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Abstract

The technique of forgetting in knowledge representation has
been shown to be a powerful and useful knowledge engi-
neering tool with widespread application. Yet, very little re-
search has been done on how different policies of forgetting,
or use of different forgetting operators, affects the inferen-
tial strength of the original theory. The goal of this paper
is to define loss functions for measuring changes in infer-
ential strength based on intuitions from model counting and
probability theory. Properties of such loss measures are stud-
ied and a pragmatic knowledge engineering tool is proposed
for computing loss measures using PROBLOG. The paper in-
cludes a working methodology for studying and determining
the strength of different forgetting policies, in addition to con-
crete examples showing how to apply the theoretical results
using PROBLOG. Although the focus is on forgetting, the
results are much more general and should have wider appli-
cation to other areas.

1 Introduction

The technique of forgetting (Lin and Reiter 1994) in knowl-
edge representation has been shown to be a powerful and
useful knowledge engineering tool with many applications
(see Section 9 on related work).

Recently, it has been shown (Doherty and Szatas 2024)
that two symmetric and well-behaved forgetting opera-
tors can be defined that provide a qualitative best up-
per and lower bound on forgetting in the following
sense: it has been shown that strong or standard forget-
ting (Lin and Reiter 1994) provides a strongest necessary
condition on a theory with a specific forgetting policy,
while weak forgetting (Doherty and Szatas 2024) provides a
weakest sufficient condition on a theory with a specific for-
getting policy. In the former, one loses inferential strength
relative to the original theory wrt necessary conditions,
while in the latter one loses inferential strength wrt sufficient
conditions. That is, some necessary (respectively, sufficient)
conditions that can be expressed in the language of the origi-
nal theory may be lost when the language becomes restricted
after forgetting. A question then arises as to how these losses
can be measured, both individually relative to each operator
and comparatively relative to each other. The loss function
used should be well-behaved and also quantitative, so as to
ensure fine-grained measurement.

The goal of this paper is to define such measures
in terms of loss functions, show useful properties as-
sociated with them, show how they can be applied,
and also show how they can be computed efficiently.
The basis for doing this will be to use intuitions
from the area of model counting, both classical and
approximate (Gomes, Sabharwal, and Selman 2021)
and probability theory. In doing this, a pragmatic
knowledge engineering tool based on the use of
PROBLOG (De Raedt and Kimmig 2015) will be de-
scribed that allows for succinctly specifying the inferential
strength of arbitrary theories, in themselves, and their
associated losses using the dual forgetting operators. Initial
focus is placed on propositional theories for clarity, but
the techniques are then shown to generalize naturally to
Ist-order theories, with some restrictions. Although the
focus in this paper is on measuring inferential strength
relative to forgetting operators, the techniques are much
more general than this and should be applicable to other
application areas including traditional model counting and
approximate model counting through sampling.

Let’s begin with describing an approach to measuring
inferential strength using intuitions from model counting
and then show how this measurement technique can be
used in the context of forgetting. Consider the following
simple theory, 7., extracted from an example considered
in (Nayak and Levy 1995), where jcar stands for “Japanese

)

car”, ecar — for “European car”, and fcar — for “foreign

(L)

car

jear — (car A reliable A fear) (1)
ecar — (car A fast A fcar) 2)
fear — (ecar V jcar). 3)

The theory partitions the set of all assignments of truth val-
ues to propositional variables occurring in a theory (worlds)
into two sets: (i) the worlds satisfying 7. (models), and (ii)
the worlds not satisfying 7.

This suggests loss measures based on model counting
to reflect theory strength. In such a case, the entailment
strength can be measured by the number of models: the more
models a theory 7 has, the less conclusions it may entail,
and the less models 7 has, the more conclusions it possibly
entails.
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Though model counting enjoys quite successful imple-
mentations (Fichte, Hecher, and Hamiti 2021), it is gener-
ally complex (Gomes, Sabharwal, and Selman 2021) with
challenging scalability issues.

In a more general case, the proportion between (i) and
(ii) can be represented by the probability of T, another use-
ful measure of inferential strength. Here we shall deal with
probability spaces, where samples are worlds, events are sets
of worlds specified by formulas (given as models of formu-
las), and the probability function is given by:

def {weW:wpE T}

P(T) Wi ,

“)

where T is a theory, W is the set of worlds, | is the satisfi-
ability relation, and |.| denotes the cardinality of a set. That
is, P (T) is the fraction between the number of models of 7
and the number of all worlds.

