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Abstract

In this paper, we consider the problem of lifted inferencehancontext of Prism-like prob-
abilistic logic programming languages. Traditional imfiece in such languages involves the
construction of an explanation graph for the query and caimgyprobabilities over this graph.
When evaluating queries over probabilistic logic programith a large number of instances
of random variables, traditional methods treat each insta&®parately. For many programs
and queries, we observe that explanations can be summantpesiibstantially more compact
structures, which we call lifted explanation graphs. Irsthaper, we define lifted explana-
tion graphs and operations over them. In contrast to egidtited inference techniques, our
method for constructing lifted explanations naturally getizes existing methods for con-
structing explanation graphs. To compute probability aérguanswers, we solve recurrences
generated from the lifted graphs. We show examples wheragbef our technique reduces
the asymptotic complexity of inference.

1 Introduction

Background. Probabilistic Logic Programming (PLP) provides a deciaegbrogramming frame-
work to specify and use combinations of logical and stattmodels. A number of program-
ming languages and systems have been proposed and studiedthe framework of PLP, e.g.
PRISM (Sato and Kameya 1997), Problog (De Raedt et al.|2@0TH (Riguzzi and Swift 2011)
and Problog2[(Dries et al. 2015) etc. These languages hautaisdeclarative semantics based
on thedistribution semantic§Sato and Kameya 2001). Moreover, the inference algorithsesl
in many of these systems to evaluate the probability of qaeswers, e.g. PRISM, Problog and
PITA, are based on a common notionexplanation graphs

At a high level, the inference procedure follows traditibgaery evaluation over logic pro-
grams. Outcomes of random variables, i.e., ph@babilistic choicesare abduced during query
evaluation. Each derivation of an answer is associated aviébt of outcomes of random vari-
ables, called its explanation, under which the answer ipated by the derivation. Systems
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differ on how the explanations are represented and mangtllé&Explanation graphs in PRISM
are represented using tables, and under mutual exclussomgsgion, multiple explanations are
combined by adding entries to tables. In Problog and PITAlanation graphs are represented by
Binary Decision Diagrams (BDDs), with probabilistic cheecmapped to propositional variables
in BDDs.

Driving Problem. Inference based on explanation graphs does not scale viegjital/statistical
models with large numbers of random processes and variallegeralapproximate inference
techniques have been proposed to estimate the probalilapswers when exact inference is
infeasible. In general, large logical/statistical modei®lve familiesof independent, identically
distributed (i.i.d.) random variables. Moreover, in mangdals, inference often depends on the
outcomes of random processes but not on the identities dbrarvariables with the particular
outcomes. However, query-based inference methods wilmtigte each random variable and the
explanation graph will represent each of their outcomesenBwvhen the graph may ultimately
exhibit symmetry with respect to random variable idenditiand many parts of the graph may
be shared, the computation that produced these graphs mag isbaredThis paper presents a
structure for representing explanation graphs compacylgkploiting the symmetry with respect to
i.i.d random variables, and a procedure to build this sturetwithout enumerating each instance
of a random process.

lllustration. We illustrate the problem and our approach using the simyenple in Figuréll,
which shows a program describing a process of tossing a nuafibéd. coins, and evaluating
if at least two of them came up “heads”. The example is spekifie@n extension of the PRISM
language, called Px. Explicit random processes of PRISMlesaa clearer exposition of our
approach. In PRISM and Px, a special predicate of the festn(p, i, v) describes, given a
random procesg that defines a family of i.i.d. random variables, thas the value of the-
th random variable in the family. The argumendf msw is called theinstanceargument of the
predicate. In this paper, we consider Param-Px, a furthension of Px to define parameterized
programs. In Param-Px, a built-in predicate,is used to specify membership; exgin smeans
x is member of an enumerable seflhe size ofis specified by a separapepulation directive.

The program in Figurgll defines a family of random variable$ wutcomes infh, t} gen-
erated bytoss. The instances that index these random variables are dr@mmthe setoins.
Finally, predicatetwoheads is defined to hold if tosses of at least two distinct coins carpe
“heads”.

State of the Art, and Our Solution. Inference in PRISM, Problog and PITA follows the struc-
ture of the derivations for a query. Consider the programigufe[1(a) and let the cardinality of
the set of coins ba. The querytwoheads will take ©(n?) time, since it will construct bindings to
bothX andY in the clause definingwoheads. However, the size of an explanation grapi®ia);
see Figuréll(b). Computing the probability of the query dliex graph will also tak®(n) time.

In this paper, we present a technique to construct a symbetion of an explanation graph,
called alifted explanation graphhat represents instances symbolically and avoids endimgra
the instances of random processes suctvas. The lifted explanation graph for quetyoheads
is shown in Figurél1(c). Unlike traditional explanation gina where nodes are specific instances
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1 % Two distinct tosses show "h” (toss,1)

2 twoheads :- h t IArx<y
3 X in coins, / \

4 msw(toss, X, h), (toss,2) (toss,2)

5 Y in coins,

° o<y, y \t" h/ t‘ (toss, X)
! msw(toss, Y, h). @ (toss,3) (toss,n—1) h

8

11
12 % Distribution parameters:

: h t
13 :— set_sw(toss, / \ @ @
14 categorical([h:0.5, t:0.5])). @ @

(a) Simple Px program (b) Ground expl. Graph (c) Lifted explaph

9 % Cardinality of coins: y tJ h/ K
10 :- population(coins, 100). @
(toss,n)

Figure 1. Example program and ground explanation graph

. hy(i+1,n) ifi<n
fu(n) = hl(l’n.) ~ . - fali, ) = { 3 : otherwise
ha(i,n) — {91(!’“”(1_“1)'“1('*1’“) ifi<n gz+ )oho(j+Ln) ifj<n
ai(i,n) ifi=n if j=n
gi1(i,n) = 1 fa(i,n) _
fi= %~ 2
1= T
fo=m

Figure 2: Recurrences for computing probabilities for Epéanin Fig.[1

of random variables, nodes in the lifted explanation graply bre parameterized by their instance
(e.g(toss,X) instead of(toss,1)). A set of constraints on those variables, specify the albw
groundings.

Note that the graph size is independent of the size of thelptipn. Moreover, the graph
can be constructed in time independent of the population aszwell. Probability computation
is performed by first deriving recurrences based on the ¢gagifucture and then solving the
recurrences. The recurrences for probability computatEnved from the graph in Figl 1(c) are
shown in Fig[2. In the figure, the equations with subscriptel derived from the root of the
graph; those with subscript 2 from the left child of the roamd wherert is the probability that
toss is “h”. Note that the probability of the query; (n), can be computed i®(n) time from the
recurrences.

These recurrences can be solvedifn) time with tabling or dynamic programming. More-
over, in certain cases, it is possible to obtain a closed foom a recurrence. For instance, noting
thatg, is independent of its parameters, we lgtj,n) = 1— (1— m)"1+L,

Lifted explanations vs. Lifted Inference. Our work is a form oflifted inference a set of tech-
niques that have been intensely studied in the context efdider graphical models and Markov
Logic Networks[(Poole 2003; Braz et al. 2005; Milch et al. 8DEssentially, lifted explanations
provide a way to perform lifted inference over PLPs by legerg their query evaluation mecha-
nism. Directed first-order graphical models (Kisynski 20&én be readily cast as PLPs, and our
technique can be used to perform lifted inference over suntiefs. Our solution, however, does
not cover techniques based on counting elimination (Brat. @005 Milch et al. 2008).

It should be noted that Problog2 does not construct queggisp explanation graphs. Instead,
it uses a knowledge compilation approach where the modedspsbgram are represented by a

3



propositional boolean formula. These formulae, in ture @presented in a compact standard
form such as dDNNFs or SDDis (Darwiche 2001; Darwiche 201ier@answers and their prob-
abilities are then computed using linear-time algorithwerdhese structures.

The knowledge compilation approach has been extended tgdoexralized form of lifted in-
ference using first-order model counting (Van den Broeck. &t 1). This technique performs
lifted inference, including inversion and counting eliraiion over a large class of first order
models. However, first order model counting is defined onhemvkhe problem can be stated
in a first-order constrained CNF form. Problems such as tlanele in Figurd 11 cannot be
written in that form. To address this, a skolemization pdare which eliminates existential
guantifiers and converts to first-order CNF without addingction symbols was proposed by
Van den Broeck et al. (2014). While the knowledge compitatpproach takes a core lifted in-
ference procedure and moves to apply it to a class of logigraros, our approach generalizes
existing inference techniques to perform a form of lifteténence.

Contributions. The technical contribution of this paper is two fold.

1. We define a lifted explanation structure, and operatioes these structures (see Secfion 3).
We also give method to construct such structures duringycguaiuation, closely following
the techniques used to construct explanation graphs.

2. We define a technique to compute probabilities over suadktsires by deriving and solving
recurrences (see Sectioh 4). We provide examples to #ligsthe complexity gains due to
our technique over traditional inference.

