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Abstract. Detection and elimination of redundant clauses from pritjoosl
formulas in Conjunctive Normal Form (CNF) is a fundamentalgbem with nu-
merous application domains, including Al, and has beenubgest of extensive
research. Moreover, a number of recent applications ntetivaarious extensions
of this problem. For example, unsatisfiable formulas partéd into disjoint sub-
sets of clauses (so-callegfoupg often need to be simplified by removing re-
dundant groups, or may contain redundeartiables rather than clauses. In this
report we present a generalized theoretical framewotklwlled CNF formulas
that unifies various extensions of the redundancy deteetimhremoval prob-
lem and allows to derive a number of results that subsume xtedia previous
work. The follow-up reports contain a number of additiortadretical results
and algorithms for various computational problems in thatext of the proposed
framework.

1 Introduction

Propositional logic formulas in Conjunctive Normal FormNE) often have redundant
clauses. In some contexts, redundancy is desirable. Fonmgathe identification of
redundant clauses is a hallmark of modern SAT solN&@k |n other contexts, redun-
dancy is undesirable. For example, elimination of reduhdkuses is useful in sim-
plifying knowledge base<2f]. A special case of redundancy deals with unsatisfiable
subformulas, since the identification of Minimal UnsatisfeaSubformulas (MUSes)
finds a wide range of practical applications.

Redundancy in logic has been extensively studied in thenteestBJ24/15/25/26),
and includes complexity characterizations of differenihpatational problems. Sim-
ilarly, the specific case of unsatisfiable subformulas has been extensively stud-
ied [1922/27]. Computational problems of interest include computingiaimal un-
satisfiable subformula, or enumerating them all, and comgutn irredundant (or min-
imal equivalent) subformula, or enumerating them all. Samhthese problems have
been studied in detail for the case where minimality is esped in terms of clauses.
Moreover, and also for the case where minimality is expikssderms of clauses,
well-known hitting set properties relating minimal unsétible and maximal satisfi-
able subformulas have been developed for unsatisfiableutas82[7/19]. Recently,
this work has been extended to the case of satisfiable foslh
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Motivated by practical applications, the extraction of Mé$Jhas recently been gen-
eralized to groups of (related) claus@3|B1], and to variabledI1[12/13/14]. In many
settings[27/37], it is important to aggregate related clausesdasipsof clauses). In
these cases, MUSes need to be expressed in terms of grodpssdsand not in terms
of individual clauses. Clearly, MUS problems over groupslafises or over variables
can be extended to the more general case of redundancy rerfRovaxample, one
may want to compute a subformula that has no redundant Vesiatr a subformula
that has no redundant groups of clauses. Also relevant amaenation problems for
unsatisfiability and redundancy problems when these pnubkre expressed in terms
of variables or groups of clauses. For example, one may vearhtmerate all the
variable MUSes of a formula, or all the irredundant subfdamwhen a problem is
represented as groups of (related) clauses.

The main objective of this report is to develop a theorefiaahework that provides
a unified approach for tackling redundancy problems in CNimtdas, and includes
unsatisfiable formulas as a special case. This framewotdlenthe generalization of
known theoretical results, but also serves to highlight leswsting algorithms for dif-
ferent computational problems can be adapted and exte8&(3]. The framework
is based on the concept tabelled CNFformula, where labels are used to associate
individual clauses of a CNF formula with disjoint groups tduses, or with variables,
or with literals, or even with arbitrary intersecting graupf clauses. By extending to
the labelled CNF setting the standard definitions of MUSeabNB8Ses over clauses,
the report shows that well-known properties of hitting seality [32/19/7] also hold
for the general case of unsatisfiable labelled CNF formualad,so hold for MUS and
MSS problems over variables, literals or arbitrary grouppsauses. More interestingly,
these results also hold for redundancy removal problemsdiisfiable formulas, when
defined over clauses, variables, or groups of clauses. Tinediate consequences of
these results include the ability to enumerate MSSes andeéddSlabelled CNF for-
mulas, their extensions to the redundancy removal casaldmthe ability to generalize
existing MUS extraction algorithms. A detailed descriptaf the report’s contributions
is included in Sectio@and summarized in Tab&1

2 Background and Motivation

We focus on formulas in CNFdrmulas from hence on), which we treat as finite multi-
sets of clauses. We assume that clauses do not contain atepliariables. Given a
formula F we denote the set of variables that occutfrby Var(F), and the set of
variables that occur in a clausee F by Var(c). An assignment for F is a map
7: Var(F) — {0, 1}. Assignments are extended to clauses and formulas acgdmin
the semantics of classical propositional logicr (fF) = 1, thenr is amodelof F. If a
formulaF has (resp. does not have) a model, tférs satisfiable(resp.unsatisfiablg

By SAT (resp.UNSAT) we denote the set of all satisfiable (resp. unsatisfiableyf CN
formulas. FormulaF; impliesformula F; (F; & Fo) if every model of 7 is a model

of F». F; is equivalento F; (F; = F») if they have the same set of models. A clause
¢ € Fisredundantn F if F\{c} = F, or, equivalentlyF\{c} & {c}. Formulas with
(resp. without) redundant clauses are catltlindant(resp.irredundan).