For example, there are 2 = 64 assignments of truth
values to propositional variables occurring in 7. (worlds)

and 13 such assignments satisfying 7. (models of 7.), so

13
73(72) =6 0.203125. Since evaluating probabilities
can, in many cases, be very efficient (at least when approx-

imated by sampling), we focus on probabilities rather than
model counting directly." We will also define more general
probabilistic-based loss measures, where one does not just
count models with uniform distributions, but also pay at-
tention to arbitrary probability distributions. This provides
a much more flexible and general inferential measurement
technique. These intuitions provide the basis for the speci-
fication of loss functions for forgetting operators, based on
probabilistic measures on worlds, that measure the inferen-
tial strength of the original theory and the loss in inferential
strength after applying a specific forgetting policy and oper-
ator.

Two forgetting operators considered in
(Doherty and Szatas 2024), strong (standard) and weak
forgetting, are shown to have very nice intrinsic properties
in the following sense. Given a specific policy of forgetting,
when applying that policy to a theory using the weak forget-
ting operator, the resultant models of the revised theory are
a subset of models of the original theory. Similarly, when
applying the strong forgetting operator to the same theory
using the same forgetting policy, the resultant models of the
revised theory are a superset of the models of the original
theory. As mentioned previously, the revised theories
characterize the weakest sufficient and strongest necessary
theories relative to a specific forgetting policy. One can
therefore measure the gap between the original theory and
the theories resulting from forgetting in terms of the size of
gaps between the mentioned sets of models associated with
the revised theories. Intuitively, the larger the gaps are, the
more one loses in terms of reasoning strength.

The motivations for desiring such measures include the
following:

"Note that given the probability of a theory 7~ and the number
of variables in the theory, the model count can easily be derived.

* no measures have yet been provided in the literature that
indicate how reasoning strength changes when the tech-
nique of forgetting is used;

 such measures are useful indicators for belief base engi-
neers when determining proper policies of forgetting for
various applications;

 such measures are generally needed as one of the crite-
ria that can be used for automated selection of symbols
to forget, e.g., for optimizing a selected class of queries,
when forgetting a particular choice of symbols can sub-
stantially increase the system’s performance without seri-
ously affecting its inferential capabilities.

The working methodology for the approach is as follows,
where details are provided in the paper:

1. Given a propositional theory 7, transform it into a strati-
fied logic program using the transformation rules in Sec-
tion 4.

2. Specify a probability distribution on worlds using the
propositional facts (variables in 7") as probabilistic vari-
ables in PROBLOG, as described in Section 2.2.

3. Using PROBLOG’s query mechanism, described in Sec-
tion 2.2, query for the probability P (T) of theory 7.

For forgetting, given a propositional theory Th(p,q) and

a forgetting policy p:

4. Specify the 2nd-order theories, F'N¢(Th(p,q);p) and
FSC(Th(p,q);p), representing strong and weak forget-
ting, respectively, relative to the forgetting policy p, as
described in Section 2.1.

5. Apply quantifier elimination techniques to both theories
as exemplified in Section 7, resulting in propositional the-
ories without p.

6. Apply steps 1 to 3 above to each of the theories.

7. The resulting probabilities P(7), P(FNY(T,p)), and
P(FSC(T,p)), for each of the three theories, can then
be used to compute loss values for the respective losses
of inferential strength associated with strong and weak
forgetting relative to the original theory, as described in
Section 3 and Section 6.

Generalization of this approach to the 1st-order case is de-
scribed in Section 8.
The original results of this paper include:

e formal specification of model counting-based and
probability-based loss measures for forgetting with an
analysis of their properties;

* an equivalence preserving technique for transforming any
formula of propositional or 1st-order logic into a set of
stratified logic programming rules in time linear wrt the
size of the input formula;

e algorithms for computing these loss measures imple-
mented using PROBLOG, a well-known probabilistic
logic programming language.