The rest of the paper begins by defining parameterized Pxamomand their semantics (Section 2).
After presenting the main technical work, the paper coredudith a discussion of related work.
(Sectiorib).

2 Parameterized Px Programs

The PRISM language follows Prolog’s syntax. It adds a biqaedicatensw to introduce random
variables into an otherwise familiar Prolog program. Spesadly, in msw(s, V), sis a “switch”
that represents a random process which generates a fammapaddm variables, andis bound to
the value of a variable in that family. The domain and disitiin parameters of the switches are
specified usingralue facts andset_sw directives, respectively. Given a switshwe useDg to
denote the domain o andrg : Ds — [0, 1] to denote its probability distribution.

The model-theoretic distribution semantics explicitlgmtifies each member of a random vari-
able family with aninstanceparameter. In the PRISM system, the binagw is interpreted
stochastically, generating a new member of the randomblariamily whenever amsw is en-
countered during inference.

2.1 Pxand Inference

The Px language extends the PRISM language in three wayslyFthemsw switches in Px are
ternary, with the addition of an expliditstanceparameter. This brings the language closer to the
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formalism presented when describing PRISM’s semantic® (&ad Kameya 2001). Secondly, Px
aims to compute the distribution semantics with no asswnpton the structure of the explana-
tions. Thirdly, in contrast to PRISM, the switches in Px candefined with a wide variety of
univariate distributions, including continuous disttiionms (such as Gaussian) and infinite discrete
distributions (such as Poisson). However, in this paperceoresider only programs with finite
discrete distributions.

Exact inference of Px programs with finite discrete distiims uses explanation graphs with
the following structure.

Definition 1 (Ground Explanation Graph).et S be the set of ground switches in a Px program P,
and Ds be the domain of switchs S. Let.7 be the set of all ground terms over symbols in P. Let
“ <” be a total order over S< .7 such that(s;,t1) < (s,t) if eitherty <tz orty =ty and § < .

A ground explanation treaver P is a rooted treg such that:

e Leaves iny are labeled or 1.

¢ Internal nodes iny are labeled(s, z) where sc S is a switch, and z is a ground term over
symbols in P.

e For node labeleds, z), there are k outgoing edges to subtrees, where|Bs|. Each edge is
labeled with a unique & Ds.

o Let(s,21),(2,22),...,(S %), C be the sequence of node labels in a root-to-leaf path in the
tree, where &= {0,1}. Then(s,z) < (sj,z;) ifi < jforalli,j <k. As a corollary, node
labels along any root to leaf path in the tree are unique.

Anexplanation grapls a DAG representation of a ground explanation tree. O

We useg@ to denote explanation graphs. We usg)[vi : @] to denote an explanation graph
whose root is labele(s, t), with each edge labeleg (ranging over a suitable index s¢tleading
to subgraphy.

Consider a sequence of alternating node and edge labels imottorleaf path:
(s1,21),V1,(S2,22), Vo, ..., (S, Z), Vk,C. Each such path enumerates a set of random variable val-
uations{s;[z1] = v1,%(22] = Vo,...,S[z] = W}. Whenc = 1, the set of valuations forms an expla-
nation. An explanation graph thus represents a set of eajars.

Note that explanation trees and graphs resemble decisagnadins. Indeed, explanation graphs
are implemented using Binary Decision Diagrams (Bryan2) & PITA and Problog; and Multi-
Valued Decision Diagrams (Srinivasan et al. 1990) in Px. Whien of two sets of explanations
can be seen as aonr” operation over corresponding explanation graphs. Pa&ewnion of expla-
nations in two sets is arahd’ operation over corresponding explanation graphs.

Inference via Program Transformation. Inference in Px is performed analogous to that in
PITA (Riguzzi and Swift 2011). Concretely, inference is ddoy translating a Px program to one
that explicitly constructs explanation graphs, perforgrimbled evaluation of the derived program,
and computing probability of answers from the explanati@ps. We describe the translation for
definite pure programs; programs with built-ins and othersticts can be translated in a similar
manner.



First every clause containing a disequality constraine@aced by two clauses using less-
than constraints. Next, for every user-defined atamf the form p(ty,to,...,ty), we define
exp A E) as atomp(ty,ta,...,th, E) with a new predicatg/(n+ 1), with E as an added “ex-
planation” argument. For such atoms we also defindhead A, E) as atomp/(ty,to,...,th, E)
with a new predicatg’/(n+1). A goal Gis a conjunction of atoms, whefe = (G;,G,) for
goalsG; andGy, or G is an atomA. Functionexpis extended to goals such thatp((G1,G2)) =
((exp(G1,E1),exp Gy, E2)),and(Eg, E2, E)), whereand is a predicate in the translated program
that combines two explanations using conjunction, BnendE; are fresh variables. Functi@xp
is also extended tasw atoms such thaxpmsw(p,i,Vv),E) isrv(p,i,v,E), whererv is a predicate
that bindsE to an explanation graph with root labelégl i) with an edge labeled leading to a 1
child, and all other edges leading to O.

Each clause of the formA :— G in a Px program is translated to a new clause
head A E) :— exp(G,E). For each predicate/n, we definep(Xz,Xp,...Xn, E) to be such that
E is the disjunction of alE’ for p'(Xz,X,...Xn,E’). As in PITA, this is done using answer sub-
sumption.

Computing Answer Probabilities. Probability of an answer is determined by first materializ-
ing the explanation graph, and then computing the proligloirer the graph. The probability
associated with a node in the graph is computed as the sune pftiducts of probabilities asso-
ciated with its children and the corresponding edge prdibiaisi The probability associated with
an explanation grapth, denotedorob(¢) is the probability associated with the root. This can be
computed in time linear in the size of the graph by using dyingarogramming or tabling.

2.2 Syntax and Semantics of Parameterized Px Programs

Parameterized Px, called Param-Px for short, is a furthiemsion of the Px language. The first
feature of this extension is the specificationpafpulationsand instancesto specify ranges of
instance parameters nvs.

Definition 2 (Population) A populationis a named finite set, with a specified cardinality. A popu-
lation has the following properties:

1. Elements of a population may be atomic, or depth-boundmahgl terms.
2. Elements of a population are totally ordered using thedifterm order.
3. Distinct populations are disjoint. O

Populations and their cardinalities are specified in a Pa?&mrogram bypopulation facts.
For example, the program in Figuré 1(a) defines a populatametcoins of size 100. The
individual elements of this set are left unspecified. Wheressaryelement/2 facts may be used
to define distinguished elements of a population. For examapément (fred, persons) defines
a distinguished elementted” in population persons. In presencedfement facts, elements of
a population are ordered as follows. The orderdément facts specifies the order among the
distinguished elements, and all distinguished elemerdsrduefore other unspecified elements in
the order.



Definition 3 (Instance) An instanceis an element of a population. In a Param-Px program, a
built-in predicate<n/2 can be used to draw an instance from a population. All instanaf a
population can be drawn by backtracking ovar. O

For example, in Figurel1(aX in coins bindsX to an instance of populatiotoins. An
instance variablas one that occurs as the instance argument imsanpredicate in a clause of
a Param-Px program. For example, in Figure 1XaandY in the clause definingwoheads are
instance variables.

Constraints. The second extension in Param-Px are atomic constrainteedbrm{t; = t»},

{t1 # to} and {t; < to}, wheret; andt, are variables or constants, to compare instances of a
population. We use braceg-}” to distinguish the constraints from Prolog built-in comigan
operators.

Types. We use populations in a Param-Px program to confer typesogrgm variables. Each
variable that occurs in anit” predicate is assigned a unique type. More specificAllpas type
pif X in poccurs in a program, whegeis a population; an& is untyped otherwise. We extend
this notion of types to constants and switches as well. Ateonis has typep if there is a fact
element (C, p); andcis untyped otherwise. A switchhas typep if there is ammsw (s, X, t)

in the program an& has typep; andsis untyped otherwise.

Definition 4 (Well-typedness and Typability)A Param-Px program isvell-typedif:

1. For every constraint in the program of the fofa = to}, {t1 # t2} or {t1 < t2}, the types of
t1 and b are identical.

2. Types of arguments of every atom on the r.h.s. of a clausedantical to the types of
corresponding parameters of |.h.s. atoms of matching @aus

3. Every switch in the program has a unique type.

A Param-Px program itypableif we can add literals of the form X¢n p (where p is a population)
to r.h.s. of clauses such that the resulting program is wegdked. O

The first two conditions of well-typedness ensure that onktances from the same popula-
tion are compared in the program. The last condition impdsasinstances of random variables
generated by switchare all indexed by elements drawn from the same populatiothd rest of
the paper, unless otherwise specified, we assume all Paxgomegrams under consideration are
well-typed.

Semantics of Param-Px Programs. Each Param-Px program can be readily transformed into
a non-parameterized “ordinary” Px program. Eaelpulation fact is used to generate a set of
in/2 facts enumerating the elements of the population. Othestcaints are replaced by their
counterparts is Prolog: e.dX < Y} with X<Y. Finally, eachnsw(s,i,t) is preceded by in p
wherep is the type ofs. The semantics of the original parameterized program ismeefby the
semantics of the transformed program.