The majority of the research on redundancy in propositigit addresses unsat-
isfiable CNF formulas. Irredundant unsatisfiable formulascalledminimally unsatis-
fiable (MU). Explicitly, a formulaF is MU if (i) F € UNSAT, and (i) for any clause
c € F, F\{c} € SAT. A subformulaF’ < F is aminimally unsatisfiable subformula
(MUS)of F if 7' is minimally unsatisfiable. The set of all MUSes&fis denoted by
MUS(F) —in general, a given unsatisfiabfemay have more than one MUS. MUSes
are of interest for a number of reasons, and have been ondae sgd Al community
for a long time. For example, in early work of Reiter on moHeked diagnosi&p,
MUSes, under the name ofinimal conflict setsare used in computation of a faulty set
of components of mis-behaving systems. More recently, Mifel numerous appli-
cations in formal verification of hardware and software ey, product configuration,
etc. — seelZg] for concrete examples. Motivated by several applicatiomaimal un-
satisfiability and related concepts have been extended t fGinulas where clauses
are partitioned into disjoint sets callgdoups[27/31].

Definition 1 (Group-Oriented MUS). Given an explicitly partitioned unsatisfiable
CNF formulaF = Gy u --- U G,, a group oriented MUSor, group-MU§ of F is
asetof group$G;,,..., G },i; > 0,suchthatF’ =Gy u G;, u--- UG, € UNSAT,
and for everyl < j <k, F'\G;, € SAT.

Note the special role of groug, (group-Q — this group consists of “background”
clauses that are included in every group-MUS; because afpgfoa group-MUS, as
opposed to MUS, can be empty. In addition to clauses and grolglauses, minimal
unsatisfiability has been defined and analysed in terms ofdhiablesof the formula
[1114]. Given a CNF formulaF, andV < Var(F), the subformula ofF induced
by V is the formulaF|y = {c € F | Var(c) < V}. Then,F is variable minimally
unsatisfiable (VMUJf F € UNSAT, and for anyV' < Var(F), F|v € SAT, i.e. no
variable can be removed from the formula without makingtis§éable. Here “removal
of a variable” means removal of all clauses that have thigke. Variable MUSes
(VMUSesre defined accordinglyy < Var(F) is a VMUS of F if F|y is VMU. In
[3] variable minimal unsatisfiability has been extended in mber of ways akin to the
extension of MUSes with group-MUSes.

A notion dual to minimal unsatisfiability is that of maximadtsfiability: a sub-
formula 7" = F is amaximally satisfiable subformula (MS&).F if 7' € SAT and
Vee F\F', F' u {c} € UNSAT. The set of MSSes of a CNF formulais denoted by
MSS(F). MSSes are also of much interest in the context of Al. For pgen that an
MSS constitutes a maximally consistent part of an incoestdti.e. unsatisfiable) for-
mula, MSSes can be used for reasoning in the presence ofsistemcy — se€?] for
an example of an MSS-based framework for reasoning withnisistent knowledge.
Furthermore, an MSS of maximum cardinality constitutest@felauses satisfied by a
solution to the Maximum Satisfiability (MaxSAT) problemvgh a formulaF find an
assignment that satisfies the maximum number of clausgs of

Given an MSSS of F, one may also consider a subformuaS of 7 — such
subformula is called ao-MSSof F, and the set of all co-MSSes &f is denoted by
coMSS(F). Note that whenF € UNSAT, a co-MSS ofF is a minimal subformula
of F, removal of which fromF will regain its satisfiability. Thus, for example, in the
context of Reiter's model-based diagnosis framew®3,[co-MSSes constitute the



Table 2.1. Summary of existing work on redundancy in CNF formulas. Tizenework ofla-
belled CNF formulagproposed in this report allows to “cover” all the empty egsri

| Problem I Clauses | Groups | Variables |
MUS/MSS/coMSS [15.10.14.28] L[27.31] L [11/14,3]
MES/MNS/coMNS [2Z4.22.21]
o UNSAT || [32[7.€.20.2]
Hitting Set Theorerp SAT ]
MaxSAT (algorithms) [[2B)L.17] [T18]

minimal set of components of the faulty system that must Ineoked to restore its
correct behaviour, i.e. thminimal diagnosisFor a similar reason, if[7] the authors
refer to co-MSSes amainimal correction subsets (MCSes)

The MUSes, MSSes and co-MSSes of a given unsatisfiable fatmate connected
via so-callechitting sets duality theorenThis theorem has been proved and re-proved
on a number of occasions, starting wiZ], and later in[F]9/2]27]. The connection is
expressed in terms afreducible hitting sets

Definition 2 ((Irreducible) Hitting Set). Let.” be a collection of arbitrary sets. A
setH is called ahitting setof &7 ifforall S € ./, H n S # (. A hitting setH is
irreducible if no H' < H is a hitting set of.

