from the following fact:

Flra<pA~vyiff (FIlFa<pandFIFa <7);
Flrav<~yif (FIFa<~yandFI- g <~).

For the soundness of the monotone and antitone variable elimination rules, we
show the soundness for the first rule. Suppose a(p) is negative in p and § is
positive in p.

If FIF a(p) < B(p), then for all valuations V' and all assignments g, (F,V), g I-
a(p) < B(p), thus for the valuation V} such that V is the same as V except
that VE(p) = @, (F,VE),g Ik a(p) < B(p), therefore (F,VE), g IF a(Ll) < B(L),
thus (F,V),glF a(Ll) < B(L),so FlF a(l) < B(L).

For the other direction, suppose F F a(L) < (L), then by the fact that a(p)
is negative in p and f is positive in p, we have that F F «a(p) < «(L) and
FE (L) < B(p), therefore F E a(p) < B(p).

The soundness of the other rule is similar. O

Proposition 6.3. ([2) and (@) are equivalent, i.e. the first-approximation rule
is sound in F.

Proof. @) = (B): Suppose F IF ¢; < 1;. Then for any valuation V' and any
assignment g on F, if (F,V),g I+ iy < ¢; and (F,V),g I+ ¢; < —ij, then
(F,V),9,V(io) IF ¢; and (F,V),g,V(i1) ¥ ¢;, so by F IF ¢; < 1; we have
(]F5 V)aga V(iO) I ¢i7 SO V(io) 7é V(il)v S0 (F,V),g I iO < _‘il-

@) = @): Suppose F I+ (ip < ¢; & ¢; < —iy) = ip < —iy. Then if F ¥
w; < 1, there is a valuation V and an assignment g on F and a w € W such
that (F,V),g,w I ¢; and (F,V),g,w ¥ ;. Then by taking Vol to be the
valuation which is the same as V except that Vo1 (ig) = Vo (iy) = {w}, then
since ig,1; do not occur in ¢; and 1;, we have that (F, V;‘jj;}jl),g,w IF ; and
(F, VJ}?;}}),g,w W 1);, therefore (F,V&?;}}),g IFip < ; and (F,Viif;il),g Ik <
iy, by F I (i < ¢ & 1 < —i1) = i < iy, we have that (F, Vioj1), g Ik i <
=iy, so (F, Vioin) g aw I- iy implies that (T, Vui}j;}jl),g, w Ik —ip, a contradiction.

» Vaw,w

SOF”—QDlS’lﬂZ O

The next step is to show the soundness of each rule of Stage 2. For each rule,
before the application of this rule we have a set of mega-inequalities S (which
we call the system), after applying the rule we get a set of mega-inequalities S,
the soundness of Stage 2 is then the equivalence of the following two conditions:

e FIF& S = ip < —ip
e FIF& S =iy < —iy;

where & S denote the meta-conjunction of mega-inequalities of S. For substage
1 and substage 4, it suffices to show the following property:

e For any frame FF, any valuation V' and any assignment g on it, if (F, V), g I+
S, then there are valuation V' and assignment g’ such that V'(ig) = V (io),
V(i) =V (i1) and (F, V'), ¢ I+ 5’;
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e For any frame IF, any valuation V' and any assignment ¢’ on it, if (F, V'), ¢’ I-
S’, then there are valuation V' and assignment g such that V(ip) = V' (ip),
V(i;) =V'(i1) and (F,V),gIF S.

For substage 2 and 3, due to the involvement of universal quantifiers, we use
the following stronger property. Assume the premise of a rule is 7', and the
conclusions of the rule is 77, it suffices to show the following property:

(F,V),gF T iff (F,V),gI- T

Proposition 6.4. The splitting rules, the approximation rules for &, 0, @, |, —,
the residuation rules for — in Substage 1 are sound in F.

Proof. For the splitting rules, the approximation rules for <&, 0, —, the residu-
ation rules for — in Substage 1, their soundness proofs are given by Lemma [6.5]
[6.6], 6.7 and 6.8 below. The soundness of the approximation rules for @ and |
are proved in Lemma and O

Lemma 6.5. The splitting rules in Substage 1 and Substage 2 are sound in F.

