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Abstract

We introduce the higher-order refactoring problem,
where the goal is to compress a logic program by
discovering higher-order abstractions, such as map,
filter, and fold. We implement our approach in STE-
VIE, which formulates the refactoring problem as a
constraint optimisation problem. Our experiments
on multiple domains, including program synthe-
sis and visual reasoning, show that refactoring can
improve the learning performance of an inductive
logic programming system, specifically improving
predictive accuracies by 27% and reducing learn-
ing times by 47%. We also show that STEVIE can
discover abstractions that transfer to multiple do-
mains.

1 Introduction

Abstraction is seen as crucial for Al [Saitta and Zucker, 2013;
Russell, 2019; Bundy and Li, 2023]. Despite its argued im-
portance, abstraction is often overlooked in machine learning
[Marcus, 2020; Mitchell, 2021]. To address this limitation,
we introduce an approach that automatically discovers higher-
order abstractions to improve the learning performance of a
machine learning algorithm.

To motivate discovering higher-order abstractions, con-
sider learning a logic program from examples to make an in-
put string uppercase, such as [l0,g,i,c] — [L,O,G,I,C]. For
this problem, we could learn the program:

{ f(A,B) < empty(A), empty(B) }
hi1 = fA,B) < head(A,C), uppercase(C,E), head(B,E),
tail(A,D), f(D,F), tail(B,F)

This program recursively uppercases each element. Although
correct, this program is verbose. Alternatively, we could
learn:
{ f{A,B) < map(A,B,uppercase) }

This program uses the higher-order abstraction map to avoid
needing to learn how to recursively iterate over a list. As
this scenario shows, using abstractions can allow us to learn
smaller programs, which are often easier to learn than larger
ones [Cropper et al., 2020].

Recent work in inductive logic programming (ILP) has
shown that using user-provided higher-order abstractions,

such as map, filter, and fold, can drastically improve the
learning performance of an ILP system [Cropper ef al., 2020;
Purgal er al., 2022]. For instance, if given map as input, these
approaches can learn the aforementioned higher-order string
transformation program.

The major limitation of these recent approaches is that they
need a human to provide the necessary abstractions as input,
i.e. these approaches cannot discover abstractions.

To overcome this limitation, we introduce an approach
that automatically discovers useful higher-order abstractions,
which can then be used by an ILP system. The idea is to refac-
tor a logic program by discovering higher-order abstractions
that compress it.

Our refactoring approach works in two stages: abstract and
compress. In the abstract stage, given a first-order program,
we discover higher-order abstractions. In the compress stage,
we search for a subset of the abstractions that compresses the
first-order program.

To illustrate our idea, consider the program:

8(A,B) < empty(A), empty(B)
ho = 8(A,B) < head(A,C), increment(C,E), head(B,E),
tail(A,D), g(D,F), tail(B,F)

This program takes a list of natural numbers and adds one to
each element, e.g. [3,4,5] — [4,5,6].

Suppose we want to refactor the program P = h; U ho. In
the abstract stage, we discover abstractions of P, such as!:

ho(A,B,X) <— empty(A), empty(B)
hs = { ho(A,B,X) < head(A,C), X(C,E), head(B,E), }
tail(A,D), ho(D,FX), tail(B,F)

The invented relation ho defines a higher-order abstraction
which corresponds to map. The symbol X is a higher-order
variable that quantifies over predicate symbols.

In the compress stage, we search for a subset of abstrac-
tions that compresses the input program. We formulate
this problem as a constraint optimisation problem (COP)
[Rossi e al., 2006]. We output a refactored program with ab-
stractions, such as P’ = h3 U h4, where hy is:

W — f(A,B) < ho(A,B,uppercase)
L g(A,B) < ho(A,B,increment)

!There are more abstractions but we exclude them for brevity.
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In this program, the relations f and g are defined with the
abstraction ho. As this example shows, abstractions can com-
press a program, i.e. P’ has fewer literals (14) than P (20).

The above scenario shows how discovering higher-order
abstractions in one domain can help an ILP system per-
form better in that domain by allowing it to learn smaller
programs. In this paper, we show that abstractions dis-
covered in one domain, such as program synthesis, can be
reused by an ILP system in a different domain, such as
chess. Although there is much work on transfer learning
[Torrey and Shavlik, 2009] and cross-domain transfer learn-
ing [Kumaraswamy et al., 2015], as far as we know, we are
the first to show the automatic discovery of abstractions that
generalise across domains.

Novelty and Contributions

The three main novelties of this paper are (i) the idea of
discovering higher-order abstractions to refactor a logic pro-
gram, (ii) encoding this refactoring problem as a COP, and
(iii)) showing cross-domain transfer of discovered abstrac-
tions. The impact is that we can drastically improve the learn-
ing performance of an ILP system, compared to not discover-
ing abstractions. Moreover, as the idea connects many areas
of Al, including machine learning, program synthesis, and
constraint optimisation, we hope the idea interests a broad
audience.

Overall, our contributions are:

* We introduce the higher-order refactoring problem,
where the goal is to refactor a logic program by discov-
ering higher-order abstractions.

We introduce STEVIE which discovers higher-order ab-
stractions and finds an optimal solution to the higher-
order refactoring problem by formulating it as a COP.

We evaluate our approach on multiple domains, includ-
ing program synthesis, visual reasoning, and robot strat-
egy learning. Our empirical results show that refactoring
can improve the learning performance of an ILP system,
specifically improving predictive accuracies by 27% and
reducing learning times by 47%. We also show that dis-
covered abstractions can be reused across domains.

2 Related Work

Higher-order logic. Many authors advocate us-
ing  higher-order logic to represent knowledge
[McCarthy, 1995;  Muggleton et al., 2012]. Al-

though some approaches use
to specify the structure of learnable programs
[Raedt and Bruynooghe, 1992; Muggleton et al., 2015;
Kaminski e al., 2019], most only learn first-order pro-
grams [Blockeel and Raedt, 1998; Srinivasan, 2001;
De Raedt et al., 2015; Evans and Grefenstette, 2018;
Dai and Muggleton, 2021; Evans et al., 2021,
Cropper and Morel, 2021]. Some approaches use
higher-order abstractions [Cropper et al., 2020;
Purgal et al., 2022] but need user-defined abstractions
as input. By contrast, we automatically discover abstractions.

Predicate invention. Feng and Muggleton [1992] consider
higher-order extensions of Plotkin’s (1971) least general gen-

higher-order logic

eralisation, where a predicate variable replaces a predicate
symbol. By contrast, we introduce new predicate symbols,
ie. we perform predicate invention (PI), a repeatedly
stated difficult challenge [Muggleton and Buntine, 1988;
Kok and Domingos, 2007; Muggleton et al., 2012;
Russell, 2019; Kramer, 2020; Jain et al., 2021;
Cropper et al., 2022; Silver et al., 2023].

Representation change. Simon [1981] views abstraction
as changing the representation of a problem to make it eas-
ier to solve. Propositionalisation [Lavrac and Dzeroski, 1994;
Paes er al., 2006] transforms a first-order problem into a
propositional one to use efficient propositional learning
algorithms. A disadvantage of propositionalisation is
the loss of a compact representation language (first-order
logic). By contrast, we change a first-order problem
to a higher-order one. Theory revision [Adé er al., 1994;
Richards and Mooney, 1995; Paes et al., 2017] revises a pro-
gram so that it entails missing answers or does not entail in-
correct answers. Theory refinement improves the quality of
a theory, such as its execution or readability [Sommer, 1995;
Wrobel, 1996]. By contrast, we refactor a theory to improve
learning performance.