3 Lifted Explanations

In this section we formally definkfted explanation graphsThese are a generalization of ground
explanation graphs defined earlier, and are introduceddardo represent ground explanations
compactly. As illustrated in Figuid 1 in Introduction, thencpactness of lifted explanations is a
result of summarizing the instance information. Consteaover instances form a basic building
block of lifted explanations. We use the following consttalomain for this purpose.

3.1 Constraints on Instances

Definition 5 (Instance Constraints).et?” be a set of instance variables, with subranges of integers
as domains, such that m is the largest positive integer inditi@ain of any variable. Atomic
constraints on instance variables are of one of the follgiimo forms: X< aY £k, X=aY +tKk,
where XY € 7, a€ 0,1, where k is a non-negative integerm+ 1. The language of constraints
over bounded integer intervals, denoted & 7', m), is a set of formulae), wheren is a non-
empty set of atomic constraints representing their cortjonc

Note that each formula itZ(¥,m) is a convex region irZV!, and hence is closed under
conjunction and existential quantification.

Let vargn) be the set of instance variables in an instance constrainA substitutiono :
vars(n) — [1..m] that maps each variable to an element in its domaingelationto n if each
constraint inn is satisfied by the mapping. The set of all solutions)aé denoted by[n]. The
constraint formula) is unsatisfiable if[n]] = 0. We say that) = n’ if every o € [n]] is a solution
ton’.

Note also that instance constraints are a subclass of thekm@kn integer octagonal
constraints [(Miné 2006) and can be represented canonitgll difference bound matrices
(DBMs) (Yovine 1998| Larsen et al. 1997), permitting effrdi@lgorithms for conjunction and ex-
istential quantification. Given a constraintowariables, a DBMis &n+ 1) x (n+ 1) matrix with
rows and columns indexed by variables (and a special “zene’and column). For variables
andY, the entry in cell(X,Y) of a DBM represents the upper bound ¥n-Y. For variableX,
the value at cel(X,0) is X’s upper bound and the value at céll X) is the negation oK’s lower
bound.

Geometrically, each entry in the DBM representing & a “face” of the region represent-
ing [[n]]. Negation of an instance constraiptcan be represented by a set of mutually exclusive
instance constraints. Geometrically, this can be seeneasdhof convex regions obtained by
complementing the “faces” of the region represenfing. Note that whem hasn variables, the
nurr;ber of instance constraints im is bounded by the number of faces [pf]], and hence by
O(n%).

Let —n represent the set of mutually exclusive instance consgragpresenting the negation
of n. Then the disjunction of two instance constraintandn’ can be represented by the set of
mutually exclusive instance constraiitsA —=n’) U (n’ A—n)U{n An’}, where we overload to
represent the element-wise conjunction of an instancet@nswith a set of constraints.

An existentially quantified formula of the foraX.n can be represented by a DBM obtained
by removing the rows and columns corresponding to the DBM representation af. We denote
this simple procedure to obtatiX.n fromn by Q(X,n).
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Definition 6 (Range) Given a constraint formulgg € £ (7', m), and Xe vars(n), letox(n) =
{v| o €[n],o(X) =v}. Then rangéX, n) is the interval[l,u], where I=min(ox(n)) and u=
maxox(n)).

Since the constraint formulas represent convex regioris|laws that each variable’s range
will be an interval. Note that range of a variable can be dgaabtained in constant time from the
entries for that variable in the zero row and zero column efdbnstraint's DBM representation.

3.2 Lifted Explanation Graphs

Definition 7 (Lifted Explanation Graph)Let S be the set of ground switches in a Param-Px pro-
gram P, D, be the domain of switchs S, m be the sum of the cardinalities of all populations in P
and C be the set of distinguished elements of the populatidAsA lifted explanation graplver
variables? is a pair (Q : n, ) which satisfies the following conditions

1. Q:nisthe notation foBQ.n, wheren € £ (7, m) is either a satisfiable constraint formula,
or the single atomic constraintalse andQ C varg(n) is the set of quantified variables in
n. Whenn is false, Q = 0.

2. Y is a singly rooted DAG which satisfies the following conatisio

Internal nodes are labele(s,t) where s S and te 7 UC.
Leaves are labeled eithéror 1.

Each internal node has an outgoing edge for each outcerbe.

If a node labeleds,t) has a child labeleds,t’) thenn =t <t' orn =t =t and
(s,c) < (5, c) for any ground term c (see Déf. 1).

Similar to ground explanation graphs (DEf. 1), the DAG comgus of the lifted explanation
graphs are represented by textual pattésnig[a; : ;] where(s,t) is the label of the root ang)
is the DAG associated with the edge labetedIirrelevant parts may denoted’‘to reduce clutter.
In the lifted explanation graph shown in Figlie 1(c), fhen part would be{X,Y} : X <Y. We,
now define the standard notion of bound and free variablesliftezl explanation graphs.

Definition 8 (Bound and free variables{siven a lifted explanation grapfQ : n, ), a variable
X e vargn), is called a bound variable if X Q, otherwise its called a free variable.

The lifted explanation graph is said to well-structuredf every pair of nodess, X) and(s’, X)
with the same bound variabk, have a common ancestor wihas the instance variable. In the
rest of the paper, we assume that the lifted explanatiorhgrape well-structured.

Definition 9 (Substitution operation)Given a lifted explanation grapfQ : n,y), a variable
X € varg(n), the substitution of X in the lifted explanation graph witkiadue k from its domain,



denoted by Q : n, Y)[k/X] is defined as follows:

(Q:n,Y)k/X]=(0:{false},0), if n[k/X] is unsatisfiable
(Q: n Y)[k/X] = (Q\{X}:nlk/X], @k/X]), if n[k/X] is satisfiable
((s:t)fai - YD) k/X] = (s, K)[ai - gi[k/X]], ift =X
((s:t)[o 2 i) [k/X] = (s.t)]ai - galk/X]], it #X
Ok/X]=0
[

1k/X] =1

In the above definitions [k/X] refers to the standard notion of substitution. The definitd
substitution operation can be generalized to mappingstsro$eariables. Let be a substitution
that maps variables to their values. By : n, ¢) o we denote the lifted explanation graph obtained
by sequentially performing substitution operation on e&niableX in the domain ofo.

Lemma 1 (Substitution lemma)lf (Q: n, ) is a lifted explanation graph, and X varg(n), then
(Q:n,yY)k/X] where k is a value in domain of X, is a lifted explanation graph

When a substitutiofk/X] is applied to a lifted explanation graph, antk/X] is unsatisfiable,
the resultig0: {false},0) which s clearly a lifted explanation graph. Wheik/X] is satisfiable,
the variable is removed frof and occurrences of in ¢ are replaced bi. The resultant DAG
clearly satisfies the conditions imposed by the Def 7. Fynak note that a ground explanation
graphg (Def.[1) is a trivial lifted explanation grapl® : {true}, ¢). This constitutes the informal
proof of lemmall.

3.3 Semantics of Lifted Explanation Graphs

The meaning of a lifted explanation gragf® : n,y) is given by the ground explanation tree
represented by it.

Definition 10 (Grounding) Let (Q : n, ) be a closed lifted explanation graph, i.e., it has no free
variables. Then the ground explanation tree represente(Cbyn, /), denoted G{((Q : n, y)),

is given by the function G, n, ). When[[n] = 0, then G(_,n,-) = 0. We consider the cases
when[n]] # 0. The grounding of leaves is defined as(Gr,0) = 0 and Gr(_,_,1) = 1. When
the instance argument of the root is a constant, groundirdeftned as GiQ, n, (s,t)[ai : ¢i]) =
(s,t)[a;: Gr(Q,n,yr)]. When the instance argument is a bound variable, the grownididefined

as Gr(Q,n, (s,1)[ai : Y]) = Veerangat,n) (S €)[ai : Gr(Q\ {t}, nle/t], dile/t])]

In the above definitiony[c/t] represents the tree obtained by replacing every occurreice
t in the tree withc. The disjunct(s,c)[a; : Gr(Q\ {t},n[c/t], gx[c/t])] in the above definition is
denotedysc) when the lifted explanation graph is clear from the cont&tte grounding of the
lifted explanation graph in Figufte 1(c) is shown in Figluret3an there are three coins. Note that in
the figure the disjuncts corresponding to the grounding @féft subtree of the lifted explanation
graph have been combined using theperation. In a similar way the two disjuncts corresponding
to the root would also be combined. Further note that thd thisjunct corresponding to grounding
X with 3 is ommitted because, it has all O children and wouldefoee get collapsed into a single
0 node.
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Figure 3: Lifted expl. graph grounding example