PROBLOG is chosen as a basis for this research since it pro-

vides a straightforward means of computing probabilistic



measures in general, and it also has built in mechanisms for
doing approximate Inference by Sampling (constant time by
fixing the number of samples). Consequently, both classical
and approximation-based model counting techniques can be
leveraged in defining loss measures.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we de-
scribe the essentials of strong and weak forgetting and the
PROBLOG constructs used in the paper. In Section 3 we
define model counting-based loss measures for forgetting
and show their properties. Section 4 is devoted to how
one computes model-counting-based loss measures using
PROBLOG. In Section 5, probabilistic-based loss measures
are defined which allow for arbitrary probability distribu-
tions over worlds rather than uniform distributions. Sec-
tion 6 focuses on how one computes probabilistic-based loss
measures using PROBLOG. In Section 7, we consider an ex-
ample showing how both types of loss measures are used
to describe loss of inferential strength relative to forgetting
policies. Section 8 provides a generalization of the tech-
niques to the 1st-order case. Section 9 is devoted to a dis-
cussion of related work. Section 10 concludes the paper with
summary and final remarks. Finally, PROBLOG sources of
all programs discussed in the paper are listed in the Ap-
pendix in ready to validate form using an online PROBLOG
interpreter referenced in Section 10.

2 Preliminaries
2.1 Forgetting

For the sake of simplicity, we start with presenting ideas fo-
cusing on classical propositional logic with truth values T
(true) and I (false), an enumerable set of propositional vari-
ables, V0, and standard connectives -, A, V, —, =. We as-
sume the classical two-valued semantics with truth values T
(true) and F (false). To define forgetting operators, we shall
also use 2nd-order quantifiers 3p, Vp, where p is a proposi-
tional variable. The meaning of quantifiers in the proposi-
tional context is:

EAp=T)VAp="T) (5)

(p=F)ANA(p=T), (6)

Q.

Wp(A(p)) £

where A(p = expr) denotes a formula obtained from A by
substituting all occurrences of p in A by expression expr.

A theory is a finite set of propositional formulas.? As usu-
ally, we identify propositional theories with conjunctions of
their formulas. By a vocabulary (a signature) of T, denoted
by V¥, we mean all propositional variables occurring in 7.

By aworld for a theory (formula) T we mean any assign-
ment of truth values to propositional variables in V9-:

A
A

w: VY — {T,F}. (7

The set of worlds of T is denoted by Wr.

The rest of  this  subsection is  based
on (Doherty and Szatas 2024). Let 7(p, ) be a proposi-
tional theory over a vocabulary consisting of propositional

“Such finite sets of formulas are frequently called belief bases.

variables in tuples p,g.> When forgetting p in the theory
Th(p,q), one can delineate two alternative views, with both
resulting in a theory expressed in the vocabulary containing

q only:

s strong (standard) forgetting FNC(Th(p,q);p): a theory
that preserves the entailment of necessary conditions over
vocabulary g;

o weak forgetting F°C (Th(p, q); p): a theory that preserves
the entailment by sufficient conditions over q.

As shown in (Doherty and Szatas 2024) (with Point 1
proved earlier, in (Lin and Reiter 1994)), we have the fol-
lowing theorem.

Theorem 2.1. For arbitrary tuples of propositional vari-
ables p,q and Th(p, ),

1. FNY(Th(p,q); p) = 3p(Th(p, q))-
2. FNC(Th(p,q),Dp) is the strongest (wrt —) formula over

vocabulary q, preserving the entailment of necessary con-
ditions over a vocabulary disjoint with p.

3. F5C(Th(p,q);p) = p (Th(p, q))-
4. FSC(Th(p,q);p) is the weakest (wrt —) formula over

vocabulary q, preserving the entailment by sufficient con-
ditions over a vocabulary disjoint with p. O

From the Theorem 2.1 it easily follows that:

= PSC(T.) 5 T .
=T = FNC(T,p). ©

2.2 ProbLog

To compute the probability of 7, one can use the
well-known  probabilistic =~ programming  language
PROBLOG (De Raedt and Kimmig 2015).

PROBLOG extends classical PROLOG with constructs spe-
cific for defining probability distributions as well as with
stratified negation. It uses the symbol \+ for negation, where
‘\” stands for ‘not’ and ‘+ stands for ‘provable’. That
is, \+ represents negation as failure. Stratification in logic
programs and rule-based query languages is a well-known
idea (see (Abiteboul, Hull, and Vianu 1995) and references
there), so we will not discuss it here.