Then, the hitting set duality theorem states that every MU& formulaF is an irre-
ducible hitting set of the set of co-MSSesBf and vice versa.

Theorem 1 (cf. [32[7/9)2]). For any unsatisfiable CNF formul&: (7) formulaM is a
co-MSS ofF if and only if M is an irreducible hitting set oMUS(F); (i7) formulai/
is an MUS ofF if and only ifi/ is an irreducible hitting set ofoMSS(F).

Besides exposing an interesting connection between theugasubformulas of CNF
formulas, hitting set duality is used in algorithms for cartggion of the set ofll
MUSes of CNF formulas — see, for exampl2Z7].

The case of redundancy in satisfiable CNF formulas has akso #ealysed exten-
sively, for example in24)22/21]. Here the first object of interest is a subformula of a
CNF formulaF that is irredundant and equivalentfo— such subformulas are called
minimal equivalent subformulas (MESea)subformula?’ = F is an MES of F if
F'=F,andvVce F', F'\{c} # F. The set of all MESes aF is denoted byMES(F).

A number of efficient algorithms for computation of MESes &aecently been pro-
posed in[fl]. The dual notion is that of anaximal non-equivalent subformula (MNS)
a subformulaF” = F is an MNS of F if 7/ # F andVe € F\F', F' u {c} = F.
The set of MNSes of a CNF formul& is denoted byMNS(F). Finally, a subformula
of F that is a complement of some MNS &f is called aco-MNSof F, and the set
of all co-MNSes ofF is denoted byyoMNS(F). Note that, as opposed to the case of
unsatisfiable formulas, to our knowledge no extensions oSkH=and related concepts,
to groups of clauses or to the variables of CNF formulas haealproposed.

TableZ.Q summarizes existing work on redundancy over clauses, grofigauses
and variables. A number of concrete problems and propediebe considered, namely



minimal unsatisfiability, irredundant (or minimal equigat) subformulas, hitting set
duality theorem and maximum satisfiability. The table shosisrences for overviews
or key references for each topic. In the next section we deser framework of so-
calledlabelled CNF formulasThis framework serves to generalize all of the existing
work described above, and, in particular, allows to “cowdt’of the empty entries in
the table. We demonstrate the usefulness of the framewodehying a generalized
version of the hitting set duality theorem. As a by-produet extend the recent re-
sults on irredundant formulas for the case of satisfiabladas [P1]. In addition to the
problems shown in TabE] the framework of labelled CNFs allows addressing re-
dundancy problems over literals, wire-MUSes for Booleanuits [6], andinteresting
variables MUSproblem [B].

3 Generalized Redundancy

3.1 Labelled CNF Formulas

The key observation that motivates the development of thellled CNF framework is
that in all cases described in Sect@below, the redundancy in a CNF formufacan
be analyzed in terms gfossibly intersectingji.e. not necessarily disjoint) subsets of
clauses ofF. An additional feature of some of the cases, for examplegdWs, is
the presence of the background, or group-0, clauses. Wereafhte semantics of the
intersecting and the background subsets of clauses in lbevfiog way.

Definition 3 (Labelled CNF Formula). Let Lbl be a non-empty set aflause labels
Alabelled CNF (LCNF) formula& is a tuple(F, \), whereF is a CNF formula, and
A : F — 2l s a (total)labelling functionsuch that for allc € 7, A(c) is finite.

We refer to the formulaF as aCNF part of ¢, and denote it byFs. The labelling
function X of @ is denoted by\s. The set of labels\s(c) for ¢ € Fg is referred to
as aset of clause labels af in ¢. Forl e Lbl, we refer to the set of clauség, =

{c e Fs |1l € \s(c)} as theset of clauses labelled with The role of labels in LCNF
formulas is to group the clauses of the CNF part into subsethese subsets can be
disjoint, as, for example, in group-CNF conte2¥31], or intersecting, as in the context
of variable-MUS probleniI1/14]. By 7 we denote the s€t € Fs | \s(c) = &} of
unlabelled clausesThese clauses play the role of group-0 clauses in groupsCoiF
uninteresting variables in the extensions of variable-Mig&lem B]. The subscripts
for the CNF part and the labelling function éfmay be omitted wher is understood
from the context. With a slight abuse of notation, kip) we denote the set alctive
labelsof &, that is the set . -, A(c). Note that\(®) is finite, and may be empty.
Some natural examples of labelling functions and labellsi@€will be given shortly.
The (un)satisfiability, models, and all related concep{zopositional logic are defined
for labelled CNFs with respect to their CNF part. For examglés unsatisfiable® e
UNSAT), if Fo € UNSAT.

Definition 4 (Induced subformula). Let® = (F, X\) be a labelled CNF formula, and
let L < A\(2). Then, the subformula @ induced byL, is a labelled CNF formula
P\, = (F|r, N\, whereF|, = {ce F | Xc) € L}.