Compression. Chaitin [2006] emphasises compression
in abstraction. Theory compression [Raedt et al., 2008] se-
lects a subset of a program minimising the impact on
performance with respect to the examples. By contrast,
we only consider the program, not the examples. ALPS
[Dumancié er al., 2019] compresses facts, while we compress
logic programs. KNORF [Dumanéic et al., 2021] refactors
logic programs by framing the problem as a COP. Whereas
KNORF performs first-order refactoring, we perform higher-
order refactoring. Several approaches [Ellis er al., 2018;
Bowers et al., 2023; Cao et al., 2023] refactor functional pro-
grams by searching for local changes (new A-expressions)
that increase a cost function. We differ because we (i) con-
sider logic programs, (ii) guarantee optimal compression, and
(iii) can transfer knowledge across domains. Moreover, these
approaches only evaluate the compression rate, while we
show that compressing a program can improve the learning
performance of an ILP system.

3 Problem Setting

We assume familiarity with logic programming [Lloyd, 2012]
but have included a summary in the appendix. We restate
key terminology. A first-order variable can be bound to a
constant symbol or another first-order variable. A higher-
order variable can be bound to a predicate symbol or an-
other higher-order variable. A clause is a set of literals. A
clause is higher-order if it has at least one higher-order vari-
able. A definite clause is a clause with exactly one positive
literal. We use the term rule synonymously with definite
clause. A definite program is a set of definite clauses with
the least Herbrand model semantics. We refer to a definite
program as a logic program. A logic program is higher-order
if it has at least one higher-order clause. The size(P) of the
logic program P is the number of literals in P. A definition
is a set of rules with the same head predicate symbol (pos-
itive predicate symbol). The set of definitions of the logic



program P with the head predicate symbols T is §(P) =
Uper{r € P)| the head predicate symbol of the rule r is p}.

3.1 Abstraction and Instantiation

The idea of an abstraction is to replace predicate symbols with
predicate variables in the body of a rule and to add these vari-
ables to the head of the rule. We define an abstraction:

Definition 1 (Abstraction). Let P be a logic program, d €
d(P) be a definition with the head predicate symbol h of arity
k, {p1,...,pn} be a subset of the predicate symbols in the
bodies of rulesin d, x1, . . . , x, be higher-order variables, and
h' be an invented predicate symbol not in P. Let a be the
definition obtained from d by replacing (1) every instance of
p; with z;, and (2) every literal h(v1,. .., v;) with the literal
W (vi,...,0%,%1,...,2y). Then a is an abstraction of P.
The set of all abstractions of P is A(P).

We denote invented predicate symbols with the prefix ho.

Example 1 (Abstraction). Consider the rule:
f(A) < head(A,B), one(B), tail(A,C), head(C,D), one(D)

Some abstractions of this rule are:

ho1(A,X) < X(A,B), one(B), tail(A,C), X(C,D), one(D)
hoo(A,X) < head(A,B), X(B), tail(A,C), head(C,D), X(D)
hos(A,X,Y) < X(A,B), Y(B), tail(A,C), X(C,D), Y(D)

Consider the recursive definition:

g(A,B) < head(A,B)
¢(A,B) < tail(A,C), g(C,B)

Some abstractions of this definition are:
hos(A,B,X) < X(A,B)
hos(A,B,X) < tail(A,C), ho4(C,B,X)

hos(A,B,X) < head(A,B)
hos(A,B,X) < X(A,C), hos(C,B,X)

hos(A,B,X,Y) < X(A,B)
hos(A,B,X,Y) < Y(A,C), hos(C,B,X,Y)

An instantiation replaces predicate variables in an abstraction
with predicate symbols:

Definition 2 (Instantiation). Let P be a logic
program, h(vi,...,vr) be a head literal in P,
W(vi,...,v,21,...,2,) be a head literal in A(P),

Z1,...,T, be higher-order variables, and pi,...,p, be
predicate symbols in the bodies of rules in P. Then the rule
h(vy,...,vg) < A/ (v1, ..., Uk, P1,- -, Pn) IS an instantiation.
The set of all instantiations of abstractions of P is Z(A(P)).

Example 2 (Instantiation). Some instantiations of the ab-
stractions in Example 1 are:

f(A) < hoa(A,one)
f(A) < hos(A head,one)
8(A,B) < hog(A,B,head, tail)

3.2 Higher-Order Refactoring Problem

When we refactor a program, we want to preserve its seman-
tics. However, we only need to preserve the semantics with re-
spect to head predicate symbols. Therefore, we reason about
the least Herbrand model restricted to a set of predicate sym-
bols:

Definition 3 (Restricted least Herbrand model). Let P be
a logic program, M (P) be the least Herbrand model of P,
and T be the head predicate symbols of P. Then the least
Herbrand model of P restricted to T is My (P) = {a €
M (P) | the predicate symbol of a is in T'}.

We define the higher-order refactoring problem:

Definition 4 (Higher-order refactoring problem). Let P be
a logic program and 7" be the head predicate symbols of P.
Then the higher-order refactoring problem is to find @ C
P U A(P)UZ(A(P)) such that Mp(Q) == Mp(P). We
call @ a solution to the refactoring problem.

Example 3 (Refactoring). A refactoring of the program P
in Section 1 is P’.

Our goal is to perform optimal refactoring:

Definition 5 (Optimal refactoring). Let P be a logic pro-
gram, 7" be the head predicate symbols of P, and cost be a
function which maps logic programs to integers. Then @) is
an optimal solution when (i) @ is a solution to the refactoring
problem, and (ii) there is no Q' C P U A(P) UZ(A(P))
such that Q' is a solution to the refactoring problem and

cost(Q') < cost(Q).

In the next section, we introduce STEVIE, which finds an op-
timal solution to the refactoring problem.

4 STEVIE

Algorithm 1 shows our STEVIE algorithm, which works in
two stages: abstract and compress. In the abstract stage,
given a first-order logic program, STEVIE builds abstractions
and instantiations. In the compress stage, STEVIE searches
for a subset of the abstractions and instantiations which com-
presses the input program. STEVIE formulates this search
problem as a COP. We describe these two stages in turn. The
appendix includes an example of refactoring.

4.1 Abstract

In the abstract stage (line 2), STEVIE builds abstractions and
instantiations. To build abstractions for the logic program P,
for each definition d € §(P) and subset ¢ of at most k pred-
icate symbols in the bodies of rules in d, STEVIE calls the
function create_abs_inst(d, 1) (line 10). The value k is a user
parameter. This function follows Definition 1 and replaces ev-
ery p; € v in d with a new higher-order variable z;, adds each
x; to the arguments of the literals with the predicate symbol b,
where h is the head predicate symbol of d, and replaces every
occurrence of h with an invented predicate symbol 2’. For in-
stance, if d is the rule in Example 1 and i)={head, one}, the
function replaces head with X and one with Y to build the ab-
straction hos in Example 1. STEVIE never abstracts recursive
predicate symbols (line 9) as this would change the semantics.