The PROBLOG constructs specific for defining probabil-
ity distributions used in the paper are listed below. For sim-
plicity, we restrict the presentation to propositional logic,
since we mainly focus on that in the paper. For additional
features, the reader is referred to related literature, includ-
ing (De Raedt et al. 2016; De Raedt and Kimmig 2015), in
addition to other references there.

* To specity probabilistic variables, an operator *::” is used.
The specification w :: p states that p is true with probabil-
ity u and false with probability (1 — u).

Probabilistic variables can be used to specify probabilistic
facts and heads of probabilistic rules.

3When we refer to tuples of variables as arguments, like in
Th(p,q), we always assume that p and g are disjoint.



* Queries are used to compute probabilities. The probabil-
ity of p is returned as the result of the query query(p) or
subquery(p, P), where P obtains the probability of p.

* Annotated disjunctions support choices. If uy,...,ux €
[0.0,1.0] such that 0.0 < u; + ...+ ux < 1.0, and
p1,...pE are propositional variables, then an annotated
disjunction is an expression of the form:

UPiPL) .. Uk Pk )

It states that at most one of uy ::pq, ..
as a probabilistic fact.

., U pg 1s chosen

Let W denote the set of all worlds assigning truth values
to variables occurring in a given PROBLOG program. Dis-
tribution semantics assumes that probabilistic variables are
independent. Probabilities of queried propositional variables
are defined as the sum of probabilities of worlds, where they

are true,
def
Pp) = > Pw),

wEW: wl=p
where probabilities of worlds, P (w), are evaluated as the

product of probabilities u; of probabilistic facts being true
in these worlds and (1 — w;) of those being false:

1<i<kwlp,  1<i<kwlp;

Approximate evaluation of probabilities, with sampling,
is available through PROBLOG’s interpreter using the com-
mand: problog sample model.txt ——estimate -Nn
where ‘model.txt’ is a text file with a PROBLOG source,
and ‘n’ is a positive integer fixing the number of samples.

3 Model-Counting-Based Loss Measures
of Forgetting
Let mod(T) and #7 denote the set of, and the number of

models of T, respectively.* As an immediate corollary of (8)
we have:

mod(F®°(T,p))) Cmod(T) Cmod(FNC(T,p)), (10)
so also:
#FP(T.p) <H#T <#FY(T.p). (1)
For any propositional theory 7T, the probability of T, P (T) ,
is defined by Equation (4).
Model counting-based measures of forgetting can now be
defined as follows.

Definition 3.1. By model counting-based loss measures of
forgetting we understand:

lossNC (T, p) € P(FNC(T, p)) — P(T); (12)
loss3C (T, p) € P(T) — P(F5C(T,p)); (13)

lossT, (T, p) & P(FNC(T,p)) — P(F5C(T,p)), (14)
where the underlying distribution on worlds is assumed to
be uniform. (]

*Though the vocabulary after applying forgetting operators is a
subset of the vocabulary of the original theory 7, for the sake of
uniformity of presentation we assume that the considered worlds,
thus models, too, are built over the vocabulary of 7.

Obviously, loss®, (T, p) = lossNC (T, p) + lossiC (T, p).
The intuition behind the [oss,, measures is the following:

¢ (12) indicates how much, in terms of the number of
models, strong forgetting differs from the original theory.
In this case, the new theory is inferentially weaker than
the original theory, and certain necessary conditions that
were previously entailed by the original theory are no
longer entailed by the resultant theory.

¢ (13) indicates how much, in terms of the number of
models, weak forgetting differs from the original theory.
In this case, the new theory is inferentially stronger than
the original theory, although certain sufficient conditions
that previously entailed the original theory no longer
entail the resultant theory;

¢ (14) indicates what the total loss is measured as the size
of the gap between strong and weak forgetting.

We have the following interesting properties of the de-
fined loss measures.