In other words@|;, has the same labelling functionas®, however the CNF part of
@|;, contains only those labelled clauses/®fall of whose labels are included ih
and all the unlabelled clauseg, i.e. \(®|) < L. Alternatively, any clause that has
some label outside af is removed fromF. Thus, it will be convenient to speak of an
operation ofremovalof a label from® = (F, \). Letl € A\(®) be any (active) label,
then, the LCNF formuldF\ 7!, \) will be said to be obtained by tiremoval of label
from @. Note that Definitiofdimplies that for anyl. = \(®) (note the strict inclusion),
we haveFg|, < Fg. Also, note that it is possible tha(®|;,) = L — for example, if

for somel € A\(®)\L, and somé’ e L, F*' = F', thenl’ ¢ \(®|1.).

Example 1.Let Lbl = N, and let® = ({c1,...,cs}, Ay with the clauseg; and the la-
belling function\ defined as follows (the sets of clause labels are shown asrqpiis$.

c1 = (—y) c3=(zvi)y c=@vyva)yg c=(yvi)y
c2=(yv -ty c=((2)pa c=TVvypy =t

The set of active labels @b is \(?) = {1,2,3,4}. & is satisfiable, with the (only)
model{—x, —y, z, —t}. The subformula o induced by the set of labels = {2, 3, 4}
is | = ({cs,...,cs}, A). Additional examples of induced subformulas étg, 4, =

<{Cl, Cc2,C3,Cs, Cg}, )\> and¢|® = <{C5}, )\>

In the context of redundancy removal in CNF formulas, we kpsfaredundant
clauses, and the basic, atomic, operation on CNF formulasists of a removal of a
single clause from the formula. For the general case oflketb€INF formulas the oper-
ation of removal of a single clause is not permitted — instéfael atomic modification
to labelled CNFs is a removal of a single (actilael, that isall clauses in the CNF
part of the formula that are labelled with this label. Thisaisessentialpoint of the
framework proposed in this report. In fact, when we spealpoffer) subformulas of
labelled CNF formulas, walwaysmean “subformulas obtained by removal of labels”,
or to be precise?’ is a subformula ofp, if &' = @|;, for someL < (). When
the inclusion is strict, i.eL < A(®), ¢’ is aproper subformula of®. We will use set
notation to denote subformula relation, edq. = @. Note that all subformulas ap
have the same set of unlabelled clauses. Finally, we potrthatiwhile®’ = @ implies
Fo € Fg, the fact thatF” < F does necessarily implF’, \y < (F, \) — again,
because removal of a single clause is, in general, not allonveCNFs.

3.2 Redundancy in Labelled CNFs

It is not difficult to see that, similar to the case of (plainli§ removal of labels from
labelled CNF formula can nevezducethe set of models of the formulas, that is, when
&' is a subformula ofp, we always hav@ = ¢'. However, as with CNFs, removal of
some labels fron®, might not affect the set of models éfat all — such labels are
thenredundanti.e. all clauses that are labelled with such labels can tmved from
the formula while preserving the logical equivalence.

Definition 5 (Redundant label; Redundant LCNF). Let® = (F,\) be a labelled
CNF formula. A label € A\(®) is redundanin @ if @[,y = . A formulad is
redundantf \(2) contains redundant labels.



Alternatively, a labell € \(®) is redundant ind = (F,\) if (F\F!) = F'.. An
irredundant LCNF has the property that the removal of angll&bm it extends the set
of its models — when the formula is unsatisfiable, this mehasthe removal of any
label makes it satisfiable, i.e. itisinimallyunsatisfiable.

Definition 6 (Minimally Unsatifiable LCNF). A labelled CNF formulap = (F, \)
is minimally unsatisfiabléf @ € UNSAT, and for anyL < A(®), §|, € SAT.

The following example demonstrates a number of natural idiefis of labelling func-
tions under which redundant labels capture some well-knoations of redundancy
(cf. Sectior?).

Example 2.Let 7 be any CNF formula.

(i) TakeA to be such that each clause’®is labelled with a single distinct label. Then
a labell is redundant irp = (F, \) if and only if the (only) clause labelled with
is redundant, in the plain CNF sense /in

(i) Take X to be such that each clause Bfis either labelled with a single, but not
necessarily distinct label, or unlabelled. Then a ldbglredundant irp = (F, \)
if and only if the set of clause&’ is redundant, and so we capture the seman-
tics of redundant groups in the group-CNF formulas. The heilad clausess?
correspond to group-0.

(iiiy Take Lbl = Var(F), andX(c) = Var(c) for eachc € F. Then, a labeb is
redundant ind = (F, ) if and only if the variablev is redundant inF. Thus,
when@ is minimally unsatisfiableF is variable minimally unsatisfiable (VMU).

As with the case of CNF, by iteratively removing redundahela from LCNFP we
can obtain a subformul® of & that is equivalent t@ and irredundant. Thus, the sub-
formulad’ is a labelled CNF analog of an MES for (plain) CNF formulas &#fctiori2).
However, in our framework we chose to define labelled MESdsrims of subsets of
labels rather than subformulas. We argue that this definition issmmatural. Consider,
for example, the case of variable-MUSes (VMUSes). Here, \BV&Ja subset minimal
set ofvariablesof an unsatisfiable CNF formula, rather than the subforrmdaced by
these variables. If variables are used as labels of clanghe LCNF framework, as in
ExampléXiii), then it is indeed the subset of labels of the formulattive are interested
in, and not the subformula itself.

