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ProbLog is a popular probabilistic logic programming language/tool, widely used for applications re-

quiring to deal with inherent uncertainties in structured domains. In this paper we study connections

between ProbLog and a variant of another well-known formalism combining symbolic reasoning and

reasoning under uncertainty, i.e. probabilistic argumentation. Specifically, we show that ProbLog is

an instance of a form of Probabilistic Abstract Argumentation (PAA) that builds upon Assumption-

Based Argumentation (ABA). The connections pave the way towards equipping ProbLog with al-

ternative semantics, inherited from PAA/PABA, as well as obtaining novel argumentation semantics

for PAA/PABA, leveraging on prior connections between ProbLog and argumentation. Further, the

connections pave the way towards novel forms of argumentative explanations for ProbLog’s outputs.

1 Introduction

ProbLog [10, 20] is a popular probabilistic logic programming formalism, equipped with efficient tools

in support of applications1 In a nutshell, ProbLog programs amount to logic programs where facts may

be equipped with probabilities. Thus, ProbLog can be naturally used for applications requiring to deal

with inherent uncertainties, e.g. in neuro-symbolic settings to learn how to operate on images [18], object

tracking [1], modelling metabolic networks[16], or synthesising inductive data models [7].

As a knowledge representation and reasoning (KRR) formalism, ProbLog can be seen as bringing

together symbolic reasoning and reasoning under uncertainty. Thus, it makes sense to wonder how it

relates to the family of KRR formalisms broadly referred to as Probabilistic Argumentation (PA) [14],

which also bring together these two types of reasoning. Indeed, some existing works already study

the connections between the two, in particular in the presence of inherent uncertainties, e.g. in neuro-

symbolic settings with images [18]. Also, SMProbLog [23] extends ProbLog beyond the standard well-

founded model semantics [11] towards the stable model semantics [12] so as to capture a form of PA.

Further, [19] shows how the form of PA in [17] can be implemented in ProbLog. These existing works

thus focus on showing how (variants of) Problog can obtain (forms of) PA. In this paper, instead, we focus

on the opposite direction, specifically on whether (some forms of) PA can be used to obtain (variants of)

ProbLog. In summary, our contribution is two-fold:

• We define a new instance of the well-known Assumption-based Argumentation (ABA) [3, 4] and

use it to instantiate Probabilistic Abstract Argumentation (PAA) [9] (Section 3);

• We formally relate ProbLog and the proposed instance of PAA (Section 4).

This reinterpretation of ProbLog in argumentation terms opens new avenues (as discussed in Section 5).

1See https://dtai.cs.kuleuven.be/problog/.
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2 Background

Logic Programs. A logic program (LP) is a set of (implicitly universally quantified) rules of the form

l0← l1, . . . , lm, with m≥ 0, l0 an atom (called the head of the rule) and each li (for 1≤ i≤m) an atom or

the negation-as-failure not ai of an atom ai. If m = 0 then the rule is called a fact. The Herbrand base of

an LP is the set of all ground atoms obtained from the predicate, function/constant symbols in the LP.

ProbLog. The material in this section is adapted from [10, 20]. A ProbLog program is a set R of

rules as in an LP together with a set F of probabilistic facts of the form p :: l0←, where p ∈ [0,1] and

l0 is an atom that is not the head of any rule in R. The semantics of a ProbLog program is based on

distribution semantics [21]: a ProbLog program T = F ∪R defines a probability distribution over LPs

L = F ′∪R,F ′ ⊆ {l← |p :: l←∈ F}:

P(L|T ) = ∏
l←∈F ′,p::l←∈F

p · ∏
l←6∈F ′,p::l←∈F

(1− p)

Then, for a query q, the success probability for q, given T , is2

Ps(q|T ) = ∑
L=F ′∪R,F ′⊆{l←|p::l←∈F},∃θ :L|=qθ

P(L|T )

for |= the chosen logic programming semantics: if L is a positive LP (without negation as failure), as in

[21], then this is the least Herbrand model; otherwise, let it be the well-founded model [11].

Example 1. Consider the (propositional) LP amounting to the following rules:

a← b,not c; b←; d← not d

(referred to in short as ρ1,ρ2,ρ3, respectively). Then, for R = {ρ1,ρ3} and F = {0.3 :: b←}, T = F ∪R

is a ProbLog program. Given that R 6|= a (as the well-founded model of R deems a,b,c false and d

undecided) and R∪ {ρ2} |= a (as the well-founded model of R∪ {ρ2} deems a,b true, c false and d

undecided), Ps(a|T ) = P(R∪{ρ2}|T ) = 0.3.