Proposition 3.2. Ler x € {NC,SC,T}. Then for every
propositional theory T,

1. lossy, (T.p) € [0.0,1.0;

2. lossy, (T, ]5) = 0.0, when variables from p do not occur
in T, in particular:

(a) loss;‘n(IF,]ﬁ) =0.0;
(b) loss, (T, p) = 0.0;

3. lossfn( \/7;) = Zlossfn (7},]5), when for all 1 <i#j,
1<i 1<i
T: NT; = F, ie, T;,T; represent mutually disjoint sets
(countable additivity);

4. lossy, ('T, E) = 0.0, where € stands for the empty tuple;

5. loss, (T, ]5) <loss}, ('T, (j) when all propositional vari-
ables occurring in p also occur in q (loss}, () is mono-
tonic wrt forgotten vocabulary).

Points 1, 2(a), 3 show that loss, () is a measure (with 3 be-
ing a well-known property of probability). Point 2 shows
that nothing is lost when one forgets redundant variables
(not occurring in the theory), in particular from F or T. Point
4 shows that loss?;, () is 0.0 when nothing is forgotten, and
Point 5 shows that the more propositional variables are for-
gotten, the greater loss}, () is.

4 Computing Model Counting-Based Loss
Measures Using PROBLOG

To compute the probability of 7, we use PROBLOG. Though
many #SAT solvers, counting the number of satisfying as-
signments exist — see (Fichte, Hecher, and Hamiti 2021;
Chakraborty, Meel, and Vardi 2021;

Gomes, Sabharwal, and Selman 2021;

Soos and Meel 2019) and references there, we have
chosen PROBLOG, since:

* it allows for computing exact probability as well as proba-
bility based on approximate (sampling based) evaluation;



* the resulting probability and loss measures can be used
within a probabilistic logic programming framework in
a uniform manner.

Let us start with an example of a PROBLOG program
computing the probability of theory 7. discussed in Sec-
tion 1. We encode 7. as Program 1. Indeed, r is equivalent
to —jcar \V (car A reliable A fear), i.e., to (1), s is equiv-
alent to —ecar V (car A fast A fear), i.e., to (2), and u is
equivalent to = fcar V jcar V ecar, i.e., to (3). Since t is the
conjunction of r, s and w, it is equivalent to 7.. Therefore,
the probability of ¢, computed by PROBLOG’s interpreter, is
equal to 73(72). Indeed, there are 6 propositional variables
and each possible world encodes an assignment of truth val-
ues to these propositions with the probability 0.5. So there
are 2% possible worlds, each having the probability 2%, and
t is true in 13 of them (in those satisfying 7.). Accordingly,
the PROBLOG interpreter answers that the probability of ¢
(i.e., of 7;), s 0.203125.

Program 1: PROBLOG program for computing
the probability of 7.

1 0.5:car. 0.5 :: reliable. 0.5 :: fast.

2 0.5: fear. 0.5 :: jear. 0.5 :: ecar.

3 r:—car,reliable, fcar.

4 7= \+jcar. % r represents (1)

s s:—car, fast, fcar.

6 s:— \+ecar. % s represents (2)

7 w:—jcar.

8 u:—ecar.

9 u:—\+ fcar. % u represents (3)

10 t:—7 s, u. % t represents (1) A (2) A (3)

Let us show how this approach works in general.

First, one has to define a transformation of an arbitrary
propositional formula into a set of rules. Let A be a proposi-
tional formula. The rules of a program 7% encoding A, are
constructed as shown in Table 1, where the r indexed with
formulas are auxiliary propositional variables. The intended
meaning of each auxiliary variable 7 is that it is equivalent
to formula B. It is assumed that whenever a subformula oc-
curs more than once, a single auxiliary variable is used to
substitute all of its occurrences.

As an example of a transformation defined in Table 1,
consider Program 2 transforming formula (q = (pA—gA s))
into a set of rules. Note that the number of auxiliary vari-
ables are often optimized while encoding longer expressions
consisting of the same commutative connectives, such as
a conjunction with more than two arguments, A; A... A Ay,
with £ > 2. In this case, one usually uses a single vari-
able together with the rule 74, 7. A4, = T4,,...,74,. AN
example of such an optimization is demonstrated in Line 3
of Program 2 which contains a conjunction of three literals.
Similarly, one optimizes auxiliary variables in disjunctions
with more than two arguments.

Proposition 4.1. For every propositional formula A, the
size of 79 is liner in the size of A.