Definition 7 (Labelled Minimal Equivalent Subset (LMES)). Let® = (F,\) be a
labelled CNF formula. A set of labels< \(P) is alabelled minimal equivalent subset
(LMES) of @, if &|, = &, andVL' < L, | # P. The set of all LMESes @ is
denoted by MES(®).

As with (plain) CNF formulas, whet® is unsatisfiable, LMESes d@f capture the gen-
eralized notion of minimally unsatisfiable subformulas.

Definition 8 (Labelled Minimal Unsatisfiable Subset (LMUS)).Let® = {(F,\) be
a labelled CNF formula. A set of labels € A\(®) is alabelled minimal unsatisfiable
subset (LMUS)of @, if &|, € UNSAT, andVL' < L, ¢|., € SAT. The set of all
LMUSes ofp is denoted by MUS(®).



Table 3.1. Summary of the corner cases for CNF and LCNF formulas. Hemefers to CNF
formula,® to LCNF.

| |[Exists for every formula]?  Can be empty formula]  Can be the evfmimulg
MES yes yes, only wheif = yes

| LMES || yes | yes, only whea(®) = 5, or] yes |
whenF? # ¢ and

all labels are redundant

LMNS || no: when\(®) = &, or yes no

whenF? # ¢ and
all labels are redundant
CcOMNS same as MNS no yes

coLMNS same as LMNS no yes

To put the above definitions into a concrete context, conglike labelled CNFs dis-
cussed in Exampl@ for the case(i) the LMESes correspond to CNF-based MESes
and LMUSes correspond to MUSes; for the c@sethe LMUSes correspond to group-
MUSes; for the casg@ii) the LMUSes correspond to variable-MUSes (VMUSes).

Note that, by definition, when a labékis irredundant inb, everyLMES of ¢ must
include!, and, in fact, the set of all irredundant labelsdofs precisely(| LMES(®).
Thus,® is irredundant if and only iIEMES(®) = {\(®)}. Also, note that a label might
be redundant i@, but irredundant in a subformude of . However, ifl is irredundant
in @, itis irredundant in every subformula &t

Clearly, every labelled CNF formul& has at least one LMES, and, furthermore,
for any subformula?’ of @, @ = ¢ if and only if some LMES ofd is a subset of
A(9?'). Note that in case of CNF formulas, an MES can be empty onlyefformula
itself is empty. For the case of labelled CNFs, an empty LMBSalso occur when all
labels are redundant — but this can only happen in the pressnmlabelled clauses.
Note that this additional case is not an artifact of the LCK#frfework, but rather the
artifact of the idea of group-0 clauses (in group-CNFs), anititeresting variables (in
the extensions of variable-MUSes). For example, group-NMlésnpty when group-0 is
unsatisfiable. Tab@B.J contains a summary of this and other corner cases in the LCNF
framework, and contrasts them with the corner cases innpNF redundancy.

Example 3.Consider the LCNF formulé from Exampldl], for convenience we repro-
duce it here.

a = (—y) cs=(2vit)hy e=@vyva)y c=(yvi)s
co=(yv -ty ca=("2)p2 c=(TVY3y cs=("t)u
To aid the understanding of the example note the followihg:dlauses;, ..., c, are
implied by the clausess, ..., cs (c1 is derived fromer, cs by resolution;c, is sub-

sumed byts; ¢ is derived frons, cg, c7; ¢4 is derived fronrg, c7, cg); also, the clauses
cg, c7, cg are implied by the clauses, cs, ¢4 (¢ is subsumed byy; c7 is subsumed by
c1; cg is derived fromey, ¢s).

Label 1 is redundant i@ due to the fact that claus€s' = {ci,...,cs} are implied
by Fli2,343 = {cs,...,cs}. However, labels 2, 3 and 4 are irredundantin, s 43,



hencel; = {2, 3,4} is a labelled MES of. The formula® has another LMES: label 3
is redundant i, as clauseg = {cg, c7} are implied byFli1,2,4y = {e1,. .5 ¢5,C8}-
Howeverd|(; » 4, contains a redundant label 4, as claasés implied bycy, co. Now,
D12y = (e, .-+, 05}, A) is irredundant — even though clausgis implied by c,
andc; and so is redundant in the (plain) CNF sense, we cannot reinfseen |, »y;
note that this would also be the case\{t:s) = {2}. We conclude that, = {1,2} is
an LMES of@.

The notion dual to minimal equivalence (resp. minimal uis§ability) is that of
maximal non-equivalence (resp. maximal satisfiabilitygrélwe are interested in sets
of labels that induce a subformula éfthat is not equivalent t@, but an addition of
any active label fron®, results in an equivalent subformula.