3.4 Operations on Lifted Explanation Graphs

And/Or Operations. Let(Q:n,y)and(Q':n’,¢’) be two lifted explanation graphs. We now
define “A” and “Vv” operations on them. TheX” and “Vv” operations are carried out in two steps.
First, the constraint formulas of the inputs are combindtk Rey issue in defining these operations
is to ensure the right order among the graph nodes (seei@nitgérof Def.[T). However, the free
variables in the operands may hav@known ordeamong them. Since, an arbitrary order cannot
be imposed, the operations are defined melational, rather than functional form. We use the
notation(Q : n, )& (Q" : n',¢) — (Q" : n”, ") to denote tha{Q” : n”, ") is a result of
(Q:n,P)d(Q :n',¢). When an operation returns multiple answers due to amlyiguitthe
order of free variables, the answers that are inconsistéhtthe final order are discarded. We
assume that the variables in the two lifted explanationlggagye standardized apart such that the
bound variables ofQ : n, ) and(Q': n’,y’) are all distinct, and different from free variables of

(Q:n. @) and(Q':n',¢). Lety = (st)[ai : ] andy’ = (5,t')[af : ).
Combining constraint formulae

Q(Q,n) AQ(Q’,n’) is unsatisfiable. Then the orders among free variablesnirand n’ are in-
compatible.

e The A operation is defined g2 : n, Y) A (Q': n’, ') — (0 : {false},0)
e TheV operation simply returns the two inputs as outputs:
Q:n,)v(Q 0 ¢)—(Q:n,y)
Q:n,)v(Q 0 ¢)—(Q :n',¢)
Q(Q,n)AQ(Q',n’) is satisfiable. The orders among free variablesrjrandn’ are compatible
e TheA operation is defined as follow€ : n, Y) A (Q":n',¢') — (QUQ :n AR YA
y)
e TheV operation is defined as
(Q:n.Y)v(Q 0 ¢) —>(QUQ tnA-n", W)
(Q:n.Y)v(Q " ¢) —(QuQin'A-n,¢)
Q:np)v(Q:n ¢ = (QuQinAn yvy)
11



Combining DAGs Now we describen and Vv operations on the two DAGg and ¢/’ in the
presence of a single constraint formula. The general forthebperation i$Q : n, Y& Y).

Base cases: The base cases are as follows (symmetric base cases aralagefalegously).

(Q:n,0vy) —=(Q:n,y)
(Q:n,1vy) —(Q:n,1)
(Q:n,0nY) —(Q:n,0)
(Q:n.InyY) —=(Q:n,y)

Recursion: When the base cases do not apply, we try to compare the rogisaod ¢/. The
root nodes are compared as follows: We ¢ay) = (S,t') if n =t =t' ands=¢, else
(s,t) < (¢,t') (analogouslys,t’) < (s;t))if n Et <t orn Et=t"and(s,c) < (5,c) for
any ground ternc. If neither of these two relations hold, then the roots arecomparable
and its denoted as,t) ¢ (5,t).

a. (st)<(d,t)

Q:ngod)—(Q:n,(st)ai:gioy])
b. (s,t') < (st)

(Q:nyay)—(Q:in, (S, )|a o)
c. (st)=(s,t))

Q:nyay)—(Q:n.(stai:yay])
d. (st) 4 (g,t)

i. tis a free variable or a constant, atids a free variable (the symmetric case is
analogous).

Q:nyay)—=Q:nrt<t yay)
Q:nyay)—=Q:nrt=t yay)
Q:npay) = Q:nAt' <t pay)

ii. tis a free variable or a constant atids a bound variable (the symmetric case is

analogous)
Q:n,yay)— (Q:nat<t goy)
Vv (Q:nnat=t gay)
v Q:nat' <ty y)

Note that in the above definition, all three lifted explaoatgraphs use the same
variable names for bound varialile Lifted explanation graphs can be easily stan-
dardized apart on the fly, and henceforth we assume that gratigm is applied
as and when required.
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ii. tandt’ are bound variables. Leanget,n) = [I1,us] andranggt’,n) = [l2, uz].
We can conclude thaang€(t, n) andranget’, n) are overlapping, otherwigs, t)
and (s,t’) could have been ordered. Without loss of generality, werasstiat
l1 <, and we consider various cases of overlap as follows:

Whenl; = I, andu; = wp

Q:nyay)— (QuU{t"}inAlh—1<t'At" —1<unt” <tat’ <t/,
s,t”)[a

Gilt"/t e gt v

wlt"/tle gV

Wt /tTe )

When is V the result can be simplified as
(Q:nyay) = (QUE"I\{t U} n[t" /"], (st)[ai s gilt” /] v g [t /1))

Whenl; = I, andu; < up the result is

(
(
(
(

Q:nAt—1l<upyay)vQ:nAru <t yay)
Whenl; = |, anduy < u; the result is
Q:nat=t gy )v(Q:nrw<t,yay)
Whenly < I> andu; = up the result is
Q:inat=t yay)v(Q:nat<lyay)
Whenl; < o andu; < up the result is
(Q:nAu <t PP V(Q:nAt<bAt —1<u, g @) V(Q:nAt=t' goy’)
Whenl; < |, anduy < ug the result is
Q:nAw<tgoy)v(Q:nat<bL,yoy)vQ:nat=t poy)
Lemma 2 (Correctness of A” and “v” operations) Let (Q: n, ) and(Q': n’,¢’) be two lifted

explanation graphs with free variabléX;, X5 .., Xn}. LetZ be the set of all substitutions mapping
each Xto a value in its domain. Then, for eveoyc Z, and&® € {A,V}

Gr((Q:n, )@ (Q":n",¢))o)=Gr((Q:n,P)o)aGr((Q":n',¢')o)

Quantification.

Definition 11 (Quantification) Operation quantify(Q : n,y),X) changes a free variable X
varg(n) to a quantified variable. It is defined as

quantif] (Q: n,Y),X) = (QU{X}:n,yp), if X € vargn)
13



Lemma 3 (Correctness ofjuantify). Let (Q : n, ) be a lifted explanation graph, let_x be a
substitution mapping all the free variables(f : n, ) except X to values in their domains. Let
> be the set of mappings such thato maps all free variables to values in their domains and is
identical too_x at all variables except X. Then the following holds

Gr(quantify (Q: n,y),X)o_x) = \/ Gr((Q:n,y)o)

o€z

Construction of Lifted Explanation Graphs Lifted explanation graphs for a query are con-
structed by transforming the Param-Px prografinto one that explicitly constructs a lifted expla-
nation graph, following a similar procedure to the one otti in Sectiofi]2 for constructing ground
explanation graphs. The main difference is the use of edisiiequantification. LeA :— G be a
program clause, andars(G) — vars(A) be the set of variables i@ and not inA. If any of these vari-
ables has a type, then it means that the variable used astandasargument i is existentially
quantified. Such clauses are then translatetiessi A, E) :— exp(G, Eg), quantify Eg, Vs, En),
whereVs is the set of typed variables irars(G) — vars(A). A minor difference is the treatment of
constraintsexpis extended to atomic constrairgssuch thaexp ¢, E) bindsE to (0:{¢},1).

We order the populations and map the elements of the popotato natural numbers as fol-
lows. The population that comes first in the order is mappedataral numbers in the rangle
1..m, wherem s the cardinality of this population. Any constants in thgulation are mapped
to natural numbers in the low end of the range. The next pdipulan the order is mapped to
natural numbers starting from+ 1 and so on. Thus, each typed variable is assigned a domain of
contiguous positive values.

The rest of the program transformation remains the sameitherlying graphs are constructed
using the lifted operators. In order to illustrate some @ tiperations described in this section,
we present another example Param-Px program (Figure 4)teowl the construction of lifted
explanation graphs (Figuré 5 and Figlre 6).

Dice Example. The listing in Figuré ¥ shows a Param-Px program, where tleeygiests if on
rolling a set of dice, we got atleast two “ones” or two “twohe lifted explanation graph for the
first clause is obtained by first taking a conjunction of thitéed explanation graphs: one for the
constraint{X < Y} and two corresponding to thesw goals and then quantifying the variablés
andY. The lifted explanation graph for the second clause is coatd in a similar fashion. They
are shown in Figurel5. Note, that we ommitted the edge labelsdid clutter as they are obvious.
Next the two lifted explanation graphs need to be combinedrby operation. Let us denote the
two lifted explanation graphs to be combined &s: n, @) and(Q’: n’,¢/). Whenv operation is
sought to be performed, it is noticed tH@tQ,n) A Q(Q’,n’) is satisfiable. In factQ(Q,n) and
Q(Q,n’) both evaluate tarue. Therefore, only one result is returned

QuQinan,yvy')
The operation to be performed is the one described in re®casal, subcasai in the description

earlier. Here we note thdtoll ,X) ¢ (roll,X’) and further the range of both instance variables is
same. Therefore the following simplified operation is parfed

Q:npoy) = (QUIXTI\ XX n X" /X X7 /X, (8, X")[ai - @i [ X" /X] vV g [X" /X))
The result is shown in Figuié 6.
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% Get two "ones” or two "twos

q -
X in dice,
msw(roll, X, 1),
Y in dice,
{X < Y},
msw(roll, Y, 1).
q -

X in dice,
msw(roll, X, 2),
Y in dice,

{X < Y},
msw(roll, Y, 2).