Algorithm 1 STEVIE

1 def stevie(P, k):

2 abstractions, instantiations = abstract(P, k)

3 return compress(P, abstractions, instantiations)
4

5def abstract(P, k):

6 abstractions, instantiations = {3}, {}

7 for d in §(P):

8 for size in 1 to k:

9 for v in subsets(nonrecbodypreds(d), size):
10 abs, inst = create_abs_inst(d, )

11 if equivalent(abs, abstractions):

12 inst = redefine(inst, abs, abstractions)
13 else:

14 abstractions += abs

15 instantiations += {inst}

16 return abstractions, instantiations

This function also returns an instantiation (Definition 2) by re-
placing predicate variables in an abstraction with 1. STEVIE
prunes abstractions that are identical up to renaming of their
head predicate symbol (line 11). In such cases, STEVIE re-
defines the instantiation in terms of the existing equivalent
abstraction (line 12). For instance, consider the rules:

fi(A) < head(A,B), one(B)
fa(A) < head(A,B), two(B)

The abstractions of the f; and f5 rules with ) = {one} and
1 = {two} respectively are equivalent up to renaming of the
head predicate symbols, i.e. both of these rules have the ab-
straction ho(A, X) < head(A,B), X(B).

4.2 Compress

In the compress stage, STEVIE searches for a subset of ab-
stractions and instantiations that compresses the input pro-
gram (line 3). STEVIE formulates this search problem as a
COP. Given (i) a set of decision variables, (ii) a set of con-
straints, and (iii) an objective function, a COP solver finds
an assignment to the decision variables that satisfies all the
specified constraints and minimises the objective function.

We describe our COP encoding. We assume an input logic
program P.

Decision Variables

STEVIE uses three types of decision variables. First, for each
definition d € §(P) and abstraction a € A(P), we use a
Boolean variable i¢ to indicate whether an instantiation of
a defining d is selected. We later use these variables to en-
sure that a definition is defined with at most one instantiation.
Second, for each definition d € §(P), we use a Boolean vari-
able n, to indicate that no instantiation has been selected for
d. These variables allow STEVIE to not introduce abstrac-
tions and instantiations if they overall increase the complex-
ity of the refactored program. Third, for each abstraction
a € A(P), we use a Boolean variable s, to indicate that
at least one instantiation of a is selected. STEVIE uses these
variables to determine the size of the refactored program.

Constraints

STEVIE imposes two types of constraints. First, for each def-
inition d € §(P), STEVIE uses a constraint to ensure that at
most one instantiation is selected for d:

:d
D ia

acA(P)

+ng=1

This constraint is necessary to identify definitions which are
not refactored.

Second, for each abstraction a € A(P), STEVIE uses a
constraint to ensure that the variable s, is true if and only if
an instantiation of a is used to refactor at least one definition?:

Sq & \/ ig

des(P)

Objective

Our objective function is the summation of three components:

(1) the size of non-abstracted definitions, (2) the size of se-

lected abstractions and instantiations, and (3) a penalty on the

number of higher-order variables. We describe these in turn.
The size of non-abstracted definitions is:

Z size(d) X nqg (D
d €6(P)

An instantiation is a rule with one body literal so has size 2.
The size of selected abstractions and instantiations is:

Z size(a) X sq + Z 2 x il 2)

a€A(P) ded(P),ac A(P)

selected abstractions selected instantiations

STEVIE penalises the number of higher-order variables in a
refactoring. Without it, STEVIE often selects abstractions that
remove all the predicate symbols in a definition. For instance,
STEVIE might introduce abstractions such as:

ho(A,B,X,Y,Z) < X(A,C), Y(C,D), Z(D,B)

Therefore, STEVIE uses the following penalty, where
ho_vars(a) is the number of higher-order variables in the ab-

straction a:
Z ho_vars(a) X sq 3)

As we show in our experiments, this penalty allows us to find
abstractions that lead to better learning performance.

4.3 Correctness
We prove the correctness of STEVIE:

Theorem 1. STEVIE solves the optimal refactoring problem
with respect to our objective function.

The proof is in the appendix. To show this result, we show
that (i) STEVIE generates all abstractions and instantiations
(Definitions 1 and 2), (ii) any solution to the encoding is a
solution to the higher-order refactoring problem (Definition
4), and (iii) the solver finds an optimal solution (Definition 5)
with respect to our objective function.

>The OR-tools solver that we use treats Boolean variables as in-
teger variables with domain {0, 1}. Therefore, both arithmetic and
Boolean operators apply to them.



S Experiments

To test our claim that higher-order refactoring can improve
the performance of an ILP system, our experiments aim to
answer the question:

Q1 Can higher-order refactoring improve predictive accura-
cies and reduce learning times?

To answer Q1, we compare the performance of an ILP sys-
tem with and without the ability to use abstractions dis-
covered by STEVIE. We use the ILP system HOPPER
[Purgal et al., 2022] because it can learn recursive programs,
perform predicate invention, and use higher-order abstrac-
tions as BK?.

To understand the impact of penalising the number of
higher-order variables (component (3) in Section 4.2), our ex-
periments aim to answer the question:

Q2 What is the impact of penalising the number of higher-
order variables on learning performance?

To answer Q2, we compare STEVIE with and without the
penalty on the number of higher-order variables.

To understand the scalability of our approach, our experi-
ments aim to answer the question:

Q3 How long does STEVIE take given larger programs?

To answer Q3, we measure the refactoring time of STEVIE on
progressively larger programs.

To test our claim that abstractions discovered in one do-
main can be reused in different domains, our experiments aim
to answer the question:

Q4 Can higher-order refactoring improve performance
across domains?

To answer Q4, we compare the performance of HOPPER with
and without abstractions discovered by STEVIE in a different
domain.

Settings. HOPPER uses types to restrict the hypothesis
space (the set of all programs). We use a bottom-up procedure
to infer types for the abstractions discovered by STEVIE from
the types of the first-order BK. We set HOPPER to use at most
three abstractions in a program. We allow HOPPER to use
three threads. We use SWI-Prolog to execute the programs
learned by STEVIE and HOPPER. We allow STEVIE to dis-
cover abstractions with at most three higher-order variables.
STEVIE uses the CP-SAT solver [Perron and Furnon, 2019].
We use a cba AWS instance with 32vCPU and 64GB of mem-
ory. STEVIE uses a single CPU.

Method. We measure the predictive accuracy (the propor-
tion of correct predictions on test data) and learning time of
HOPPER. We use a maximum learning time of 15 minutes
per task and return the best solution found by HOPPER in this
time limit. We use a timeout of 1 hour for STEVIE and return
the best refactoring found in this time limit. We repeat all the
experiments 5 times and calculate the mean and standard er-
ror. The error bars in the figures and tables denote standard
error. We rename the abstractions in the figures for clarity.

*We also considered METAGOLgo [Cropper et al., 2020] but
it needs user-provided metarules which are difficult to obtain
[Cropper et al., 2022].

5.1 QI1: Learning Performance

Domain. We use a dataset of 176 program synthesis tasks
and reserve 25% as held-out tasks. The tasks are designed
to use a variety of higher-order constructs and require learn-
ing recursive programs. For instance, the dataset includes the
tasks counteven, filterodd (Figure 2a), and maxlist (Figure
3b). The appendix contains more details, such as example
solutions.