Definition 9 (Labelled Maximal Non-equivalent Subset (LMNS)).Let® = (F,\)
be a labelled CNF formula. A set of labels = A\(®) is a labelled maximal non-
equivalent subset (LMNS)f &, if @|;, == @ and foreveryl’, L ¢ L' € \(®), @|, =
. The set of all LMNSes df is denoted by MNS(®).

Note that just as with clausal MNSes, which do not exist fopgnformulas because
every subformula of an empty formula is equivalent to it, LB®&& do not exist for
LCNF formulas withA(®) = &. Also, just as with LMESes, the presence of unla-
belled clauses gives rise to an additional corner case (seefabld3.1) — when all
labels are redundant (for non-empty formulas this can oafyplen ifF<9 = ), every
subformula of® is also equivalent té. For the case of unsatisfiable LCNFs, we have a
definition analogous to that of (clausal) MSS.

Definition 10 (Labelled Maximal Satisfiable Subset (LMSS))Let® = (F,\) be a
labelled CNF formula. A set of labels< A\(®) is alabelled maximal satisfiable subset
(LMSS)of @, if @|;, € SAT and for everyL', L ¢ L' € \(®), |1, € UNSAT. The set
of all LMSSes o is denoted by MSS(®).

Note that as opposed to MSSes, which exist for every CNF fapiMSSes do not
exist for formulas with an unsatisfiable set of unlabellediskes, because no subformula
of such a formula is satisfiable.

As discussed in Sectid® clausal MSSes are of interest for a number of reasons,
one of which that an MSS of maximum cardinality is a set of skmuthat are true under
a solution to MaxSAT problem. With this in mind we can also defa generalized
version of MaxSAT problem.

Given an LMSSL of ¢, one may also consider its complemexit?)\L. When
& e SAT, the complement is an empty set, however wiles UNSAT, A(P)\L is
a minimal set of labels of, removal of which from®, will regain the satisfiability.
The corresponding concept in the context of unsatisfiabl& @GNhat of co-MSS (cf.
Sectior2). Similar, though less intuitive, concept arises in theeaafs MNSes.

Definition 11 (co-LMNS). Let® = (F, X) be a labelled CNF formula. A set of labels
L < \(?) is alabelled co-MNS (co-LMNSf @, if \(@)\L € LMNS(®). Or, explicitly,

if o0z # @, and foranyL’ < L, @) = ©. The set of all co-LMNSes dfis
denoted byoLMNS(®).



Definition 12 (co-LMSS).Let® = (F, \) be a labelled CNF formula. A set of labels
L < \(?) is alabelled co-MSS (co-LMSS)f @, if A(P)\L € LMSS(®). Or, explicitly,

if @5y € SAT, and for anyL’ < L, &4 - € UNSAT. The set of all co-LMSSes
of @ is denoted byoLMSS(®P).

Example 4.Consider again the LCNF formula from Exampldll The formula has
three LMNSes{1, 3,4}, {2, 3} and{2,4}, and three corresponding co-LMNSes.

3.3 Generalized Hitting Set Duality

As mentioned in SectidB, for a given CNF formulaF, there is a relationship between
the set of MUSes ofF and the set of co-MSSes of: coMSS(F) is a set of irre-
ducible hitting sets oMUS(F). This relationship has been (re)discovered on a number
of occasions, with the earliest, to our knowledge, atteduib Reiter[82] in the con-
text of model-based diagnosis — there MUSes are called naingonflict sets, and
coMSSes are called minimal diagnoses. This relationship biasis for the efficient
MUS enumeration algorithms (cf2P7]. A weaker form of this relationship, namely
UMUS(F) = F\[MSS(F), derived by KullmannZQ], has been also generalized in
[27] to the case of satisfiable CNF formulas. In this section webbgp a general version
of the hitting set theorem for the labelled CNF formulas. didiion to subsuming the
previous results, the theorem covers all the other, notipusly analyzed, cases, e.g.
group-MUS or variable-MUS. The theorem also allows to depedffective algorithm
computation of the set of all LMESes.

The proof of the theorem relies on a number of basic progedid MESes and
LMNSes, as well as the following known property of irreddeilhitting sets (recall
Definition[2). The property asserts that every element of an irredubitieg set must,
in a sense, have a “reason” to be there, i.e. to be a uniquesemative of some set.

Proposition 1. Let.& be a collection of arbitrary sets, and |éf be any hitting set of
.. Then,H is irreducible if and only ivh € H, 35 € . such thatd n S = {h}.

The hitting sets relationship is captured formally by thkofeing theorem.

Theorem 2 (Generalized Hitting Set Duality Theorem).Let® = (F, \) be a la-
belled CNF formula, such that(®) # ¢, and if 72 # ¢ then at least one label in
A(®) is irredundant. Then,

(i) L < \(P) is a coLMNS of® if and only if L is an irreducible hitting set of
LMES(®).
(i) L < \(®)isanLMES ofp if and only ifL is an irreducible hitting set afoLMNS(®).

Note that the restrictions on the formulain the above theorem are in place to
ensure that the formula has at least one co-LMNS (cf. TaH)e These restrictions are
satisfieda priori for a number of special cases, which we discuss shortly.