ProbLog typically assumes that the well-founded model of every LP L⊆F ′∪R,F ′⊆{l←|p :: l←∈F}
is two-valued [10, 23], but the well-founded model may be three-valued [13], as in the example .

Abstract Argumentation. An Abstract Argumentation (AA) framework [8] is a pair (Args,Att) with

Args the arguments and Att⊆Args×Args the attack relation. AA frameworks can be equipped with

various argumentative semantics [8], e.g. the grounded or stable extensions semantics [8], identifying

sets of “acceptable arguments”. For illustration, given AAF = (Args,Att) with Args = {α ,β} and Att =
{(β ,β )}, the grounded extension of AAF is {α} and there is no stable extension of AAF.

Assumption-based argumentation (ABA). An ABA framework (as originally proposed in [3], but

presented here following more recent accounts by [22, 4]) is a tuple 〈L , R, A , 〉 where

• 〈L ,R〉 is a deductive system, where L is a language and R is a set of (inference) rules of the

form s0← s1, . . . ,sm (m≥ 0,si ∈L , for 1≤ i≤ m);

• A ⊆L is a (non-empty) set of assumptions;

• is a total mapping from A into L , where a is the contrary of a, for a ∈A .

2A query q is a possibly non-ground atom from the Herbrand base of T and θ denotes a possibly empty variable substitution.
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Given a rule s0 ← s1, . . . ,sm, s0 is referred to as the head and s1, . . . ,sm as the body; if m = 0 then the

body is said to be empty. Flat ABA frameworks are restricted so that assumptions are not heads of rules.

Differently from AA, where arguments and attacks are given, in flat ABA they are derived from the

building blocks of ABA frameworks. Specifically, arguments are deductions of claims using rules and

supported by assumptions, and attacks are directed at the assumptions in the support of arguments:

• an argument for (the claim) s ∈L supported by A⊆A and S ⊆R (denoted A ⊢S s) is a finite

tree with nodes labelled by sentences in L or by true3, the root labelled by s, leaves either true or

assumptions in A, and non-leaves s′ with, as children, the elements of the body of one rule in S

with head s′ (true in the case of a rule with an empty body), and S the set of all these rules;

• an argument A1 ⊢S1
s1 attacks an argument A2 ⊢S2

s2 iff s1 = a for some a ∈ A2.

Given an ABA framework 〈L , R, A , 〉, let Args be the set of all arguments and Att be defined as

above. Then (Args,Att) is an AA framework (that we refer to as the AA framework for 〈L , R, A , 〉)
and standard argumentative semantics for the latter can be used to determine, e.g., grounded extensions.4

LPs as Flat ABA Frameworks. Flat ABA can be instantiated to capture logic programming under

several semantics [3], including the well-founded model [11] and the stable model semantics [12].

Example 2. The semantics of the LP {ρ1,ρ2,ρ3} from Example 1 can be captured by understanding it

as a flat ABA framework 〈L , R, A , 〉 with

• R = {ρ1,ρ2,ρ3};

• L = {a,b,c,d,not a,not b,not c,not d} (this is the Herbrand base of the LP together with all the

negation as failure literals that can be constructed from its Herbrand base);

• A = {not a,not b,not c,not d} (this is the set of all negation as failure literals in L );

• not X = X for all X ∈ {a,b,c,d}.

(Args,Att) can then be obtained from this ABA framework, with:

• Args = {{not c} ⊢{ρ1,ρ2} a, {} ⊢{ρ2} b, {not d} ⊢{ρ3} d}∪{{not X} ⊢{} not X |X ∈ {a,b,c,d}}

• Att = {({not c} ⊢{ρ1,ρ2} a,{not a} ⊢{} not a), ({not d} ⊢{ρ3} d,{not d} ⊢{} not d),
({not d} ⊢{ρ3} d,{not d} ⊢{ρ3} d), ({} ⊢{ρ2} b,{not b} ⊢{} not b)}.

R, as a LP, admits no stable model [12], and there is no stable extension [8] of this ABA framework.