Method. Our method has three steps. In step 1, we use
HOPPER to independently learn solutions for n tasks. In step
2, we use STEVIE to refactor the programs learned in step
1. In step 3, we add the abstractions discovered in step 2
by STEVIE to the BK of HOPPER. We then use HOPPER on
the held-out tasks. We vary the number n of tasks in step
1 and measure the performance of HOPPER in step 3. The
baseline (no refactoring) is when we do not use STEVIE in
step 2, i.e. the baseline is HOPPER without the abstractions
discovered by STEVIE. As a second baseline, we use seven
standard higher-order abstractions (maplist, foldl, scanl, con-
vlist, partition, include, and exclude) from the SWI-Prolog
library apply*. The appendix includes a description of these
abstractions.

Results

Figure 1a shows that our approach (STEVIE) can increase pre-
dictive accuracies by 27% compared to the baselines. Figure
1b shows that our approach can reduce learning times by 47%
compared to the baselines. A chi-square test and a Mann-
Whitney U rank test confirm (p < 0.01) the significance of
the difference in accuracy and learning times respectively.

To illustrate higher-order refactoring, consider the tasks fil-
terodd and filterpos. Figures 2a and 2b show the programs
learned by HOPPER for these tasks. STEVIE compresses
these programs by discovering the abstraction shown in Fig-
ure 2c. This abstraction keeps elements in a list where the
higher-order predicate Y holds and removes elements where
the higher-order predicate X holds, i.e. this abstraction filters
a list. STEVIE thus compresses the program from 30 literals
(Figures 2a and 2b) to 19 literals (Figures 2¢ and 2d).

As a second illustration, consider the tasks multlist (Figure
3a) and maxlist (Figure 3b). STEVIE compresses these pro-
grams by discovering the abstraction fold (Figure 3c). This
abstraction recursively combines the elements of a list using
the higher-order predicate X and the default value given by
the higher-order predicate Y. STEVIE thus compresses the
program from 16 literals (Figures 3a and 3b) to 12 (Figures
3c and 3d). Moreover, HOPPER reuses the abstraction fold to
learn programs for more complex tasks. For instance, with-
out abstraction, HOPPER learns a program for sumlistplus3
with 10 literals (Figure 3e), whereas with the abstraction fold
it learns a solution with only 6 literals (Figure 3f).

STEVIE can discover many abstractions, such as map,
count, iterate, until, member, and all. The appendix includes
all the abstractions discovered by STEVIE. HOPPER can com-
bine these abstractions to learn succinct programs for com-
plex tasks. For instance, for the task sumunicodes, HOPPER
learns a compact solution (1 rule and 3 literals) which uses

*https://www.swi-prolog.org/pldoc/man?section=apply
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Figure 1: Results for the program synthesis domain.

filterodd(A,B) < empty(A),empty(B)

filterodd(A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),odd(C),
filterodd(D,B)

filterodd(A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),even(C),
filterodd(D,E),head(B,C),tail(B,E)

(a) filterodd program which removes the odd elements of a list.

filterpos(A,B) < empty(A),empty(B)

filterpos(A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),pos(C),
filterpos(D,B)

filterpos(A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),neg(C),
filterpos(D,E),head(B,C),tail(B,E)

(b) filterpos program which removes positive elements of a list.

ho_filter(A,B,X,Y) < empty(A),empty(B)

ho_filter(A,B,X,Y) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),X(C),
ho_filter(D,B,X,Y)

ho_filter(A,B,X,Y) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),Y(C),head(B,C),
ho_filter(D,E,X,Y),tail(B,E)

(c) Higher-order ho_filter abstraction discovered by STEVIE which
returns elements of a list where Y holds and X does not.

filterodd(A,B) < ho_filter(A,B,odd,even)
filterpos(A,B) < ho_filter(A,B,pos,neg)

(d) Instantiations.

Figure 2: Example of STEVIE discovering the higher-order abstrac-
tion ho-filter to compress programs.

the abstractions map and fold (Figure 4). Without abstrac-
tions, HOPPER would need to learn a program with at least 5
rules and 21 literals.

Figure 1c shows that refactoring typically reduces the size
of programs learned by HOPPER from 8 to 4 literals. As
recent work shows [Cropper et al., 2020; Purgal et al., 2022],
learning smaller programs can improve learning performance
since the system searches a smaller hypothesis space.

Overall, these results suggest that higher-order refactoring
can substantially improve learning performance (Q1).

5.2 Q2: Higher-Order Variables Penalty

Figures 1a and 1b show that penalising the number of higher-
order variables can increase predictive accuracies by 8% and

multlist(A,B) < empty(A),one(B).
multlist(A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),
multlist(D,E),mult(C,E,B)

(a) multlist program which returns the cumulative product of the
elements of a list.

maxlist(A,B) < empty(A),zero(B).
maxlist(A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),
maxlist(D,E),max(C,E,B)

(b) maxlist program which returns the maximum element of a list.

ho_fold(A,B,X,Y) < empty(A),X(B)
ho_fold(A,B,X,Y) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),
ho_fold(D,E,X,Y),Y(C,E,B)

(c) Higher-order ho_fold abstraction discovered by STEVIE which
recursively combines all elements of a list using the higher-order
predicate X and the default value returned by Y.

multlist(A,B) < ho_fold(A,B,one,mult)
maxlist(A,B) < ho_fold(A,B,zero,max)

(d) Instantiations.

sumlistplus3(A,B) < empty(A),one(C),succ(C,D),succ(D,B)
sumlistplus3(A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),
sumlistplus3(D,E),sum(C,E,B)

(e) sumlistplus3 program.

sumlistplus3(A,B) < ho_fold(A,B,inv,sum)
inv(A) <« one(B),succ(B,C),succ(C,A)

(f) sumlistplus3 program using the abstraction ho_fold. The predi-
cate inv is invented by HOPPER.

Figure 3: Example of STEVIE discovering the higher-order abstrac-
tion ho_fold to compress programs.

decrease learning times by 37%. A chi-square test and a
Mann-Whitney U rank test confirm (p < 0.01) the signif-
icance of the difference in accuracy and learning times re-
spectively. This result suggests that component (3) of our ob-
jective function can help improve performance. Without the
penalty, STEVIE finds abstractions with many higher-order
variables. These abstractions are less helpful as HOPPER
must search through the space of all possible instantiations



which is larger when there are more higher-order variables.
This result indicates that not all abstractions can help and that
finding good abstractions is important. Overall, these results
suggest penalising the number of higher-order variables can
improve learning performance (Q2).

sumunicodes(A,B) < ho_map(A,C,ord),ho_fold(C,B,zero, sum)

Figure 4: sumunicodes program which returns the sum of the uni-
codes of a list of characters.

5.3 Q3: Scalability

Figure 1d shows the running times of STEVIE on progres-
sively larger programs. The running time increases exponen-
tially with the size (number of literals) of a program. As the
size increases, STEVIE builds more abstractions, leading to
more decision variables in the compress stage. Note that the
running time is the time STEVIE needs to find an optimal
refactoring and prove optimality. As Dumanci¢, Guns, and
Cropper [2021] show, for refactoring problems, a solver can
quickly find an almost optimal solution but takes a while to
find an optimal one. Overall, these results suggest that the
scalability (in terms of proving optimality) of STEVIE is lim-
ited (Q3).

5.4 Q4: Transfer Learning

Experiment 1 explores whether discovering abstractions can
improve learning performance on a single domain. We now
explore whether abstractions discovered in one domain can
improve performance in different domains.

Domains.
efit from higher-order

We use 35 existing tasks which all ben-
abstractions  [Lin e al., 2014;
Cropper et al., 2020; Cretu and Cropper, 2022;
Purgal et al., 2022].  These tasks are from 7 domains:
chess, ascii art, string transformations, robot strategies,
list manipulation, tree manipulation, and arithmetic. These
domains have diverse BK with little overlap. The appendix
contains a description of the domains.