Proof. For the soundness of the splitting rules, it follows from the fact that for
any Kripke frame F = (W, R), any valuation V and any assignment g on F,

o (F,V),glra<pA~iff (F,V),glFa<pfand (F,V),glFa<~),
o (F,V),glravp<~iff (F,V),glFa<~and (F,V),glF8<~).
O
Lemma 6.6. The approximation rules for &, 0 in Substage 1 are sound in F.

Proof. We prove for & and nominals, the cases for O and state variables are
similar.

For the soundness of the approximation rule for <, it suffices to show that for
any Kripke frame F = (W, R), any valuation V' and any assignment g on F,

1. if (F,V),g IF i < Oa, then there is a valuation V3 such that V3 is the
same as V except V3(j), and (F,V3),gIFi < Ojand (F, V), glFj< o

2.if (F,V),glFi<<Ojand (F,V),glFj < a, then (F,V),glFi< Ca.

For item 1, if (F,V),g IF i < $a, then (F,V), g,V (i) I Ca, therefore there
exists a w € W such that (V(i),w) € R and (F, V), g,w I a. Now take VJ such
that V3 is the same as V except that V3(j) = {w}, then (VI(i),VI(j)) € R, so
(F,V3),gIF i< Oj and (F, Vi), g IFj < a.

For item 2, suppose (F, V), g IFi < Gjand (F, V), g Ik j < a. Then (V(i),V(j)) €
R and (F,V),9,V(j) IF «a, so (F,V),g,V(i) IF Ca, therefore (F,V),g IF i <
Ca. o
Lemma 6.7. The approximation rule for — in Substage 1 is sound in F.
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Proof. We only prove it for the nominal version, the state variable version is
similar.

For the soundness of the approximation rule for —, it suffices to show that for
any Kripke frame F = (W, R), any valuation V and any assignment g on F,

1. if (F,V),g IF a — B < —i, then there is a valuation V3¥ such that V3k
is the same as V except V3X%(j) and VI¥(k), and (F,V3¥) g IF j < o,
(F,V3k) gl B < =k and (F, V3¥) g IFj— -k < —i;

2.if (F,V),glFj<a, (F,V),glF 8 <-kand (F,V),glFj— -k < —i, then
(F,V),glFa— 8 < —i.

Foritem 1, if (F,V),g IF a = 8 < =i, then (F,V), g,V (i) IF aand (F,V), g, V(i) IF
3. Now take V¥ such that V¥¥ is the same as V except that VI¥(j) =
Vik(k) = V (i), we have that (F, Vi¥) g VIK(j) IF o and (F, Vi), g, VIK(k) I
—8, s0 (F,V3%) g I j < a, (F,V3%), g IF 8 < —k. Since VIk(j) = VI¥(k) =
Vik(i) = V(i), it is easy to see that VI*(j — —k) = VIK(=i), so (F,VIK) g
j— -k < i,

For item 2, if (F,V),glFj < «a, (F,V),gF 8 < -k and (F,V),gFj— -k < —i,
then V(j — —k) C V(-i), so V(i) C V(j A k), since i, j, k are nominals, there
interpretations are singletons, so V(i) = V(j) = V(k). Now from (F,V),g I-
j < a we have that (F,V),q,V(j) IF o, and from (F,V), g I 8 < =k we have
that (F,V), g,V (k) IF =8, so (F,V),q,V(i) IF a and (F,V), g,V (i) IF =3, so
(F,V),glFa— 8 < -i. 0

-

Lemma 6.8. The residuation rules for = in Substage 1 and 2 are sound in F.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that the residuation rules for — in Substage 1 are special
cases of the residuation rules for — in Substage 2 (modulo double negation
elimination). Now we only prove it for the residuation rule in Substage 2 where
negation symbols occur on the right-hand side of the inequalities, the other rule
is similar.

For the soundness of the residuation rule for —, it suffices to show that for
any Kripke frame F = (W, R), any valuation V and any assignment g on F,
(F,V),glFa < - iff (F,V),glF 8 < —a. Indeed, it follows from the following

equivalence:

(F,V),g IF o < _'ﬂ
iff forallwe W, if (F,V),g,wlF «, then (F,
ifft forallwe W, if (F,V),g,wl- 3, then (F,
it (F,V),glF B < -a.