The well-founded model [11] of R deems a,b true, c false and d undecided, and the grounded extension

[8] of 〈L , R, A , 〉 accepts

{{not c} ⊢{ρ1,ρ2} a, {} ⊢{ρ2} b, {not c} ⊢{} not c}.
The two correspond in the sense that the atomic claims of accepted arguments in the grounded exten-

sion are true in the well-founded model, the negation as failure claims of accepted arguments are the

complement of false atoms in the well-founded model, and no other atoms are true or false therein (and

vice versa, i.e. every true atom and the negation as failure of every false atom in the well-founded model

are claims of accepted arguments in the grounded extension, and no other arguments exist therein).

Our results will leverage on the correspondence illustrated here (see [3] for formal results, including

correspondences between other semantics of LPs and notions of extensions in flat ABA [3]).

3Here true stands for the empty body of rules.
4ABA semantics were originally defined in terms of sets of assumptions and attacks between them [3], but can be reformu-

lated, for flat ABA frameworks, in terms of sets of arguments and attacks between them (see [22]), as given here.
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Probabilistic Abstract Argumentation (PAA). The material in this section is adapted from [9] (fo-

cusing on a single juror). A PAA framework basically consists of an AA framework and a probability

distribution assigning probabilities to subframeworks. Formally, it is a triple (AAF,PS,) where:

• AAF=(Args,Att) is an AA framework;

• PS=(W ,P) is a probability space, with W the world set and P a probability distribution over W ;

• ⊆W ×Args specifies which arguments are applicable in worlds in PS, where α ∈ Args is appli-

cable in w ∈W iff (w,α) ∈ (we also write w  α for (w,α) ∈).

Given a possible world w ∈ W , the AAF wrt w, denoted by AAFw = (Argsw,Attw), is defined by re-

stricting AAF to the arguments applicable in w. More formally, Argsw = {α ∈ Args | w  α } and

Attw = Att ∩ (Argsw ×Argsw). We denote the grounded extension of AAFw by G(AAFw). Then, the

grounded probability of argument α ∈ Args is defined as follows:

ProbG(α) = ∑
w∈W :α∈G(AAFw)

P(w).

Intuitively, ProbG(α) is the probability that α is accepted in a possible world (under the grounded exten-

sion semantics). PAA is a form of probabilistic argumentation under the constellation approach [14].

3 ProbLog-ABA and ProbLog-PAA

Several instances of (flat and non-flat) ABA have been studied [3, 5] (including the flat logic program-

ming instance illustrated in Example 2 [3]). Here, we introduce the following (flat) instance, referred to

as ProbLog-ABA since, as we will show, it is a first step towards capturing ProbLog programs as PAA.

Definition 1. A ProbLog-ABA framework is a flat ABA framework 〈L , R, A , 〉 where

• R is a (ground)5 LP;

• L is a set of atoms and negation as failure literals; formally, for HB the Herbrand Base of R and

HBnot = {not p|p ∈HB}, L = HB∪HBnot∪{χ}, for a special symbol χ 6∈HB∪HBnot;

• A = HBnot ∪F , for some F ⊆ HB;

• for any not p ∈A , not p = p; for any φ ∈F , φ = χ .

Basically, ProbLog-ABA frameworks generalise the ABA frameworks capturing LPs by including

additional assumptions (F ), all having the same contrary (χ) not occurring in the LP (R). These addi-

tional assumptions can be seen as playing the role of abducibles in abductive logic programming [15].

They amount to the atoms in probabilistic facts in ProbLog programs T = R∪F, as follows.6

Definition 2. The ProbLog-ABA framework corresponding to T is 〈L , R, A , 〉 as in Definition 1

where R = R and F = {l|(p :: l←) ∈ F}.

We can then instantiate PAA with ProbLog programs, so that the AA framework component is drawn

from the ProbLog-ABA framework corresponding to a given ProbLog program and the probability space

is defined to mirror the probability distribution over LPs captured by the ProbLog program, as follows.

5This is in line with standard practices when studying the semantics of LPs: they are assumed to stand for the set of all their

ground instances over their Herbrand universe.
6Given that we are focusing on semantics, in the remainder we assume that the ProbLog program is ground.
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Definition 3. Let 〈L T
, RT

, A T
,

T 〉 be the ProbLog-ABA framework corresponding to T , for A T =
HBnot∪F , and let AAFT = (ArgsT

,AttT ) be the AA framework for 〈L T
, RT

, A T
,

T 〉. Then, the PAA

framework corresponding to T is (AAFT
,PST

,
T ) where PST = (W T

,P) is the probability space with

• W T = 2F ,

• for w ∈W T : P(w) = ∏l∈w,p::l←∈F p ·∏l∈F\w,p::l←∈F (1− p),
and 

T is such that, for w ∈W T , α ∈ ArgsT , α = A ⊢S s: w 
T α iffA∩F ⊆ w.