Method. Our experimental approach is similar to Experi-
ment 1 but the domains differ in steps 1 and 3. In step 1, we
use HOPPER on the tasks from the program synthesis domain.
In step 2, we use STEVIE to discover abstractions from pro-
grams learned in step 1. In step 3, we use HOPPER on tasks
in a transfer domain. We infer the type of abstractions dis-
covered by STEVIE from the types of the BK in the synthesis
domain. We map the types of abstractions into the transfer
domains using a hard-coded type mapping. We remove ab-
stractions that use a relation which does not exist in the target
domain to ensure they can be executed. The baseline is when
we do not apply STEVIE in step 2, i.e. no refactoring.

Results

Table 1 shows the predictive accuracies. The learning times
are in the appendix. These results show that transferring ab-
stractions (i) never degrades accuracies, and (ii) can improve
accuracies in 5/7 transfer domains. A paired t-test confirms
(p < 0.01) the significance of the difference in accuracy for

Task | Baseline STEVIE
doStimes 50£0 100 £ 0
linel 50£0 100+0
line2 50+0 1000
stringl 50+0 1000
string2 50+0 100+ 0
string3 50+0 1000
string4 50+0 100+ 0
chessmapuntil 50£0 98 +1
chessmapfilter 50+0 1000
chessmapfilteruntil | 5040 98 +1
droplastk 50+0 1000
encryption 50+0 100+ 0
length 80+12 1000
rotateN 50£0 100 £ 0
waiter | 50+£0 100 £ 0

Table 1: Predictive accuracies. We only include tasks where the two
approaches differ. The full table is in the appendix.

line2(A,B) < ho_until(A,B,inv_0,at_right)
inv_0(A,B) <« drawl(A,C),right(C,D),down(D,B)

Figure 5: line2 program which draws a diagonal line in an image.
The predicate inv_0 is invented by HOPPER.

all tasks in Table 1 except length. For instance, STEVIE dis-
covers the abstractions filter and map in the program synthe-
sis domain and HOPPER uses these abstractions for the task
stringl to learn a program which removes lowercase letters
and lowercases the remaining letters. HOPPER also reuses
these abstractions to learn a solution for the task chessmapfil-
ter. Similarly, HOPPER reuses the abstraction until to draw a
diagonal line in the ascii art domain (Figure 5).

HOPPER struggles on some tasks because STEVIE does not
discover a helpful abstraction. For instance, the task isPalin-
drome needs the abstraction condList, which returns true if
the input list is empty and otherwise calls a predicate on the
list. STEVIE does not discover this abstraction because it does
not compress the input program.

HOPPER also struggles on some tasks because of type in-
consistencies. For instance, the task droplast involves learn-
ing a program which, given a list of lists, drops the last ele-
ment from each list. STEVIE discovers the abstraction map.
However, this abstraction applies to arguments of type list
whereas droplast takes as arguments lists of lists.

Overall, these results suggest that higher-order refactoring
can improve learning performance in different domains (Q4).

6 Conclusions and Limitations

We introduced an approach that refactors a logic program by
discovering higher-order abstractions. We implemented our
approach in STEVIE, which formulates this refactoring prob-
lem as a COP. Our experiments on multiple domains show
that higher-order refactoring can drastically improve the per-
formance of an ILP system, namely improving predictive ac-
curacies and reducing learning times. Our results also show



that abstractions discovered in one domain can transfer to dif-
ferent domains. For instance, we can discover the abstrac-
tions map, filter, and fold in the program synthesis domain
and use them in the chess domain.

Limitations

Objective function. Experiment 2 shows that compression
alone is not the best metric for identifying abstractions which
improve learning performance the most. Future work should
investigate alternative objective functions.

Refactoring time. Experiment 3 shows that STEVIE can op-
timally refactor programs with around 460 literals in 16 min-
utes but struggles on larger programs. Future work should
improve scalability, such as improving our COP encoding and
using parallel COP solving.
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Appendices

A Terminology

A.1 Logic Programming

We assume familiarity with logic programming [Lloyd, 2012]
but restate some key relevant notation. A variable is a string
of characters starting with an uppercase letter. A predicate
symbol is a string of characters starting with a lowercase let-
ter. The arity n of a function or predicate symbol is the num-
ber of arguments it takes. A constant symbol is a function or
a predicate symbol with arity zero. A variable is first-order
if it can be bound to a constant symbol or another first-order
variable. A variable is higher-order if it can be bound to a
predicate symbol or another higher-order variable. A term is
a variable or a constant symbol. A first-order atom is a tuple
p(t1, ..., tn), where p is a predicate of arity n and ¢y, ..., t,
are first-order terms. An atom is ground if it contains no vari-
ables. A higher-order atom is a tuple p(t1, ..., t, ), where p is
a predicate of arity n and ¢y, ..., t,, are terms where at least
one t; is higher-order. A first-order literal is a first-order atom
or the negation of a first-order atom. A higher-order literal
is a higher-order atom or the negation of a higher-order atom.
A clause is a set of literals. The variables in a clause are uni-
versally quantified. A clause is higher-order if it contains at
least one higher-order literal. A constraint is a clause without
a positive literal. A definite clause is a clause with exactly
one positive literal. A program is a set of definite clauses. A

program is higher-order if it contains at least one higher-order
clause.

The least Herbrand model M (P) of the program P is the
set of all ground atomic logical consequences of P. The
least Herbrand model M (P, B) of the programs P and B is
M (P U B). In the following, we assume a program B denot-
ing background knowledge and concisely note M (P, B) as
M(P).

B Correctness

We assume a program P where the definitions do not depend
on each other:

Assumption 1. Let 7" be the head predicate symbols of the
program P. Then every rule in P contains exactly one predi-
cate symbol from 7.

Assumption 1 allows for rules where a predicate symbol may
appear multiple times in a rule, i.e. recursive rules.

We show that STEVIE generates all abstractions (which are
not identical up to renaming of their head predicate symbol)
and all instantiations of P:

Lemma 1. STEVIE generates all abstractions A(P) of P
which are not identical up to renaming of their head predicate
symbol and all instantiations Z(A(P)) of P.

Proof. STEVIE enumerates every definition d € §(P), of
which there are finitely many. For each definition d € §(P),
STEVIE enumerates all subsets of the non-recursive body lit-
erals of d, of which there are finitely many. Therefore, STE-
VIE builds all abstractions and instantiations. STEVIE prunes
abstractions that are identical up to renaming of their head
predicate symbol. o

When we refactor a program, we want to preserve its seman-
tics. However, we only need to preserve the semantics with re-
spect to head predicate symbols. Therefore, we reason about
the least Herbrand model restricted to a set of predicate sym-
bols:

Definition 6 (Restricted least Herbrand model). Let P be
a program and 7" be the head predicate symbols of P. Then
the least Herbrand model of P restricted to T is M7 (P) =
{a € M(P) | the predicate symbol of a is in T'}.

We show that a definition has the same restricted least Her-
brand model than an abstraction and instantiation pair built
from it:

Lemma 2. Let d € §(P), h be the head predicate symbol of
d, and a and 7 be an abstraction and instantiation pair built by
STEVIE for d. Then M},(d) = Mp(a U3).