Proof: By construction of 74, for each connective occurring
in A at most 5 additional rules are added. If there are n

Table 1: Transformation of an arbitrary propositional formula to
a stratified logic program.

def . o .
0; ra= A when A is a propositional variable;
;%f___ hen A B
TA—\+TDB. when A = 755
e T whenA=CAD
TAZ—Tc,’I’D.Wen =CAD;
L
T T
c:TD
rA—TC when A = C'V D;
odef J ra:=Tp
Te Tp-
ra—\+rc. when A =C — D;
rA —TD
70
rAr = \+TC.
rarTID whenA=C=D.
A7 = \+TD.
rar —Tro.

TA—TA,TA".

. 0 :
Program 2: A program Tg=(pA—gns) encoding the for-

mula (¢ = (p A =g A s)).

1 % 7T2, ﬂ'g, 70 are empty; 7 d:efp, rq def g, Ts def ¢
2 Tog = \+q.

3 TpA-gAs =D, T—q, S.

4 14— \+q.

5 TAr i= T'pA—-gAs-

6 T A = \+TpAr-qAs-

7 TAMI—(.

8

qu(p/\ﬂq/\s) =TaA,TAN.

connectives then w% contains at most 5n rules. O
Similarly, it is easily seen that the following proposition
also holds.

Proposition 4.2.

1. Let A be a propositional formula. Then each world w €
W4 determines the values of auxiliary variables in 9.
2. Given a world w € Wy, the truth values of auxiliary

variables in ™ can be determined in time linear in the
size of A. O

The following lemmas are used to show Theorem 4.5.

Lemma 4.3. For every propositional formula A, 79 is
a stratified program.

Proof: By construction of w%: whenever a variable, say r,
is negated by \+, it appears in a body of a rule with variable
rg in its head such that F' is a subformula of E. This pro-
vides a natural stratification reflecting the subformula nest-
ing. O

One can now define a PROBLOG program, 11"}, comput-
ing the probability of a formula A. 1I'y is specified by the
following probabilistic facts and rules:

mdef | 0.5 pp. ... 0.5 pg.

Iy = 0. (15)



In this case, p1, ..., py are all variables occurring in A and
the the probability of A is given by querying for the prob-
ability of the auxiliary variable 7 4 representing the formula
A in the transformation defined in Table 1. r 4 is included in
79, the stratified logic program associated with A.

Note that:

* II'} as specified by (15) is a PROBLOG program since, by
Lemma 4.3, 74 is a stratified logic program;

* the probabilities 0.5, assigned to propositional variables
together with artificially assuming them independent, are
used as a technical fix that ensures a uniform distribution
on worlds and that guarantees the program specifies the
number of models where A is true.

Lemma 4.4. Let 5 occur in the program 11'y. Then for
every subformula B of A occurring in the construction of
7%, we have that r is equivalent to B.

Proof By Lemma 4.3, 7 specifies a stratified logic pro-
gram. The semantics of stratified logic programs can be de-
fined in terms of least models of rules expressed by impli-
cations. In a manner similar to the well-known completion
technique (Clark 1977),

each rp appearing in 7'{' in a head of a rule (or heads
of two rules, as in the case of V, — and =), is actu-
ally equivalent to the rule’s body (respectively, dis-
junction of bodies) due to the completion. This ob-
servation is used below when claiming equivalences,
rather than implications, directly reflecting rules.

(16)

We proceed by structural induction on B.

« When B is a propositional variable, say p, then 7%, be-

. . def . . ..
ing wg ,is 0, and rp = p, so the induction hypothesis is
trivially true.

* When B is a negated formula, say —F, then rp, being
r-g,1s defined by - g :— \+rg, where \+ stands for nega-
tion as failure. By observation (16), g = \+7g. Note
that probabilistic clauses in II}, given in the first line of
(15), assign truth values to all propositional variables oc-
curring in A. Therefore, truth values of all subformulas of
A are uniquely determined, in which case the only reason
for a failure to prove an A’s subformula, say F, is the fal-
sity of E. Therefore, in II"}, negation as failure becomes
classical negation. Thus rp = r_p = \+rg = —rg. By
the inductive assumption, rg is equivalent to F, so —rg
is equivalent to —FE, which shows the equivalence of rp
and B.

* When B is a non-negated subformula of A occurring in
the construction of 4, one uses the inductive assumption
together with observation (16) and obvious tautologies of
propositional logic to show that the auxiliary variable rp
is equivalent to B. O

The following theorem can now be shown, stating that
programs II'} can be used to calculate the probability mea-
sures for a formula (theory) which are then used as a basis
for computing the values of the considered model counting-
based measures.