In line with [9], we assume that the AA frameworks in PAA frameworks corresponding to ProbLog

programs are finite. Given such a PAA framework, we can measure the grounded probability of argu-

ments (as in standard PAA), as well as the grounded probability of queries, as follows.

Definition 4. Let T be a (ground) ProbLog program and (AAFT
,PST

,
T ) be the PAA framework cor-

responding to T , for AAFT = (ArgsT
,AttT ) and PST = (W T

,P). Then, the grounded probability of

(ground) query q is

ProbG(q) = ∑
w∈W T :α∈G(AAFT

w ),α=A⊢S q

P(w).

This notion is more fine-grained than that of grounded probability of arguments, reflecting the struc-

tured nature of our PAA framework. We conjecture (and leave to future work) that this notion is an

instance of that of grounded probability of sentences in the Probabilistic ABA of [9].

4 Results

We show that the semantics of ProbLog can be captured in probabilistic argumentation, as follows.

Proposition 1. Let T be a (ground) ProbLog program and (AAFT
,PST

,
T ) be the PAA framework

corresponding to T , for AAFT = (ArgsT
,AttT ) and PST = (W T

,P). Then, for any (ground) query q:

Ps(q|T ) = ProbG(q); (1)

Ps(q|T )≤ ∑
α∈ArgsT :α=A⊢S q

ProbG(α). (2)

Proof. (Sketch) Ps(q|T ) = ∑L=F ′∪R,F ′⊆{l←|p::l←∈F},L|=q P(L|T ) by definition. Given the correspondence

between well-founded model of a LP and grounded extension of the AA framework for the ABA frame-

work corresponding to the LP [3], and by definition of the probability space in the PAA framework corre-

sponding to T , we obtain Ps(q|T ) = ∑w∈W T :α∈G(AAFT
w ),α=A⊢S q P(w), proving (1). (1) implies (2) because

∑α∈ArgsT :α=A⊢S q ProbG(α) = ∑α∈ArgsT :α=A⊢S q ∑w∈W :α∈G(AAFw) P(w) = ∑w∈W P(w) · |{α ∈ ArgsT | α =
A ⊢S q}| ≥ ∑w∈W T :α∈G(AAFT

w ),α=A⊢S q P(w) (there may be multiple arguments for the same claim in the

grounded extensions obtained by different choices of worlds).

Thus, the notion of grounded probability of queries in the ProbLog-ABA instance of PAA corre-

sponds exactly to the notion of success probability in ProbLog, whereas grounded probability of argu-

ments in PAA approximates it.

5 Conclusion and Discussion

We have defined a form of PAA, instantiated with a novel form of ABA and probability spaces mirroring

ProbLog’s probability distributions over logic programs, to re-interpret ProbLog in argumentative terms.
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This allows us to broaden the semantics of ProbLog beyond (two-valued) well-founded models, lever-

aging on other semantics for ABA, notably semantics of sceptically preferred and ideal extensions (see

[4]). Moreover, it opens the way to different forms of explainability for the outputs of ProbLog (under

the standard or new semantics). Indeed, argumentative abstractions of various reasoning problems have

been shown to lend themselves to diverse explanatory formats, including interactive ones [6], and it is

well known that different forms of explanations are needed to deal with different cognitive needs [2].

Future work includes exploring whether reasoning under the new semantics can be efficiently imple-

mented in practice, and whether the new forms of explanations can be beneficially deployed in applica-

tions to increase user trust. Also, we have focused on success probability of queries: it would also be

interesting to study whether and how explanation probability of queries can be captured argumentatively.

It would also be interesting to explore whether ProbLog can be captured directly in Probabilistic ABA

of the more general form proposed in [9] (again focusing on a single juror). It would also be interesting

to explore whether credulous versions of ProbLog, notably SMProbLog [23], could inform the definition

of novel credulous semantics in probabilistic argumentation. Finally, it would be interesting to study

whether other languages/tools based on the distribution semantics [21] could also be captured in PAA.
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