V),g,w k¥ 3
V), g9, wka

Lemma 6.9. The approximation rules for @ in Substage 1 are sound in F.

Proof. Since for @; and @, for i and y, the proofs are essentially the same, we
only prove it for @; and i.

For the left approximation rule for @;, it suffices to show that for any Kripke
model M = (W, R, V), any assignment g on M,
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1. if M, g IF i< @;o, then M, g IFj < a;
2. if M, g IFj < a, then M, g IFi < Qjau.

For item 1, if M, g IF i < @;¢, then M, g, V(i) IF @Qjc, therefore M, g,V (j) IF a,
thus M, g I-j < a.

For item 2, if M,g IF j < «, then M, ¢,V(j) IF «, so M,g IF @Qja, therefore
M, g,V (i) IF @Q;a, thus M, ¢ IF i < @Qja.

The right approximation rule for @; is similar. O

Lemma 6.10. The approximation rules for | in Substage 1 are sound in F.

Proof. We prove it for the left approximation rule, the right rule is similar.
For the left approximation rule for | z, it suffices to show that for any Kripke
model M = (W, R, V), any assignment g on M,

M,glti <] z.aiff M, g IFi<afi/z]
Indeed,

M,glFi<| z.«
it M,g, V(i) IH z.«
iff M, gy, V() Fa
it M, gy;), V(i) Ik afi/x]
iff M,g, V() IF afi/z]
it M,glFi<ali/].

O

Proposition 6.11. The splitting rules, the residuation rules for =, &, 0,@Q, |,
the second splitting rule in Substage 2 are sound in F.

Proof. The soundness proofs of the splitting rules are given in Lemma [6.5l The
soundness proofs of the residuation rules for — are given in Lemma The
soundness proofs of the residuation rules for <, 0 in Substage 2 are given in
Lemma [6.121 The soundness of the residuation rules for @ and | are proved in
Lemma [6.13] and [6.174] and the soundness proof of the second splitting rule is in
Lemma O

Lemma 6.12. The residuation rules for ¢, 0 in Substage 2 are sound in F.

Proof. We prove it for &, and the rule for O is similar.

To show the soundness of the residuation rule for < in Substage 2, it suffices to
show that for any Kripke frame F = (W, R), any valuation V and any assignment
gonF (F V), glkCa<piff (F,V),glFa <HEB.

=: if (F,V),g IF Ga < 8, then for all w € W, if (F,V),g,w IF O, then
(F,V),g,wlF 8. Our aim is to show that for all v € W if (F,V), g,v IF a, then
(F,V),g,v - MB3.

Consider any v € W such that (F,V),g,v IF a. Then for any u € W such
that (u,v) € R, (F,V),g,u IF Ca. Since (F,V),g IF Ga < §, we have that
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(F,V),g,u IF B3, so for any u € W such that (v,u) € R7%, (F,V),g,u I+ 3, so
(F,V),g,v - M3.

<: if (F,V),g IF « < B3, then for all w € W, if (F,V),g,w IF «a, then
(F,V),g,w |- BS. Our aim is to show that for all v € W, if (F, V), g,v IF Ca,
then (F, V), g,v I 3.

Now assume that (F, V), g,v Ik Ga. Then there is a w € W such that (v,u) € R
and (F,V),g,u lF a. By (F,V),g IF o < B3, we have that (F,V),g,u |- BS.
Therefore, for v € W, we have (u,v) € R™1, thus (F,V),g,v I 5. O

Lemma 6.13. The residuation rules for @ are sound in F.

Proof. Since for @; and @,, the proofs are essentially the same, we only prove
it for @i-
For the left residuation rule for @, it suffices to show that for any Kripke model
M = (W, R, V), any assignment g on M,

M,glFa<@;Biff M,glFEaAj<B.
Indeed,

M, g IFa < QB
iff Myglka<A(j—p)
iff Mygl-Ea<j— g
iff M,glFEanj<g.