Proof. We follow Cropper and Tourret [2020] and rea-
son about encapsulated programs. The result then
follows from the correctness of the unfold operator
for first-order logic programs [Tamakiand Sato, 1984;
Nienhuys-Cheng and Wolf, 1997]. O

We define the higher-order refactoring problem:



Definition 7 (Higher-order refactoring problem). Let P be
a logic program and 7" be the head predicate symbols of P.
Then the higher-order refactoring problem is to find Q C
PUA(P)UZ(A(P)) such that M7 (Q) = My (P). We call
@ a solution to the refactoring problem.

We show that any program output by STEVIE is a solution to
the refactoring problem:

Proposition 1 (Solution). Any program output by STEVIE is
a solution to the refactoring problem.

Proof. STEVIE outputs a subset of definitions, abstractions,
and instantiations of P. Therefore, @ C P U A(P) U
Z(A(P)).

To show M (Q) = M (P), we first show M (P) C M(Q).
Let x € M(P). We show x € M(Q). If z € M(P) then
x is defined by a definition d € §(P). The definition d is
either (i) not refactored, or (ii) refactored. For case (i), since
d is not refactored, then d C @, so x € M (Q). For case (ii),
since d is refactored, our COP encoding ensures that exactly
one instantiation ¢ of d is selected and that the corresponding
abstraction a is also selected. By Lemma 1, STEVIE builds all
abstractions and instantiations, so a and ¢ must be built and
aUi C Q. By Lemma 2, My, (d) = Mp(a U i), where h is
the head predicate symbol of d. Therefore, z € M (Q).

We now show M(Q) C M(P). Letz € M(Q). We
show 2 € M(P). By definition, x can only be defined by
(i) a definition, or (ii) an instantiation from . For case (i),
if  is defined by a definition d C @, then d must be a non-
refactored definition in P, which implies that x € M (P).
For case (ii), assume z is defined by an instantiation ¢. Our
COP encoding ensures that exactly one instantiation ¢ of
each refactored definition d € §(P) is selected and that the
corresponding abstraction a is also selected. By Lemma 2,
My, (d) = Mp(a U1i), where h is the head predicate symbol
of d. Therefore, z € M(P) and M(Q) C M(P). Then
M(Q) = M(P), which completes the proof. O

Our goal is to perform optimal refactoring:

Definition 8 (Optimal refactoring). Let P be a logic pro-
gram, 1" be the head predicate symbols of P, and cost be a
function which maps logic programs to integers. Then @ is
an optimal solution when (i) @ is a solution to the refactoring
problem, and (ii) there is no Q' C P U A(P) UZ(A(P))
such that @’ is a solution to the refactoring problem and

cost(Q') < cost(Q).

We prove the correctness of STEVIE, i.e. STEVIE returns an
optimal solution to the refactoring problem (Definition 8):

Theorem 2 (Optimal correctness). STEVIE solves the opti-
mal refactoring problem with respect to our objective func-
tion.

Proof. By Lemma 1, STEVIE builds all abstractions and in-
stantiations of P. Therefore, STEVIE can find every model of
our COP encoding. By Proposition 1, every model output by
STEVIE is a solution. Moreover, the solver finds a solution
that minimises our objective function. o

C Refactoring

We show an example of higher-order refactoring.

C.1 Abstract

In the abstract stage, STEVIE builds candidate abstractions.
For instance, consider the input program P shown in Figure
6. This program contains 8 definitions. Some abstractions
built by STEVIE for this program are shown in Figure 7.

C.2 Compress

Figure 8 shows the program output by STEVIE given the input
program shown in Figure 6. STEVIE has selected the candi-
date abstractions ag and a4. No abstraction has been selected
for the definition d3. The output program has size 37 while
the input program has size 65.

D Experiments

D.1 Experimental domains

Program Synthesis. This dataset includes list transforma-
tion tasks. It involves learning recursive programs which
has been identified as a difficult challenge for ILP systems
[Muggleton et al., 2012]. We design tasks to purposely re-
quire higher-order constructs. Table 3 shows example first-
order and higher-order solutions for some of the tasks.

Chess tactics. The task is to induce chess strategies,
such as maintaining a wall of pawns to support promotion
[Cropper et al., 2020]. Examples are pairs of input-output
states.

Ascii art. The goal is to induce programs that manipulate
images [Cretu and Cropper, 2022]. Figure 9 shows a training
example for the problem of drawing a diagonal line (line2).
Figure 10 shows an example of target hypothesis.

String transformations. This dataset includes real-world
string transformation. We constrain systems to learn func-
tional programs [Lin e al., 2014] to compensate for the lack
of negative examples.

Robot strategies. The task is to learn a strategy for a robot
to pour tea and coffee at a dinner table [Cropper e al., 2020].
Examples are pairs of initial and final state. In the initial state,
the cups are empty and each guest has a preference for tea or
coffee. In the final state, the cups are filled with the preferred
drink. Figure 11 shows an example of hypothesis.

List manipulation. We use 7 tasks introduced by Cropper
and Morel [2021], 2 tasks introduced by Cropper et al. [2020]
and 8 tasks introduced by Purgal et al. [2022].

Tree manipulation. We use 3 tasks introduced by Purgal
et al. [2022]: finding the depth of a tree (depth, checking
whether a given list is a branch of the tree (isBranch) and
check whether a tree is a sub-tree of the first argument (isSub-
Tree).

Arithmetic. We use 2 tasks introduced by Purgal et al.
[2022]: adding a number n to every element of a list with
no addition predicate in the BK (addN) and multiplying two
numbers with no addition predicate in the BK (multFrom-
Succ).



memberzero(A) < head(A,B),zero(B)

do memberzero(A) < tail(A,B),memberzero(B)
d mapaddone(A,B) < empty(A),empty(B)

1" mapaddone(A,B) < head(A,D),tail(A,F), head(B,C),tail(B,E),increment(D,C),mapaddone(F,E)
d memberodd(A) < head(A,B),odd(B)

2 memberodd(A) < tail(A,B),memberodd(B)
d allnegative(A) < empty(A)

3 allnegative(A) < head(A,B),tail(A,C),negative(B),allnegative(C)
d chartoint(A,B) < empty(A),empty(B)

4 chartoint(A,B) < head(A,D),tail(A,F),head(B,C),tail(B,E),ord(D,C),chartoint(F,E)
d membereven(A) < head(A,B),even(B)

5  membereven(A) < tail(A,B),membereven(B)
d mapcube (A,B) <+ empty(A),empty(B)

6 mapcube (A,B) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),head(B,E),tail(B,F),cube(C,E),mapcube(D,F)
d inttobin(A,B) <+ empty(A),empty(B)

7 inttobin(A,B) <« head(A,D),tail(A,E),head(B,C),tail(B,F),bin(D,C),inttobin(E,F)

Figure 6: Example input program

a ho3(A,P) + head(A,B),P(B)

% ho3(A,P) « tail(A,B),ho3(B,P)
a ho5(A,P,Q) < head(A,B),P(B)

1 ho5(A,P,Q) «+ Q(A,B),ho5(B,P,Q)
" ho6(A,P,Q) < P(A,B),Q(B)

2 ho6(A,P,Q) < tail(A,B),ho6(B,P,Q)
a ho7(A,P,Q,R) < P(A,B),Q(B)

3 ho7(A,P,Q,R) + R(A,B),ho7(B,P,Q,R)
a ho8(A,B,P) <« empty(A),empty(B)