% Cardinality of dice:
:— population(dice, 100).

% Distribution parameters:
:— set_sw(roll, categorical([1:1/6, 2:1/6, 3:1/6, 4:1/6, 5:1/6, 6:1/61)).

Figure 4: Rolling dice Param-Px example

IXIYX <Y XY X <Y

(roll,X) (rol1,X’)

(rou,w@ @ @ @ @ @<ron,v’)@ @ @ @
10101000 01010100

Figure 5: Lifted expl. graphs for clauses in dice example

[ 3XIVIY X" <Y X" <Y}

Figure 6: Final lifted expl. graph for dice example
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4 Lifted Inference using Lifted Explanations

In this section we describe a technique to compute answdapitities in a lifted fashion from
closed lifted explanation graphs. This technique works oestricted class of lifted explanation
graphs satisfying a property we call tlientier subsumption property

Definition 12 (Frontier) Given a closed lifted explanation grap® : n, ), the frontier ofy w.r.t
X € Q denoted frontieg () is the set of non-zero maximal subtreegipfvhich do not contain a
node with X as the instance variable.

Analogous to the set representation of explanations destin[2.1, we consider the set rep-
resentations of lifted explanations, i.e., root-to-leaths in the DAGs of lifted explanation graphs
that end in a “1” leaf.

We considetterm substitutionshat can be applied to lifted explanations. These substiist
replace a variable by a term and further apply standard rgmrules such as simplification of
algebraic expressions. As before, we alkanm mappingshat specify a set derm substitutions

Definition 13 (Frontier subsumption propertyp closed lifted explanation grapt®2 : n, ) sat-
isfies the frontier subsumption property w.r.eXQ, if under term mappings; = {X £ k+1/Y |
(Xtk<Y)en}ando, ={X+1/X}, every treep € frontiery (/) satisfies the following condi-
tion: for every lifted explanation £n ¢, there is a lifted explanation{&n ¢ such that Eo; is a
sub-explanation (i.e., subset) oid.

A lifted explanation graph is said to satisfy frontier sulpgdion property, if it is satisfied for
each bound variable. This property can be checked in a batpofashion for all bound variables
in the graph. The tree obtained by replacing all subtre@®itiery () by 1 in ¢ is denoted]x.

Examples for frontier subsumption property. Note that the lifted explanation graph in Figure
[i(c) satisfies the frontier subsumption property. The fesw.r.t the instance variablé contains
the left subtree rooted &toss,Y). The single lifted explanation i is {tosgX] = h,tossY] =
h}. The single explanation in the frontier tree{i®sgY] = h}. Under the mappinge; = {X +
1/Y} andop = {X+1/X}. We can see th&tossY] = h}o; is a sub-explanation dftossX] =
h,tossY] = h}o,. This property is not satisfied however for the dice examiplee frontier w.r.t
X" (see Figurél6) contains the two subtrees roote(ratl,Y) and(roll,Y’). Now there are
two lifted explanations iny: {roll [X"] = 1,roll [Y] = 1} and{roll [X"] = 2,roll [Y'] = 2}. Let us
consider the first tree in the frontier. It contains a singted explanation{roll [Y] = 1}. Under
the mapping®; = {X” +1/Y} andoy = {X" +1/X"}, {roll [Y] = 1} 01 is not a sub-explanation
of {roll [X"] = 2,roll [Y'] = 2} 0>.

For closed lifted explanation graphs satisfying the frensubsumption property, the probabil-
ity of query answers can be computed using the following se¢@urrences. With each subtree
Y = (s,t)[ai : Y5] of the DAG of the lifted explanation graph, we associate thecfion f (o, )
wherea is a (possibly incomplete) mapping of variable<irio values in their domains.

Definition 14 (Probability recurrences)Given a closed lifted explanation gragk : n, g), we
define 1o, y) (as well as go, ¢) and o, ) wherever applicable) for a partial mapping of
variables inQ to values in their domains based on the structurgofAs beforey = (s,t)[a; : 4]
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Case 1: g is a0 leaf node. Then (fo,0) =0

1, if[no]#0

Case 2: yisalleaf node. Then (fo,1) = _
0, otherwise

Y aiens T6(Qi) - (0, ), if [na] # 0

Case 3:to is a constant. Then(b, ) = .
0, otherwise

Case 4:to € Q, and rangét,no) = (I,u). Then

t(o, ) :{h(a['/t],tﬂ), if [0 # 0

0, otherwise

g(alc/t], ) + ((1—P(Qx)) x h(olc+1/t],¢)), ifc < u
g(alc/t], ), ifc=u

50 4) = {zaieDs (i) - (0, ). if [10] #0

h(alc/t], ¥) :{

0, otherwise

In the above definitiorw[c/t] refers to a new partial mapping obtained by augmentirngith
the substitutioric/t], P({k) is the sum of the probabilities of all branches leading to adf in
{x. The functionsf, g andh defined above can be readily specialized for egiciMoreover, the
parameteio can be replaced by the tuple of values actually used by aitamcihese rewriting
steps yield recurrences such as those shown inFig. 2. Natétif;) can be computed using
recurrences as well (shown &sn Fig.[2).

Definition 15 (Probability of Lifted Explanation Graph).et (Q : n, ) be a closed lifted expla-
nation graph. Then, the probability of explanations repred by the graph, prdtQ : n, ¢)), is
the value of f{}, ).

Theorem 4(Correctness of Lifted Inferencelet (Q : n, ) be a closed lifted explanation graph,
andp = Gr(Q: n,y) be the corresponding ground explanation graph. Then @b n,y)) =

prob(¢).

Given a closed lifted explanation graph, kebe the maximum number of instance variables
along any root to leaf path. Then the functibo, ¢) for the leaf will have to be computed for each
mapping of thek variables. Each recurrence equation itself is either ostanmt size or bounded
by the number of children of a node. Using dynamic prograngnfpossibly implemented via
tabling), a solution to the recurrence equations can be atedpn polynomial time.

Theorem 5(Efficiency of Lifted Inference)Let ¢ be a closed lifted inference graph, n be the size
of the largest population, and k be the largest number ofimst variables along any root of leaf
path iny. Then, {{},y) can be computed in Q| x n¥) time.
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There are two sources of further optimization in the gemamaand evaluation of recurrences.
First, certain recurrences may be transformed into closad formulae which can be more ef-
ficiently evaluated. For instance, the closed form formwolahi o, /) for the subtree rooted at
the node(tossY) in Fig[l(c) can be evaluated i@(log(n)) time while a naive evaluation of the
recurrence take®(n) time. Second, certain functionfgo, /) need not be evaluated for every
mappingo because they may be independent of certain variables. Gon@r, leaves are always
independent of the mappirg

Other Examples. There are a number of simple probabilistic models that cabedackled by
other lifted inference techniques but can be encoded imR&aand solved using our technique.
For one such example, consider an urn witballs, where the color of each ball is given by a
distribution. Determining the probability that there atéeast two green balls is easy to phrase as
a directed first-order graphical model. However, liftecengince over such models can no longer
be applied if we need to determine the probability of at least green or two red balls. The
probability computation for one of these events can be vita® a generalization of noisy-OR
probability computation, however dealing with the unioguiees the handling of intersection of
the two events, due to which ti@log(N)) time computation is no longer feasible.

For a more complex example, we use an instance ofcdllective graphical
model (Sheldon and Dietterich 2011). In particular, consider atey of n agents where
each agent moves between various states in a stochastiemabansider a query to evaluate
whether there are at leaktagents in a given state at a given timet. Note that we cannot
compile a model of this system into a clausal form withoutwimy the query. This system can be
represented as a PRISM/Px program by modeling each ageaotigien as a Markov model. The
size of the lifted explanation graph, and the number of metwes for this query i©(k.t). When
the recurrences are evaluated along three dimensions:totaénumber of agents, and number of
agents in stats, resulting in a time complexity dD(n.k.t).

5 Related Work and Discussion

First-order graphical models (Poole 2003; Braz et al. 2@0&)compact representations of propo-
sitional graphical models over populations. The key cotsgythis field are that gbarameterized
random variablesndparfactors A parameterized random variable stands for a populatianaf
propositional random variables (obtained by groundinddbeal variables). Parfactors are factors
(potential functions) on parameterized random variabBs allowing large number of identical
factors to be specified in a first-order fashion, first-ordapdical models provide a representation
that is independent of the population size. A key probleranths to perforniifted probabilistic
inference over these models, i.e. without grounding theofaaunnecessarily. The earliest such
technique wagversion eliminatiordue tg Poole (2003). When summing out a parameterized ran-
dom variable (i.e., all its groundings), it is observed tifiall the logical variables in a parfactor
are contained in the parameterized random variable, it essummed out without grounding the
parfactor.