For the right residuation rule for @;, it suffices to show that for any Kripke

model M = (W, R, V), any assignment g on M,
M,glF@;8 <aiff M,glF g8 <j— Aa.

Indeed,

M,glFQ;8 <«
ifft M, glF—-a <-Q;8
ifft M, glF—-a <@-f
iff MglFE-aAj<-—f
iff Mgl-pg<j—Aa.

Lemma 6.14. The residuation rules for | are sound in F.

Proof. For the left residuation rule for |, it suffices to show that for any Kripke
model M = (W, R, V), any assignment g on M,

M, glF o <|zpiff M, g IFVy(Aly = o) Ay < Bly/z]).
Indeed,

26



M,glFa<]zp
iff forallwe W,if M, g,wlF «, then M, g,w IF] x.08
ift forallwe W,if M, g%, wlF a, then M, g% w -] z.0
iff forallweW,if M, gy IFy < a, then M, g%, w - j3
iff for all we W, if M, gy Iy < a, then M, &%, w IF Bly/z]
iff forallwe W,if M, g% IF A(y — «), then M, g%, w IF Bly/x]
iff  for allwe W, if M, g¥ IF A(y — «), then M, g¥ IFy < B[y/x]
iff forallwe W, M, g% IFA(ly — a) Ay < Bly/x]
iff M, glFVYy(Aly — o) Ay < Bly/a]),

where y is a state variable that does not occur in « or .
For the right residuation rule for |, it suffices to show that for any Kripke model
M = (W, R, V), any assignment g on M,

M, gl 2.8 < aiff M, g IF Vy(Bly/z] <y — E(y A ).
Indeed,

Mgl 2.0 <«
iff MglFk-a<-lzp0
iff M,glF—-a<]x.-0
iff M, gl-Vy(Aly — —a) Ny < =B[y/])
iff M, gl-Vy(Bly/z] < =(Aly = —a) Ay))
iff M, gl-Vy(Bly/z] <y — E(y A a)).

Lemma 6.15. The second splitting rule in Substage 2 is sound in F.

Proof. Tt follows immediately from the meta-equivalence that Vz(aAB) < Vean
V3. O

Proposition 6.16. The packing rules in Substage 3 are sound in F.

Proof. We only prove the soundness of the first packing rule, the other is similar.
For the left packing rule, to show its soundness, it suffices to show that for any
Kripke model Ml = (W, R, V'), any assignment g on M,

M, g IF Vz(a < 8) iff M, g IF (3za) < 5,

where 8 does not contain occurrences of z. Indeed,

M, g IF Vz(a < B)
iff forallweW,M,¢> Fa<p
ifft for all w,v € W, if M, g%, v IF a, then M, g%, v IF 8
iff  for all w,v € W, if M, g%, v IF «, then M, g, v I 3 (since 3 does not contain occurrences of )
ifft for all v € W, if there exists a w € W such that M, g7, v IF «, then M, g, v I- 3
iff forallve W, if M,g,v I Jxa, then M, g,v IF 8
it M,glF (Fza) < 6.
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Proposition 6.17. The Ackermann rules in Substage 4 are sound in F.

Proof. We only prove it for the right-handed Ackermann rule, the left-handed
Ackermann rule is similar. Without loss of generality we assume that n =m =
1. By the discussion on page 2] it suffices to show the following right-handed
Ackermann lemma:

Lemma 6.18. Assume « is pure and does not contain state variables in &, §
is positive in p and « is negative in p, then for any Kripke frame F = (W, R),
any valuation V and any assignment g on it, the following are equivalent:

o (F,V),glFVE(Bla/p] < vla/p));

e there exists a valuation VP such that (F,V?),gIF o <p and (F,V?),g |-
VZ(S < ), where V? is the same as V except VP (p).