4 ho8(A,B,P) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),head(B,E),tail(B,F),P(C,E),ho8(D,F,P)
" ho12(A,B,P,Q) < P(A),P(B)

5 ho12(A,B,P,Q) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),head(B,E),tail(B,F),Q(C,E),ho12(D,F,P,Q)
a ho13(A,B,P,Q) < empty(A),empty(B)

6 hol3(A,B,P,Q) < head(A,C),P(A,D),head(B,E),P(B,F),Q(C,E),ho13(D,F,P,Q)
a ho14(A,B,P,Q) < empty(A),empty(B)

" hol4(A,B,P,Q) < P(A,C),tail(A,D),P(B,E),tail(B,F),Q(C,E),ho14(D,F,P,Q)
" ho18(A,B,P,Q,R) < P(A),P(B)

8 ho18(A,B,P,Q,R) < head(A,C),Q(A,D),head(B,E),Q(B,F),R(C,E),ho18(D,F,P,Q,R)
u ho19(A,B,P,Q,R) < P(A),P(B)

9 hol9(A,B,P,Q,R) « Q(A,C),tail(A,D),Q(B,E),tail(B,F),R(C,E),ho19(D,F,P,Q,R)

ho20(A,B,P,Q,R) <« empty(A),empty(B)

@10 ho20(A,B,P,Q,R) + P(A,C),Q(A,D),P(B,E),Q(B,F),R(C,E),ho20(D,F,P,Q,R)

Figure 7: Example candidate abstractions built by STEVIE given the input program shown in Figure 6.

D.2 Systems
We use a version of HOPPER based on POPPER 2.0.0°.

D.3 Abstractions

Table 2 shows the abstractions used in our experiments as a
baseline. These abstractions are from the SWI-Prolog library

apply®.
E Experimental results

Figure 12 shows examples of abstractions discovered by STE-
VIE on the program synthesis domain. Table 3 shows some

examples of programs learned by STEVIE with and without
refactoring. Figure 13 shows some examples of programs
learned by HOPPER when using abstractions discovered by
STEVIE.

Tables 4 and 5 show the predictive accuracies and the learn-
ing times for our transfer learning experiment.

Shttps://github.com/logic-and- learning-lab/Popper/releases/tag/v2.0.0

®https://www.swi-prolog.org/pldoc/man?section=apply
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ho3(A,P) < head(A,B),P(B)
ho3(A,P) «+ tail(A,B),ho3(B,P)
memberzero(A) < ho3(A,zero)
memberodd(A) < ho3(A,odd)
membereven(A) < ho3(A,even)
ho8(A,B,P) <« empty(A),empty(B)
ho8(A,B,P) < head(A,C),tail(A,D),head(B,E),tail(B,F),P(C,E),ho8(D,F,P)
mapaddone(A,B) < ho8(A,B,increment)
chartoint(A,B) < ho8(A,B,ord)
mapcube(A,B) < ho8(A,B, cube)
inttobin(A,B) + ho8(A,B,bin)
allnegative(A) < empty(A)
allnegative(A) < head(A,B),tail(A,C),negative(B),allnegative(C)

Figure 8: Refactored program output by STEVIE given the input program from Figure 6 and the candidate abstractions from Figure 7.

Name Abstraction Bias
include([1, -, [1). body_pred(include, 3,ho).
include([H|T], Included, P) :- type(include, (list,list, (element,))).
include (call(P, H) -> Included=[H|Included1]; direction(exclude, (in,out, (in,))).
Included = Included1l),
include(T, Includedl, P).
exclude([]1, -, [D). body_pred(exclude, 3,ho).
exclude([H|T], Included, P) :- type(exclude, (list,list, (element,))).
exclude (call(P, H) -> Included = Includedl; direction(exclude, (in,out, (in,))).
Included=[H|Included1]),
exclude(T, Includedl, P).
maplist([]1, [1, ). body_pred(maplist,3,ho).
maplist maplist([H1|T11, [H2|T2], Goal) :- type(maplist, (list,list, (element,element))).
’ call(Goal, H1, H2), direction(maplist, (in,out, (in,out))).
maplist(T1, T2, Goal).
convlist([], [1, J). body_pred(convlist,3,ho).
convlist([HO|TQ], ListOut, Goal) :- type(convlist, (list,list, (element,element))).
convlist call(Goal, H@, H)-> ListOut = [H|T], direction(convlist, (in,out, (in,out))).
convlist(To, T, Goal);
convlist(T@, ListOut, Goal).
foldl([1, V, Vv, ). body_pred(foldl,4,ho).
foldl foldl([H|T], V@, V, Goal) :- type(foldl, (list,element,element, (element,element,element))).
call(Goal, H, Vo, V1), direction(foldl, (in,in,out, (in,in,out))).
foldl(T, V1, V, Goal).
partition([]1, [1, [1, 2. body_pred(partition,4,ho).
partition([H|T], Pred, Incl, Excl) :- type(partition, (list,list,list, (element,))).
partition (call(Pred, H) -> Incl = [H|I], direction(partition, (in,out,out, (in,))).
partition(T, Pred, I, Excl);
Excl = [H|E], partition(T, Pred, Incl, E)).
scanl([1, _, [1, J). body_pred(scanl,4,ho).
scanl scanl([H|T], V, [VH|VT], Goal) :- type(scanl, (list,element,list, (element,element,element))).

call(Goal, H, V, VH),
scanl(T, VH, VT, Goal).

direction(scanl, (in,in,out, (in,in,out))).

Table 2: Usual abstractions from the SWI-Prolog library apply used in our experiments.

i -

Figure 9: Ascii art example input-output pair.



Task First-order hypothesis Higher-order hypothesis

allzero(A)< empty(A). allzero(A)< ho_73(A,zero).
allzero allzero(A)< head(A,B),tail(A,C),
zero(B),allzero(C).
member? member2(A)< head(A,B),decrement(B,C),one(C). member2(A)< ho_31(A,inv_1).
member2(A)<— tail(A,B),member2(B). inv_1(A)< decrement(A,B),one(B).
dropfirst5(A,B)« tail(A,E),tail(E,F), dropfirst5(A,B)+ ho_1(A,B,tail).
dropfirst5 tail(F.DY tail(D.C) tail(C,B).
counteven(A,B) < empty(A),zero(B). counteven(A,B)< ho_185(A,B,even,odd).

counteven counteven(A,B)< head(A,C),odd(C),
tail(A,D),counteven(D,B).
counteven(A,B)< head(A,D),even(D),tail(A,C),
counteven(C,E),increment(E,B).

sumlist(A,B)<— empty(A),zero(B). sumlist(A,B)< ho_46(A,B,zero,sum).
sumlist sumlist(A,B)< head(A,C),tail(A,E),sumlist(E,D),
sum(C,D,B).
sorteddecr(A)< tail(A,B),empty(B). sorteddecr(A)<— ho_16(A,geq).

sorteddecr sorteddecr(A)< head(A,B),tail(A,C),sorteddecr(C),
head(C,D),geq(B,D).

inttobin(A,B)<— empty(A),empty(B). inttobin(A,B)+ ho_89(A,B,bin).
inttobin inttobin(A,B)<+ head(A,C),tail(A,F),head(B,D),
tail(B,E),bin(C,D),inttobin(F,E).
filtereven(A,B)<— empty(A),empty(B). filtereven(A,B)<+ ho_517(A,B,even,odd).
filtereven filtereven(A,B)< cons3(A,C,D),even(C),filtereven(D,B).