Theorem 4.5. For every propositional formula A, the prob-
ability of A is equal to the probability of T4 given by the
PROBLOG program IT'}, defined by (15).

Proof: By Lemma 4.4, r4 is equivalent to A, so in every
possible world, 74 is true iff A is true. Assume pq, ..., pg
are all propositional variables occurring in A. There are 2*
possible worlds, so if A is true in n worlds, its probability is
2%. Each propositional variable is assigned the probability

1
0.5 in IT}, so the probability of each possible world is —-.

Since 74 is true exactly in worlds where A is true and, by
the distribution semantics (Sato 1995) used in PROBLOG,
the probability of r 4 is the sum of probabilities of possible
worlds where 7 4 is true, the value of r 4 is:

1 n
weEW:wET A

O

In order to compute measures loss)C (T, 1‘)),
loss5C (T,p) and lossy, (T,p), it now suffices to run
programs Iy ¢ (T-p) Mpse (T-5) and II?. The probabili-
ties P(FNC(T,p)), P(FS°(T,p)) and P(T ) required in
Definition 3.1 are given respectively as the probabilities of
TENC(T ,p)» TFSC(T ,p) and rT.

5 Probabilistic-based Loss Measures
of Forgetting

Model counting-based loss measures are defined using a uni-
form probability distribution on worlds. Probabilistic-based
loss measures generalize this idea to allow arbitrary proba-
bility distributions on worlds. In general, it is assumed that
an arbitrary probability distribution over worlds is provided,
and one is then interested in probabilities of formulas wrt
this distribution. Let us then assume that a probability dis-
tribution on worlds is given, P)y : W — [0.0,1.0]. Let T
be a propositional theory. The probability of T wrt Pyy is
then defined by:

Po(T)E Y Pw(w). (17)
weW, wi=T

Probabilistic-based loss measures of forgetting are de-
fined as follows.

Definition 5.1. By probabilistic-based loss measures of for-
getting wrt probability distribution Py () we understand.:

loss)C (T.p) < Po(FNO(T, p)) — Po(T); (18)
loss5C (T, p) & Po(T) — Po(F5C(T, p)): (19)
l0ssT (T, p) < Po(FNC (T, 5)) — Po(FSC(T.5)), (20)

where the underlying distribution on worlds is assumed to
be arbitrary. (]

As in the case of model counting-based loss measures,
lossl;‘f (T, ]5) = losszj,vc (T,'ﬁ) + ZOSSSC (T, ]5). The fol-
lowing proposition also applies.



Proposition 5.2. For «€ {NC, SC, T} and every proposi-
tional theory T, the measures loss;, (T, ]5) enjoy properties
analogous to those stated in Points 1-5 of Proposition 3.2,
where lossy, is substituted by loss,,. U

6 Computing Probabilistic-Based Loss
Measures Using PROBLOG

As shown through research with probabilistic logic pro-
gramming and applications of distribution semantics, the
probability Pyy can be specified by using PROBLOG prob-
abilistic facts and rules (see, e.g., (De Raedtet al. 2016;
Pfeffer 2016; Riguzzi 2023; Sato and Kameya 1997) and
references there).

Assuming that Pyy can be specified in PROBLOG,
a PROBLOG program, 1%, can be defined that computes the
probability of A wrt probability distribution Pyy:

PROBLOG specification of Py
over p1,...,Pk-
0.5:q. ... 0.5: qpn.
0

TA-

my, 1)

In this case, pi,...,px are all probabilistic variables used
to define the probability distribution Py, over worlds,
p1, ..., Pk are pairwise independent, g, . . ., g, are all vari-
ables occurring in A other than p1, . . ., px, and the the prob-
ability of A is given by querying for the probability of r4
which is included in 79, the stratified logic program associ-
ated with A.

Computing probabilistic-based loss measures
loss)YO(T,p). lossy“(T,p) and loss], (T,p). can
now be done by analogy with the method described in the
last paragraph of Section 4.