The intuition behindi) can be explained as follofys— since the removal of a co-
LMNS from a formula® makes it non-equivalent @, the removal must “break” each

3 This explanation is a generalized version of the one givenfisatisfiable CNF case in[27]



of the LMESes of the formula. Hence a co-LMNS must includesast one label from
each of the LMESes, i.e. it is a hitting set of the set of LMES&the formula. The
minimality of co-LMNS implies the irreducibility of the Hihg set, and vice versa.

Before we proceed with the proof of Theor@nrecall a simple property of sub-
formulas of any LCNF formul& that satisfies the conditions of the theorem: for any
' < ¢, 9 £ ¢ if and only if A\(¢) is a subset of some LMNS @; ¢’ = & if and
only if A\(?') is a superset of some LMES &t

Proof. For clarity we adopt the following convention: lett8rwill be used to denote
LMNSes, M to denote co-LMNSed/ to denote LMESes.

Part (i), If: Let M be an irreducible hitting set &fMES(®), and letS = A\(®)\M.
First, sinceM is a hitting set ofLMES(®), S cannot include an LMES ob, and so
®|s # . SinceM is anirreduciblehitting set ofLMES(®), for any label € M, there
existsU € LMES(®), such that\l nU = {i} (by Propositioffl). Hence, for any € M,
the setS U {l} includes some LME® of ¢, and sob|g(;; = ¢. We conclude tha$
is an LMNS of®, and so)M is a co-LMNS of®.

Part (i), Only-if: Let M be any co-LMNS ofp, and letS = \(®)\M be the cor-
responding LMNS. Sinc@|s # @, for anyU € LMES(®), U\S # & (otherwise
U c S),and saU n M # ¢, thatis,M is a hitting set oLMES(®). Now, sinceS is
an LMNS, for every label € M, ®[s ¢, = . Thus, for every € M, there exists an
LMES U such thatM ~ U = {i}. By Propositiorfl] ) is anirreducible hitting set of
LMES(®).

Part (ii), If: Let U be an irreducible hitting set aloLMNS(®). We have that for
any M € coLMNS(®), U n M # . Hence, for naS € LMNS(®) we havell < S
and sod|y = &. SinceU is irreducible, by Propositioffll, for every label € U, there
existsM € coLMNS(®) such that/ n M = {l}. Thus, for every € U, there exists a
co-LMNS M such that/’ = U\{l} < A\(?)\M, i.e.U’ is included in some LMNS of
@, and soP|ys # ¢. We conclude thall € LMES(P).

Part (i), Only-if: Let U be any LMES of®. Since®|; = &, U cannot be included
in any LMNS of®, and so for every co-LMNS3/ of @, we havel n M # ¢, i.e.U
is a hitting set ofcoLMNS(®). Now, sinceU is an LMES of®, for any labell € U,
Plingy # @, and so the sel/\{/} is included in some LMNS o#. Hence, for any
labell € U, there exists a co-LMNS/ of ¢ such thatU n M = {l}. Hence, By
Propositiorfl] U is anirreduciblehitting set ofcoLMNS(®). |

The restrictions on the formulka in TheorenfZ can, in some cases, be satisfied
a priori. Consider, for example, the cagee UNSAT, and the labelling function as
in Example(i). Since F4 € UNSAT, we haveF # (¥, and every clause is labelled
(F2 = ), the theorem applies unconditionally to such formulasisThve get exactly
the original version of hitting set duality theorem for utisizable CNF formulas (see
Section?). For the case of group-MUS (Exam{iii)), the theorem holds whenever
F9 e SAT, as this condition ensures that the formula has at leastroguindant label
(sinced € UNSAT).

The following corollary is a straightforward consequené&beoreni?, and is a
generalized version of the relationship between MUSes arld$Ses shown ird[9].

Corollary 1. Let® be as in Theorefd Then| JLMES(®) = A(®)\ () LMNS(®).



The following example illustrates the claims of Theol@and Corollar{ll

Example 5.Consider the LCNF formul& from Exampléll From Example8and3we
have the followingLMES(®) = {{1,2},{2,3,4}},LMNS(®) = {{1, 3,4}, {2, 3}, {2, 4}},
coLMNS(@) = {{2}, {1, 3}, {1,4}}. Note thatLMES(®) has exactly 3 irreducible hit-
ting sets that constitute the se. MNS(®). Also, | JLMES(®) = {1,2,3,4} = A\(D),
and(LMNS(®) = ¢.

4 Conclusion

This report presents a framework of labelled CNF formulag &llows to generalize
and extend the existing work on redundancy detection andvahin CNF formulas.
Future work includes the development of a number of addilidtimeoretical results,
and a suite of efficient algorithms that address various edatipnal problems in the
context of the proposed framework.

References

1. C. Ansotegui, M. L. Bonet, and J. Levy. A new algorithm forighged partial MaxSAT. In
AAAL AAAL 2010.

2. J. Bailey and P. J. Stuckey. Discovery of minimal unsati$iaibsets of constraints using
hitting set dualization. IfPADL, pages 174-186, 2005.