The idea ofinversion eliminationthough powerful, exploits one of the many forms of sym-
metry present in first-order graphical models. Another lohdymmetry present in such models
is that the values of an intermediate factor may depend ohittegram of propositional random
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variable outcomes, rather than their exact assignments §ymmetry is exploited bgounting
elimination(Braz et al. 2005) and elimination lmpunting formulagMilch et al. 2008).

Van den Broeck et al. (2011) presented a form of lifted infeeethat uses constrained CNF
theories with positive and negative weight functions ovexdicates as input. Here the task of
probabilistic inference in transformed to one of weightedded counting. To do the latter, the
CNF theory is compiled into a structure known as first-ordgedministic decomposable negation
normal form. The compiled representation allows lifteceneihce by avoiding grounding of the
input theory. This technique is applicable so long as theehcah be formulated as a constrained
CNF theory.

Bellodi et al. (2014) present another approach to lifteer@hce for probabilistic logic pro-
grams. The idea is to convert a ProbLog program to parfaefmesentation and use a modified
version of generalized counting first order variable eliation algorithm |(Taghipour et al. 2013)
to perform lifted inference. Problems where the model sizdependent on the query, such as
models with temporal aspects, are difficult to solve withkhewledge compilation approach.

In this paper, we presented a technique for lifted inferengerobabilistic logic programs us-
ing lifted explanation graphs. This technique is a natuemdagalization of inference techniques
based on ground explanation graphs, and follows the twoagippoach: generation of an expla-
nation graph, and a subsequent traversal to compute piiviegbi While the size of the lifted
explanation graph is often independent of population, agatpon of probabilities may take time
that is polynomial in the size of the population. A more sgtibated approach to computing
probabilities from lifted explanation graph, by genergtoiosed form formulae where possible,
will enable efficient inference. Another direction of resdawould be to generate hints for lifted
inference based on program constructs such as aggregaoators. Finally, our future work is
focused on performing lifted inference over probabilisbigic programs that represent undirected
and discriminative models.

Acknowledgments. This work was supported in part by NSF grants IS 1447549 aNg C
1405641. We thank Andrey Gorlin for discussions and reviéethis work.

A Proofs

Lemma 2 (Correctness of A” and “v” operations) Let (Q: n, ) and(Q': n’,¢’) be two lifted
explanation graphs with free variabléX;, Xs. .., Xn}. LetZ be the set of all substitutions mapping
each Xto a value in its domain. Then, for eveoyc 2, and® € {A,V}

Gr((Q:n.p)&(Q":n".¢))o)=Cr(Q:n,p)o)&Cr((Q":n'.y)o)
Proof. The proof is by structural induction.
Case 1: Q(Q,n) AQ(Q',n’) is unsatisfiable.

Case 1.1: A operation

Q(Q,n) AQ(Q,n") is unsatisfiable, implies that for eache Z, either one or both
of Q(Q,n)o and Q(Q’,n’)o are unsatisfiable. Either one or both #®.no and
1Q’.n'c are unsatisfiable. By definitidn 9, either one or both of (fe: n,yY)o
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and (Q" : n’,¢)o should be(0 : {false},0). By definition[10, we know that
Gr((0:{false},0)) =0. ThereforeGr((Q: n,Y)o) AGr((Q :n’,¢')o) =0. TheA
operation in this case is defined as

(Q:n,Y)A(Q" 0", y) — (0:{false},0)
ThereforeGr(((Q:n, )N (Q" :n",¢))o)=Gr((Q:n,P)o)AGr((Q" :n’,¢)o).
Case 1.2:V operation
Assume without loss of generality the®' : n’,¢/)o = (0 : {false},0). Then by
definition[I0Gr((Q : n,Y)o) vGr((Q : n’,¢')o) = Gr((Q : n,y)o). Since the
definition of v operation in this case is to backtrack and return @h n,y) and

(Q': n',¢"), under the substitutiow, (Q": n’,y’) will be discarded. Therefore,
Gr((Q:n.Y)v(Q:n",¥))o) =Gr(Q:n,g)o) vGr(Q':n',¢)o).

Case 2: Q(Q,n) AQ(Q',n’) is satisfiable.

Case 2.1: A operation
The A operationis defined a® : n, Y) A (Q: 0", @) — (QUQ :nAR YA Y)
Case 2.1.1:(Q(Q,n) AQ(Q',n’))o is unsatisfiable
(Q(Q,n) AQ(Q',n"))o is unsatisfiable, implies atleast one @fQ,n)c and
Q(Q',n)o is unsatisfiable. Atleast one afQ.no and 3Q’.n’c is unsatisfi-
able. By definitior P, atleast one ¢© : n,y¥)o and(Q': n’,y/)o is equal to
(0:{false},0). By definitionI0,Gr((Q: n,yY)o) AGr((Q":n’,y¢")o) =0. Fur-
ther, if one 0f3Q.no and3Q’.n’o is unsatisfiablelQ U Q’.n An’o is also unsat-
isfiable. Therefore, by definitidd Gr((QUQ':nAn", Y AY')o) =0. Therefore
Gr(((Q:n,y) A (Q" 10", ¢"))o) =GCr((Q:n,¢)o) AGr((Q' :n",¢)o).
Case 2.1.1:(Q(Q,n) AQ(Q',n")) o is satisfiable.
Case 2.1.1.1:¢ = 0 (analogouslyy’ = 0).
By definition[10,Gr((Q: n,Y)o) AGr((Q": n’,y¢')o) = 0. Based on the
definition of A operationQUQ : n AR, YAY)o=(QuUQ':nAR',0)0. By
definition[I0Gr((QUQ’': n An’,0)0) = 0. ThereforeGr(((Q: n,Y) A (Q':
n',y"))o)=Gr((Q:n,)o) AGr((Q" :n',y")o).
Case 2.1.1.2:¢y = 1 (analogouslyy’ = 1).
By definition[10,Gr((Q: n,y)o) = 1. ThereforeGr((Q: n,Y)o) AGr((Q":
n',¢o)=Gr((Q":n',y)o). Based on the definition of operation(Q U
Q:nAn,yny)=(QUQ :nAn,y¢). By definition®(QUQ : n A
n,Yhro=(QuQ :(nAn)o,P'o)and(Q":n", ¢ )o=(Q :n'o,y' o). We
can claim thaGr((Q':n'o,y'0)) =Gr((QUQ': (nAn')o, Y’ o)) because,
ranggt,n’o) =ranggt, (n An')o) for anyt € Q" Why? Because there exist
no variables in common betweeyo andn’c andno A n’o is satisfiable
based on the assumptions.
Case 2.1.1.3: Neithery nor ¢/ is a leaf node ands,t) < (s,t') (analogously
(8,t') < (s,1)).
Since(Q(Q,n)AQ(Q’,n")0o) is satisfiable, we can conclude thpdr andn’c
are satisfiable. By definitidd Gr((Q: n,y)o)AGr((Q :n',¢')o) =Gr(Q:
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no,po)A\Gr(Q :n'c,y o). Let us consider the case wheiis either a con-
stant or a free variable. Sin¢et) < (s,t’) it implies that(s,to) < (s,t'o).
By definition[10,Gr(Q : no,Yo) AGr(Q': n'o,¢'o) = Gr(Q,no,Yo) A
Gr(Q',n'o,y'o). FurtherGr(Q:no,po) ANGr(Q' :n'o,y'o) = (s,to)[a;:
Gr(Q,no, o) AGr(Q',n'c,y'o)]. Based on the definition of operation
QUQ :nAn Ay )o=(QUQ :nun’,(st)[ai: Yy AY'])o. Therefore,
Gr((QuQ':nAn',YAyY)o) =Gr(QUQ’, (nAn)o,(st)[ai: Y AY]o) =
(s,to)[ai: Gr(QUQ',(n An")o, (Y AY')o)]. Based on inductive hypothe-
sis,Gr(Q,no, o) AGr(Q',n'o,¢'o)=Gr(QuUQ’,(nAn’)o, (g AY)o).
Now consider the case wher Q. By definition[I0Gr(Q: n,y)o AGr(Q':
n,¢o = Gr(Q,no,Ypo) AGr(Q,n'o,¢'o) = Vcerange(tna)(S,C)[ai :
Gr(Q\ {t},nolc/t],yalc/t])) A Gr(Q,n’c,y'o)].  Similarly, Gr(Q U
Q' (nAn"o,(sHlai:yiny'lo) = \/cerange(t,(n/\n’)o)(s7 c)[ai: Gr(QUQ"\
{t},(n An"ale/t], (g A gholc/t])].  But ranggt,no) = rangdt, (n A
n')o) and based on inductive hypothesr(Q \ {t},naolc/t], gsa(c/t]) A
Gr(Q',n'o,y'o) =Gr(QUQ\{t},(n An")alc/t], (Y Ay)olc/t])

Case 2.1.1.4:Neithery nor ¢/ is a leaf node an¢s,t) = (s,t).