filtereven(A,B)< cons3(A,C,D),odd(C),
filtereven(D,E),cons(C,E,B).
iteratedropk(A,B,C)<« zero(A),eq(B,C). iteratedropk(A,B,C)<« ho_542(A,B,C,tail).

iteratedropk(A,B,C)< decrement(A,E),tail(B,D),
iteratedropk(E,D,C).

iteratedropk

Table 3: Example first-order and higher-order target hypotheses for some of the tasks in the program synthesis domain.

f(A,B)< f1(A,B),at_end(B)

f(A,B)< wants_tea(A),pour_tea(A,C))
move_right(C,B),f(D,B)

f(A,B)< wants_coffee(A),pour_coffee(A,C))
move_right(C,B),f(D,B)

line2(A,B)< drawl(A,C),moveright(C,D),
move_down(D,B),at_end(B)

line2(A,B)<+ drawl(A,C),moveright(C,D),
move_down(D,E),line2(E,B)

(a) Waiter hypothesis without STEVIE

f(A,B) < until(A,B,at_end,inv)

inv(A,B) < wants_tea(A),pour_tea(A,C)
move_right(C,B)

inv(A,B) <« wants_coffee(A),pour_coffee(A,C),

(b) Ascii art with STEVIE. The symbol inv is invented by move_right(C,B)
HOPPER.

(a) Ascii art hypothesis without STEVIE
line2(A,B) < until(A,B,inv,atright).
inv(A,B) < drawl(A,C),moveright(C,D),

move_down(D,E)

(b) Waiter hypothesis with STEVIE. The symbol inv is invented

Figure 10: Example of ascii art hypothesis. by HOPPER.

Figure 11: Example of robot strategy hypothesis.



%% repeat 5

ho_1(A,B,P) :- P(A,C),P(C,D),P(D,E),P(E,F),P(F,B)

%% do until

ho_6(A,B,P,Q) :- P(A,B),head(B,C),Q(C)
ho_6(A,B,P,Q) :- P(A,C),ho_6(C,B,P,Q)

%% progressive list
ho_16(A,P) :- tail(A,B),empty(B)
ho_16(A,P) :- head(A,B),tail(A,C),ho_16(C,P),head(C,D),P(B,D)

% member

ho_31(A,P) :- head(A,B),P(B)
ho_31(A,P) :- tail(A,B),ho_31(B,P)

%% fold

ho_46(A,B,P,Q) :- empty(A),P(B)
ho_46(A,B,P,Q) :- head(A,C),tail(A,D),ho_46(D,E,P,Q),Q(C,E,B)

% all
ho_73(A,P)
ho_73(A,P)

%% map

;- empty(A)
:- head(A,B), tail(A,C),P(B),ho_73(C,P)

ho_89(A,B,P) :- empty(A),empty(B)
ho_89(A,B,P) :- head(A,C),tail(A,D),P(C,E),ho_89(D,F,P),head(B,E),tail(B,F)

%% count

ho_185(A,B,P,Q) :- empty(A),zero_int(B)
ho_185(A,B,P,Q) :- head(A,C),tail(A,D),P(C),ho_185(D,B,P,Q)
ho_185(A,B,P,Q) :- head(A,C),tail(A,D),Q(C),ho_185(D,E,P,Q),my_increment (E,B)

%% filter

ho_517(A,B,P,Q) :- empty(A),empty(B)
ho_517(A,B,P,Q) :- head(A,C),tail(A,D),P(C),ho_517(D,B,P,Q)
ho_517(A,B,P,Q) :- tail(A,C),ho_517(C,D,P,Q),tail(B,D),head(B,E),Q(E)

%% iterate

ho_542(A,B,C,P) :- zero(A),eq(B,C)
ho_542(A,B,C,P) :- decrement(A,D),ho_542(D,B,E,P),P(E,C)

Figure 12: Example of abstractions discovered by STEVIE on the program synthesis domain.

mapaddthree(A,B)<« ho_89(A,B,inv.0).
inv_@(A,B)< increment(A,C),increment(C,D),increment(D,B).

encrypt(A,B)< ho_89(A,B,inv.0).
inv_@(A,B)< ord(A,C),increment(C,D),bin(D,B).

filternegativemaptriple(A,B)< ho 517(A,C,negative,positive),ho89(C,B,triple).

member@and2(A)< ho_31(A,inv_0),ho_31(A,zero).
inv_@(A)< decrement(A,B),one(B).

mapaddk (A,B,C)<+ ho_542(A,B,C,inv_1)
inv_1(A,B)< ho_89(A,B,increment)

allpositiveallodd(A)< ho_73(A,odd),ho_73(A,positive).

seqstep3decr(A):- ho_16(A,inv_0).
inv_@(A,B):- decrement(A,C),decrement(C,D),decrement(D,B).

iteratedrop4k(A,B,C):- ho.5(A,B,C,inv0).
inv.0(A,B):- tail(A,C),tail(C,D),tail(D,E),tail(E,B).

Figure 13: Examples of hypotheses learned by HOPPER when using abstractions discovered by STEVIE.



Task | Baseline STEVIE Task | Baseline STEVIE

chessmapuntil 50£0 98 +1 chessmapuntil 0+0 4£0
chessmapfilter 50+0 100 =0 chessmapfilter 240 441
chessmapfilteruntil | 50 &= 0 98 +1 chessmapfilteruntil 1£0 3+0
chess 50+0 500 chess 00 timeout
doStimes 50£0 100 £ 0 doStimes timeout 408 + 91
linel 50+0 100 £ 0 linel timeout 305 +£13
line2 50£0 100 £ 0 line2 timeout 339 +29
stringl 50£0 100 £ 0 stringl timeout 267 £ 161
string2 50+0 100 =0 string2 timeout 6t1
string3 50£0 100 £ 0 string3 timeout 708 + 33
string4 50+0 100 =0 string4 timeout 91 + 36
waiter 50+0 100 £ 0 waiter timeout 5+1
waiter2 50+0 50+0 waiter2 timeout timeout
alleven 1000 100+0 alleven 1+0 1+0
allsegN 50+0 50+0 allsegN timeout timeout
droplast 50+0 50+0 droplast timeout timeout
droplastk 50+0 100 =0 droplastk timeout 8§+2
dropk 1000 1000 dropk 19£6 1+0
encryption 50+0 100 =0 encryption timeout 175 + 42
finddup 50+0 50+0 finddup timeout timeout
firstHalf 50+0 50+0 firstHalf timeout timeout
isPalindrome 50+ 0 50+0 isPalindrome timeout timeout
lastHalf 50+0 50+0 lastHalf timeout timeout
length 80+12 100+0 length 5+1 10£1
member 1000 100£0 member 00 1+0
of1And2 50+0 50+0 of1And2 timeout timeout
repeatN 50+0 50+0 repeatN timeout timeout
reverse 50+ 0 50+0 reverse timeout timeout
rotateN 50£0 100 £ 0 rotateN timeout 56 + 15
sorted 1000 100+0 sorted 14+1 11+1
depth 50+0 500 depth timeout timeout
isBranch 1000 100+0 isBranch 0+0 4+0
isSubTree 50+0 500 isSubTree timeout timeout
addN 50+0 500 addN timeout timeout
multFromSuc 50+ 0 50+0 multFromSuc timeout timeout

Table 4: Predictive accuracies. Table 5: Learning times. The error is standard error.
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