3. A. Belov, A. Ivrii, A. Matsliah, and J. Marques-Silva. On eféint computation of variable
muses. IMTheory and Applications of Satisfiability Testing SAT 20b0ime 7317 o£NCS
pages 298-311. Springer, 2012.

4. A. Belov, M. Janota, I. Lynce, and J. Marques-Silva. On cotimguminimal equivalent
subformulas. IrCP, 2012. (to appear).

5. A. Belov and J. Marques-Silva. Accelerating MUS extractigth recursive model rotation.
In FMCAD, pages 37-40, 2011.

6. A. Belov and J. Marques-Silva. Minimally unsatisfiable Bea circuits. INSAT, pages
145-158, 2011.

7. E. Birnbaum and E. L. Lozinskii. Consistent subsets of irsistent systems: structure and
behaviour.J. Exp. Theor. Artif. Intel|.15(1):25-46, 2003.

8. Y. Boufkhad and O. Roussel. Redundancy in random SAT formaulaAAAl, pages 273—
278, 2000.

9. R. Bruni. Approximating minimal unsatisfiable subformullag means of adaptive core
search Discrete Applied Mathematic430(2):85-100, 2003.

10. H. K. Biining and O. Kullmann. Minimal unsatisfiability andtarkies. InHandbook of
Satisfiability pages 339—-401. 10S Press, 2009.

11. Z.-Y. Chen and D.-C. Ding. Variable minimal unsatisfialyilittn TAMC, pages 262—-273.
Springer-Verlag, 2006.

12. Z.-Y. Chen, Z.-H. Tao, H. Kleine Biining, and L.-F. Wang. Ayipg variable minimal un-
satisfiability in model checkingJournal of Softwarg19(1):39-47, 2008.

13. C. Desrosiers, P. Galinier, and A. Hertz. Efficient algarithfor finding critical subgraphs.
Discrete Appl. Math.156:244-266, January 2008.

14. C. Desrosiers, P. Galinier, A. Hertz, and S. Paroz. Usingisiges to find minimal unsatis-
fiable subformulas in satisfiability problem&.Comb. Optim.18(2):124-150, 2009.



15. O. FourdrinoyE. Grégoire, B. Mazure, and L. Sais. Eliminating redunddatises in SAT
instances. IICPAIOR pages 71-83, 2007.

16. E. Gréegoire, B. Mazure, and C. Piette. On approaches taimipg infeasibility of sets of
Boolean clauses. IICTAI, pages 74-83, November 2008.

17. F. Heras, A. Morgado, and J. Marques-Silva. Core-guidedrgiisearch algorithms for
maximum satisfiability. IPAAAI, 2011.

18. F. Heras, A. Morgado, and J. Marques-Silva. An empiricatigtaf encodings for group
MaxSAT. InCanadian Conference on A2012.

19. O. Kullmann. An application of matroid theory to the SAT plaf. INnCCC, pages 116-124,
2000.

20. O. Kullmann. Lean clause-sets: generalizations of mirlymaisatisfiable clause-setBis-
crete Applied Mathematic430(2):209-249, 2003.

21. O. Kullmann. Constraint satisfaction problems in clausahf Il: Minimal unsatisfiability
and conflict structureFundam. Inform.109(1):83-119, 2011.

22. O. Kullmann, 1. Lynce, and J. Marques-Silva. Categorisatibclauses in conjunctive nor-
mal forms: Minimally unsatisfiable sub-clause-sets andehagr kernel. IFSAT, pages 22-35,
2006.

23. C. M. Li and F. Manya. MaxSAT, hard and soft constraints.Handbook of Satisfiability
pages 613-632. I10S Press, 2009.

24. P. Liberatore. Redundancy in logic I: CNF propositionahfiatae.Artif. Intell., 163(2):203—
232, 2005.

25. P. Liberatore. Redundancy in logic II: 2CNF and Horn profiosal formulae.Artif. Intell.,
172(2-3):265-299, 2008.

26. P. Liberatore. Redundancy in logic Ill: Non-monotonic ma@sg. Artif. Intell.,
172(11):1317-1359, 2008.

27. M. H. Liffiton and K. A. Sakallah. Algorithms for computing mimal unsatisfiable subsets
of constraints.J. Autom. Reasoning0(1):1-33, 2008.

28. J. Marques-Silva. Minimal unsatisfiability: Models, algbms and applications. IIEMVL,
pages 9-14, 2010.

29. J. Marques-Silva and I. Lynce. On improving MUS extractiégoathms. InSAT, pages
159-173, 2011.

30. J. Marques-Silva, I. Lynce, and S. Malik. Conflict-drivemwese learning SAT solvers. In
Handbook of Satisfiabilitypages 131-154. I0OS Press, 2009.

31. A. Nadel. Boosting minimal unsatisfiable core extractionEMCAD, pages 121-128, 2010.

32. R. Reiter. A theory of diagnosis from first principleattif. Intell., 32(1):57-95, 1987.



	Generalizing Redundancy in Propositional Logic:Foundations and Hitting Sets Duality