Since the variables in the lifted explanation graphs aradstalized apart,
this implies that neithet nort’ is a bound variable.Gr((Q : n,y)o) A
Gr((Q':n',¢)o) = (sto)|a; : Gr(Q,no, o) NGr(Q',n'o,yo)]. Sim-
ilarly, Gr(QuU Q',(n An")o,(s,t)[ai : i A Yo) = (sto)ai : Gr(QU
Q. (nAn")o, (g Ayg)o)]. Based on inductive hypothes@r(Q, no, gio) A
Gr(Q',n'o,yo)=Gr(QuQ’.(nAn")o, (g AY)o).

Case 2.1.1.5:Neither g nor ¢/ is a leaf node ands,t) ¢ (s,t’) andt is a free

variable or a constant arttlis a free variable.

Consider the case wherandt’ are free variables, dris a constant and is

a free variable. Based am exactly one ofs,to) < (s,t'o), (s,to) = (s,to)

and (s,t’o) < (s,to) will hold. According to the definition of\ operation,
three lifted explanation graphs are returf€dU Q' : n An' At <t/ gy AY'),
QuUQ :nAR At=t YAY),and(QUQ :n AR A <t AY'). Under
the substitutioro only one will be retained. And the proof then proceeds as
incase 2.1.1.3 or case 2.1.1.4.

Case 2.1.1.6:Neither g nor ¢/ is a leaf node ands,t) ¢ (s,t’) andt is a free
variable or a constant aritlis a bound variable. Consid&@r((Q: n,y)o) A
Gr((Q : n’,y)o). This can be written a$s,to)[a; : Gr(Q,no, Yyio)] A
Vocrangao) (8.0 : Gr(@\ {t'}, ' e/t ¢{olc/t])]. By using conti-
nuity of range we can rewrite it as

(sito)[ai: Gr(Q,no,gio)|A
V (s,0)ai : Gr(Q\ {t'},n'olc/t'], Yalc/t])]

ceranggt/,(n'At<t’)o)
V(sto)lai : Gr(Q"\{t'},n'ofto/t], yiofto/t])]

\ V (s.0)[af : Gr(Q'\ {t'},n"alc/t'], yfalc/t])]

ceranggt’,(n'At’<t)o)
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By distributivity of A overV for ground explanation graphs, we can rewrite it
as

(sito)[ai: Gr(Q,no, gio)|A
V (s,0)[al - Gr(Q"\{t'},n"alc/t'], yfalc/t'])]

ceranggt’,(n’At<t’)o)
V(sto)lai: Gr(Q,no, o) A(sta)al : Gr(Q'\ {t'},n'olta/t'], Y afto/t'])]
V(s,to)lai: Gr(Q,no, yso)]
V (s,0)[al : Gr(Q"\ {t'},n"alc/t'], yfalc/t])]
ceranggt’,(n’At'<t)o)

This can be re-written as

Gr((Q:n,Y)o)AGr((Q" :n' At <t ¢))o)
VGr(Q:n,W)o)AGr(Q :n'nt=t' ¢ )o)
Gr((Q:n,Y)o)AGr((Q" :n' At <t,¢))o)

By inductive hypothesis this is equal to

\/ Gr((QUQ :nAn' A, wAY)O)

peft<t/ t=t't'<t'}

Case 2.1.1.7:Neithery nor ¢/ is a leaf node an(k, t) £ (s,t’) andt,t’ are bound
variables.
Whenli =l andu; = up, Gr((Q: n,Y)o) AGr((Q': n’,y')o) can be written
as

V' (so)ai:Gr((Q,n,u)alc/thIA \/ (s.)[ai:Gr((Q,n",y)o[c/t'])]

ce(lg,uy] cella,up]

Let the sequence of positive integers in the interYlalu;] be (I3 =
ki, Ko,...,kn =up). Then the above expression can be re-written as

((s,ka)[ai: Gr((Q,n, yn)alky/t]))]A
Vo (s0)ai:Gr((Q,n’,¢)olc/t])])v

¢’ €[ka,kn]
((s.k2)[ai = Gr((Q,n, ¢n)olkz/t)A

V' (s)[ai:Gr((Q.n',¢)olc /t])V
c'elky,kn]

((s kn)[ai - Gr((Q,n, ¢r)alka/t])]A
Vo (s)lai:Gr((Q,n", ¥)alc/t])])

c'€[ky,kn]
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This can again be re-written as

\V  ((s.0)[ai: Gr((Q,n,yx)olc/t])|A
cE[Ky,kn]
(s,0)[ai: Gr((Q',n",y)alc/t'])])

Vo (sd)ai:Gr((Q,n, y)ald/t])]A

de(Kg,kn-1]
\V  (s9ai:Gr((Q,n',¥)ole/t))
ec[d+1,ky]
Vo (s D)ai:Gr((Q,n',¢)alf/t])A

felke,kn—1]

V  (s9)ai:Gr((Q,n,y)olg/t])])

ge[d+1,kn]
By moving the substitutions out we get the following equérdalexpression.

V' (st)lai: Gr((Q,n,yn)lolc/t]A

ce[ky,kn]
(s:t")[ai : Gr((Q',n", ¢))]olc/t])
V' ((st)ai:Gr((Q,n,yi))]ald/tA

de(ky,kn-1]
V  (st)[ai:Gr((Q',n',¢))]ole/t])
ec[d+1,kn]
Vo (st)ai:Gr((Q,n",¢)]olf /]
felki,kn-1]

Vo (sVlai:Gr((Q,n,u))]lolg/t])

ge[f+1kn]

Since[d + 1,kn] = 0 and[f + 1,ky] = ® whend = k, and f = k, respectively,
the above expression can be re-written as follows.

\V (s t)ai: Gr((Q,n,w))]olc/tIA
ce [ka,kn]
(st)[ai: Gr((Q',n",¢))]alc/t])

V' ((st)ai: Gr((Q,n,yi)]old/tA

de[ky,kn]
Vo (st)ai:Gr((Q,n',¢))]ole/t])
ec[d+1,kn]
V  ((st)[ai: Gr((Q,n",y))alf /tIA
fe[kq,kn]

V' (st)ai:Gr((Q,n,¢))lolg/t])

ge[f+1,kn]

23



First we transform the above expression by usinigplace ofd andf. Further,
we perform a simple renaming operation with a new varidbleo get the
following equivalent expression.

Vo ((st)]ai: Gr((Q,n, y)lolt" /t][c/t"]A

ce[ky,kn]
(s,t")[ai: Gr((Q',n', ¢)lat” /t'][c/t"])
Vo (st")ai: Gr((Q n.g))lolt”/t]lc/t"]A

ce[ky,kn]
Vo (st)[ai:Gr((Q,n', y))]ole/t])
ec[c+1,kn]
Vo ((st)]ai: Gr((Q',n",g))]olt"/t][c/t"]A
ce[ky,kn]

Vo (sYai: Gr((Q,n,¢))]olg/t])

ge[c+1,kn]

The above expression can now be simplified as follows
\ (st
ce [ka,kn]

(Gr((Q,n,g)]olt" tl[c/t"I AGr(Q,n', ¢))olt"/t][c/t"])

\/(Gf((Q,n,LM))]U[t”/tHC/t”]/\ V (S,t’)[ai3Gr((Q','”l’,lM'))]U[e/t’])
ecct+1.kn

v(Gr((Q’,n’,wi’>)]0[t”/t’][0/t”]/\ V (S,t>[ai:Gr((Q,n,wO)]G[g/t])]
ge[c+1 k]

If the range oft” can be forced to bé1,u;] and if we introduce additional
constraintgs” < t andt” < t’, the above grounding expression is equivalent to
the grounding of the following lifted explanation graph

(QU{t”}'I7/\|1—1<t”/\t”—1<ul/\t”<t/\t”<t’,
(st")[ai :

(wlt" /e yit" v

(wlt"/tey)v

(Wt"/tTe )

Therefore the theorem is proved in this case.

The proof for remaining cases is analogous and straigh#iatwecause based
on the values of1,us,l> andu, we have disjuncts where the ranges of root
variables are either identical or non-overlapping. Bothhase cases have
been proved already.

24



Case 2.2: Operationv

Case 2.2.1:WhenQ(Q, ) is not identical taQ(Q’, n’). The definition ofv operation
returns several lifted explanation graphsQIiQ, n)o andQ(Q’, n’) o are both un-
satisfiable then we can see tat((Q: n,Y)o) vGr((Q': n’,¢')o) = 0. Further,
all the lifted explanation graphs returned by the definitdrv have unsatisfiable
constraints therefore, the theorem is proved in this cadeen@®(Q, n)o is satis-
fiable but noQ(Q’,n’)o (orvice-versa)Gr((Q: n,Y)o)vGr((Q':n',¢)o) =
Gr((Q:n,yY)o). Based on the definition of operation, only the first lifted expla-
nation graph has satisfiable constraint, so the theorenoigedr Same reasoning
applies in the symmetric case.