= Take V? such that V? is the same as V except that V?(p) = [a] V)9, Since
« is pure, a does not contain p, it is easy to see that [a] ®V")9 = [a] V)9 =
[p]®V*):9. Therefore (F,VP), gl a < p. Then for any w € W, any assignment
g’ on F such that g and ¢’ disagree at most at state variables in Z,

(F,VP), g, wlkp

it (F,VP),g,wl-p
it (F,V),g,wlra«
it (F,V),¢,wl «,
SO
(F,VP), g wlk B iff (F,V),q,wl- Bla/p],
and

(F,VP), g w ik~ iff (F,V), g, wl-~[a/p],
so from (F,V), g Ik VZ(Bla/p] < v[a/p]) one can get (F,VP), g Ik VE(S < 7).
<: Assume that there exists a valuation V? such that (F,V?),g IF o < p and
(F,VP), g - VZ(B < v), where V? is the same as V except VP(p). Then for any

assignment ¢’ on F such that g and ¢’ disagree at most at state variables in Z,
since a and p do not contain state variables in Z, from

(F,VP),glFa<p

we have
(F,V?), g Ik a <p;
from
(F,VP),glFVZ(B <)
we have
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(F,VP), g IF B <n;

so from the monotonicity of 5 in p and the antitonicity of v in p we get

(F,V?),¢" I Ble/p] < ~vl[a/pl;

since Bla/p] and y[a/p] do not contain p, we have

(F,V),g" Ik Bla/p] < y[a/pl;

by the arbitrariness of g’ we have

(F, V), g Ik VE(Ble/p] < ~le/p]).

7 Success of ALBA'

In the present section we show that ALBAY succeeds on all Sahlqvist inequalities.
Theorem 7.1. ALBAY succeeds on all Sahlqvist inequalities.

Definition 7.2 (Definite e-Sahlqvist inequality). Given an order type e, * €
{—,+}, the signed generation tree ¢ of the term @(p1,...,pn) is definite e-
Sahlquist if there is no +V,—A occurring in the outer part on an e-critical
branch. An inequality ¢ < 9 is definite e-Sahlqvist if the trees +¢ and — are
both definite e-Sahlqvist.

Lemma 7.3. Let {p; < 9;}ier = Preprocess(¢ < 1) obtained by exhaustive
application of the rules in Stage 1 on an input e-Sahlqvist inequality ¢ < .
Then each ¢; < ; is a definite e-Sahlqvist inequality.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that by applying the distribution rules, all occurrences
of +V and —A in the outer part of an e-critical branch have been pushed up
towards the root of the signed generation trees +¢ and —t. Then by exhaus-
tively applying the splitting rules, all such +V and —A are eliminated. Since by
applying the distribution rules, the splitting rules and the monotone/antitone
variable elimination rules do not change the e-Sahlqvistness of a signed gener-
ation tree, in Preprocess(¢ < 1), each signed generation tree +¢; and —1); are
e-Sahlqvist, and since they do not have +V and —A in the outer part in the
e-critical branches, they are definite. O

Definition 7.4 (Inner e-Sahlqvist signed generation tree). Given an order type
g, * € {—, 4}, the signed generation tree *¢ of the term ¢(p1,...,p,) is inner
e-Sahlquist if its outer part P, on an e-critical branch is always empty, i.e. its
e-critical branches have inner nodes only.
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Lemma 7.5. Given inequalities iy < ¢; and ; < —ijobtained from Stage 1
where +¢; and —1; are definite e-Sahlqvist, by applying the rules in Substage
1 of Stage 2 exhaustively, the inequalities that we get are in one of the following
forms:

1. pure inequalities which does not have occurrences of propositional vari-
ables;

2. inequalities of the form i < a or x < a where +« is inner e-Sahlqvist;

3. inequalities of the form § < —i or 8 < -z where —f is inner e-Sahlqvist.

Proof. Indeed, the rules in the Substage 1 of Stage 2 deal with outer nodes in
the signed generation trees +¢; and —1; except +V,—A. For each rule, without
loss of generality assume we start with an inequality of the form i < «, then by
applying the rules in Substage 1 of Stage 2, the inequalities we get are either a
pure inequality without propositional variables, or an inequality where the left-
hand side (resp. right-hand side) is i or  (resp. =i or =), and the other side is
a formula o which is a subformula of a, such that o/ has one root connective
less than «. Indeed, if o’ is on the left-hand side (resp. right-hand side) then
—a' (+0a’) is definite e-Sahlqvist.