Case 2.2.2:When Q(Q,n) is identical toQ(Q’,n’) and Q(Q,n)o is unsatisfiable,
the proof of the theorem is trivial. So we consider the casere/®(Q.n)o
andQ(Q’,n’)o are both satisfiable anQ(Q,n) may or may not be identical to
QQ.n").

Case 2.2.2.1:When ¢y = 0 (analogouslyy’ = 0). HereGr((Q : n,y)o) Vv
Gr((Q : n’,¢)o) = Gr((Q' : n’,¢')o). Similarly Gr(QUQ' : n A
n,Y)o)=Gr((Q':n',y)o). Therefore the theorem is proved.

Case 2.2.2.22When ¢y = 1 (analogouslyy’ = 1). HereGr((Q : n,y)o) Vv
Gr((Q :n',¢)o) =1. SimilarlyGr((QUQ’': nAn’,1)o) = 1. Therefore,
the theorem is proved.

Case 2.2.2.3:Neither ¢ nor ¢/ is a leaf node ands,t) < (s,t’) (analogously
(8,t') < (s,t)). Proof is analogous to Case 2.1.1.3.

Case 2.2.2.4:Neithery nor ¢/ is a leaf node ands,t) = (,t’). Proof is analo-
gous to Case 2.1.1.4.

Case 2.2.2.5:Neither ¢ nor ¢/ is a leaf node ands,t) ¢ (8,t’) andt is a free
variable or a constant artd is a free variable. Proof is analogous to Case
2.1.1.5.

Case 2.2.2.6:Neither ¢ nor ¢/ is a leaf node ands,t) ¢ (8,t’) andt is a free
variable or a constant ariflis a bound variable. Proof is analogous to Case
2.1.1.6.

Case 2.2.2.7:Neithery nor ¢/ is a leaf node an¢s,t) ¢ (s,t') andt,t’ are bound
variables. Proof is analogous to Case 2.1.1.7. Howeveregd to show that
the simplified form is valid. Again consider the RHS

V' (s9ai:Gr((Q,n,w)alc/thIA \/ (sc)]ai:Gr((Q.n", ¢)olc/t'])]
ce(ly,u] cellz,up
We can perform two renaming operations and rewrite the abrpeession as

V' (s0)ai: Gr((Q,n,w)at"/t][c/t])]A

celly,u]

V' (s)lai:Gr((Qn', ¥)alt"/t][c/t])]

cellz,up]
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It is straightforward to see that the above grounding is\edent to

GrQUQ U{t" I\ {t,t"} n An'[t" /" /U] (s ") o - gaft" /1] v g [t"/t]])
O

Lemma 3 (Correctness ofjuantify). Let (Q : n, ) be a lifted explanation graph, let_x be a
substitution mapping all the free variables(f : n, ) except X to values in their domains. Let
> be the set of mappings such thato maps all free variables to values in their domains and is
identical too_x at all variables except X. Then the following holds

Gr(quantify (Q: n,y),X)o_x) = \/ Gr((Q:n,y)o)

o€z

Proof. Let us first consider the case when the rogsiX) for some switctsin (. quantify(Q:
n,g),X)=(QU{X}:n,y¥). If no_x is unsatisfiable, the@r(quantify(Q: n,Y),X)o_x) =0.
Next,\/ ,cs Gr((Q: n,y)oc/X]) =0 sinceno is also unsatisfiable for any. On the other hand
if no_x is satisfiable,

Gr(quantify(Q: n,y),X)ox) = Gr((QU{X}:n,P)o x)
=Gr((QuU{X}:no_x,Yo_x))

= \/ (s,0)ai: Gr(Q\ {X},no_x[c/X], yro_x[c/X])]
cerangeX,na_x)

Next,

Ver(@:n.gyo)=\/  (s0ai:Gr(Q\{X},no_x[c/X], yio_x[c/X])]

o€z ceox(no-x)

By using continuity of rangelanggX,no_x) = ox(no-x). Therefore the theorem is proved in
this case. Now consider the case wherdoesn’t occur in the root of the lifted explanation graph.
Since, the lifted explanation graph is well-structuredréhis subtree)’ in ¢ such that the root
of ¢/ containsX and all occurrences of are withiny/. If we remove the subtregy’ from ,
thenGr(quantify(Q:n, ), X)0-x) = Vgses Gr((Q: n,Y)o) since all the disjuncts on the right
hand side will be identical to each other and to the groundeggtion tree on the left hand side.
Therefore, we need only show that the grounding of the selgifevhenX is a quantified variable
is same a¥/ s Gr((Q,no,Y'o) which we already showed. O

Theorem 4(Correctness of Lifted Inferencelet (Q : n, ) be a closed lifted explanation graph,
andp = Gr(Q: n,y) be the corresponding ground explanation graph. Then @b n,y)) =

prob(¢).

Proof. Consider the following modification of the grounding alglm for lifted explanation
graphs. An extra argument is addedXqQ, n, ) to make itGr(Q, n, Y, o). Whenever a variable

is substituted by a value from its domamjs augmented to record the substitution. Further the set
Q and the constraint formulq are not altered when recursively grounding subtrees. Rajloeis
tested for satisfiability anto is tested for membership @ to determine if a node contains bound
variable. The grounding of a lifted explanation grdgh: n, ) is given byGr(Q,n, ¢, {}). Itis
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easy to see that the ground explanation tree produced bynthufied procedure is same as that
produced by the procedure given in definition 10.

We will prove that ifGr(Q,n, , o) = @, thenprob(@) = f(o, ). We prove this using struc-
tural induction based on the structureyof

Case 1:If g is a0 leaf node, the®r(Q,n,0,0) = 0. Thereforeprob(¢) = f(o,Y) =

Case 2:If ¢ is a 1 leaf node, ando is satisfiable, thersr(Q,n, Y, o) = 1 and prob(¢) =
f(o, ). On the other hand iff o is not satisfiable, the®r(Q,n, Y, o) = 0 andprob(p) =

flo, ).

Case 3:If ¢ = (st)[a; : @] and to ¢ Q, and no is satisfiable, thenp = (s;to)[a; :
Gr(Q,n,yi,0)].  Therefore, prob(@) = Y 4cp T&(ai) - prob(Gr(Q,n, ys,0)).  But
f(o,¢) =Y gen T6(ai)- f(0, ). Therefore, by inductive hypothesis the theorem is proved
in this case. Ifj o is unsatisfiable, the@ = 0, thereforeprob(@) = f(o, ).

Case 4:If ¢ = (s,t)[ai : Y] andto € Q andno is satisfiable. In this casg is defined as the
disjunction of the ground treds,c)|[a; : Gr(Q,n, i, o[c/t])] wherec € ranget,no). Let
us order the grounding trees in the increasing order of theeva Given two treegys ) and
@scr1) corresponding to valuesc+ 1 € range(t,no), the vV operation on ground trees,
would recursively perform disjunction of thgs ¢, ) with the subtrees in the following set

Fr={¢ | ¢ is a maximal subtree afys ) withoutc as instance argument of any ngde

The setFr contains ground trees corresponding to the tredsoimtier, () and possibly 0
leaves. Since we assumed that frontier subsumption projsesatisfied, for every’ € Fr
thatis not a O leaf, it holds that every explanatiomjigy., 1) contains a subexplanation .
Therefore,@sc) V @sci1), can be computed equivalently gg ¢ V (—dk[C/t] A @sci1))-
Since ~{k[c/t] contains only internal nodes with instance argumenthe explanations
of —~{k[c/t] are independent of explanations i 1. Further, the explanations of
@sc) are mutually exclusive with explanations indik[c/t]. Therefore the probability

Prob(@s ) V @sc1)) can be computed ggob(@s ) + (1 — prob(gk[c/t])) - prob(Yscy1))-
The probability of the complete disjunctioficcrangat,no) (S ©)[ai : Gr(Q,n, Y, a[c/t])] is
obtained by the expression

prob(@s)) + (1 — prob(gk[l /t])) x (
prob(@s)+1))+(1— prob(gk[l + 1/t])) x (

(1— prob({i[u—1/t])) x prob(@sy))))

Now consider f(o, ) for the samey, f(o,y) = h(o[l/t],). The expansion of
h(a[l /t], ) is as follows

g(a(l/t], ) + (1 — prob(q[l /1])) x (
g(ofl +1/t], @) +(1— prob(dr[l + 1/t])) x (

(1= prob({[u—1/t]) x g(alu/t], )
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For a given ground tre@sc), pProb(@sc)) = ¥ aens T6(0i) - Prob(Gr(Q,n, ¢i, afc/t])).
Similarly g(o(c/t], @) = Ygep Ts(ai) - f(o[c/t],g). But by inductive hypothesis,
Prob(Gr(Q,n, yi, o(c/t])) = f(olc/t], ¢r). Therefore,prob(@sc)) = g(o(c/t], ). There-
fore prob(¢@) = f(o, ). When,no is not satisfiableprob(¢g) = f(o, @) = 0. Therefore,
the theorem is proved.

O
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