By applying the rules in the Substage 1 of Stage 2 exhaustively, we can eliminate
all the outer connectives in the critical branches, so for non-pure inequalities,
they become of form 2 or form 3. O

Lemma 7.6. Assume we have an inequality i < « or # < —i where +« and —(
are inner e-Sahlqvist, by applying the rules in Substage 2 of Stage 2, we have
(universally quantified) inequalities (k can be 0 where a universally quantified
inequality becomes an inequality) of the following form:

1. Va1 ... Vo (a < p), where e(p) = 1, « is pure;
2. Va1 ... Vai(p < 8), where e(p) = 9, 8 is pure;
3. Vay ... Vo, (a < ), where « is pure and +7 is £2-uniform;
4. Yy ... Var(y < B), where 8 is pure and —v is €2-uniform.

Proof. First of all, from the rules of the Substage 2 of Stage 2, it is easy to see
that from the given inequality, what we will obtain would be a set of mega-
inequalities, and by applying the second splitting rule we would get universally
quantified inequalities of the form Vz; ...Vzi(y < §). Now it suffices to check
the shape of v and 0. (From now on we call v < § the head of the universally
quantified inequality.)

Notice that for each input inequality, it is of the form i < a, z < o or < i,
B < -z, where +a and — 3 are inner e-Sahlqvist. By applying the splitting rules
and the residuation rules in this substage, it is easy to check that the head of
the (universally quantified) inequality will have one side of the inequality pure,
and the other side still inner e-Sahlqvist. By applying these rules exhaustively,
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one will either have p as the non-pure side (with this p on a critical branch),
or have an inner e-Sahlqvist signed generation tree with no critical branch, i.e.,
e9-uniform. O

Lemma 7.7. Assume we have (universally quantified) inequalities of the form
as described in Lemmal[7.6l Then we can get (universally quantified) inequalities
of the following form:

1. a < p where e(p) = 1, a is pure;
2. p < « where £(p) = 9, « is pure;

3. Vai ... Vo, (o < ), where « is pure and +v is €2-uniform;

7]

4. Vxq ... Vag(y < 8), where 8 is pure and — is €%-uniform.

Proof. For universally quantified inequalities of form 1 and 2 in Lemma [7.6]
we can apply the packing rule since p does not contain occurrences of state
variables. For universally quantified inequalities of form 3 and 4 in Lemma [7.6]
we do not need to apply any rules in this stage. o

Lemma 7.8. Assume we have (universally quantified) inequalities of the form
as described in Lemma[Z.7 the Ackermann lemmas are applicable and therefore
all propositional variables can be eliminated.

Proof. Immediate observation from the requirements of the Ackermann lemmas.
O

Proof of Theorem[7.1] Assume we have an e-Sahlqvist inequality ¢ < v as in-
put. By Lemma [7.3] we get a set of definite e-Sahlqvist inequalities. Then by
Lemma [75] we get inequalities as described in Lemma By Lemma [(.6]
we get the universally quantified inequalities as described. Therefore by Lemma
[l we can apply the packing rules to get inequalities and universally quantified
inequalities as described in the lemma. Finally by Lemma[7.8 the (universally
quantified) inequalities are in the right shape to apply the Ackermann rules, and
thus we can eliminate all the propositional variables and the algorithm succeeds
on the input. o

8 Conclusion

In the present paper, we investigates the correspondence theory for hybrid logic
with binder H(Q, ). We define the class of Sahlqvist H(@, })-inequalities, and
show that each of these inequalities has a first-order frame correspondent by an
algorithm ALBAY.

For future directions, we consider the canonicity theory for H(@Q, ), i.e. which
class of H(Q, |)-formulas is preserved under taking canonical extensions or Mac-
Neille completions, as well as develop the correspondence theory and canonicity
theory for other very expressive hybrid languages, e.g. with 3}, % binders,
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where the 3 binder is interpreted as in page Ml and |} and ¥ binders are inter-
preted as follows:

M, g,w IF Zz.p iff M, g*,,w’ I+ ¢ for some w' € W;
M, g, w I z. iff M, g%, w’ I+ ¢ for some w' € W.
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