As an example, consider theory 7. from Section 1, and
assume that in a district of interest, the probability of ecar
is 0.2 and the probability of jcar is 0.3. Assume further that
the choices of jcar and ecar are independent and both ex-
clude each other. Program 3 below can then be used, where
an annotated disjunction (Line 1) is used to ensure a suitable
probability distribution together with the mutual exclusion
of ecar, jcar. In this case P () is 0.3125.

Program 3: PROBLOG program for computing
the probability of 7. when P (ecar) = 0.2

and P (jcar) = 0.3.
1 0.2 ::ecar; 0.3 :: jear.

2 0.5 ::car. 0.5: reliable. 0.5 :: fast. 0.5 :: fcar.
3 Lines 3-10 of Program 1

In summary, PROBLOG is used to specify a given proba-
bility on worlds and then rules of 7 are used for computing
probabilistic-based loss measures.

Notice that, as in Section 4, the probabilistic facts 0.5 :: ¢;
(1 < 7 < n) serve as technical fix that enables genera-
tion of all possible worlds, where propositional variables
whose probabilities are not given explicitly are also included
(Line 2 in Program 3). The following proposition shows that
adding these additional probabilistic facts 0.5 :: g;, does not

affect the probability distribution on formulas over a vocab-
ulary consisting of only p1, ..., pk.

In the following proposition, W5 denotes the set of worlds
assigning truth values to propositional variables in 5.

Proposition 6.1. Let Py : W; — [0.0,1.0] be a proba-
bility distribution on Wy, specified by the first line in (21),
Pp,g : Wp.g — [0.0,1.0] be the whole probability distribu-
tion specified in the first two lines of (21), and let T be an ar-
bitrary theory over vocabulary p. Then P (T) = Pﬁ@(T)’
where the probability of T is defined by (17).

Proof: According to (17),

Pra(T) < > Pra(w).

wEW5,q, w=T

1
By (21), the probability of each ¢; € ¢ is 3 There are n

variables in g, so Pp 4 (w) = Ps(w) * 2% Therefore,

Z Py(w) = 2%

wWEW3, g, w=T

)

Ppa(T) =

Every world w € W; ; extends the corresponding world
w' € Wy by assigning truth values to each variable in g.
Each such world w’ has then 2" copies in Wj ;5 (each copy
accompanied by a different assignment of truth values to
variables in ¢). Therefore,

1
Pra(T) = 2% Y Ppw) g,

weEWp, w=T

Y Pplw) =Ps(T).

wEWy, weT O

7 Generating Loss Measures: an Example

In this example, we will use the theory 7. and gener-
ate both model-counting-based and probabilistic-based loss
measures for a forgetting policy p = {ecar, jear}.

In Section 4, it was shown how 7, could be transformed
into a stratified logic program where its probability variables
were all assigned the value 0.5, reflecting a uniform proba-
bility on worlds. In this case, Po(7:) = 0.203125. In Sec-
tion 6, a probability distribution where ecar and jcar were
assigned probabilities, 0.2 and 0.3, respectively, resulted in
Po(T.) = 0.3125.

In the next step, FNY(T.ecar,jcar) and
FSC(T.; ecar,jcar) need to be reduced to proposi-
tional theories using quantifier elimination. Using results in
Section 2.1, forgetting ecar and jcar in theory 7., given by
formulas (1)—(3) in Section 1, is defined by:

FNC(T;; ecar, jear) = 3ecarIjcar (72), (22)
F39(T,; ecar, jear) = Vecaercar('Y;). (23)

Using formulas (1)—(3) together with (22) and (23), it can be
shown that:



o FNC(T,; ecar, jear) is equivalent to:

Hecarﬂjcar( jear = (car A reliable A fear)A
ecar — (car A fast A fear)A (24)
fear — (ecar V jear) ).

Using (5) and some equivalence preserving transforma-
tions, one can show that (24) is equivalent to the proposi-
tional formula:®

fear — ((car A fast) V (car A reliable)).  (25)
o F3C(T.; ecar, jear) is equivalent to:

VecarVjcar(jear — (car Areliable A fear))A
VecarVjcar(ecar — (car A fast A fcar)/\ (26)
VecarVjcar( fecar — (ecar V jecar)),

i.e, to:
car A reliable A fcar) A
car A fast A fcar) A = fear,

which simplifies to FF.

27)

The next step in the working methodology is to
encode FNY(T.;ecar,jcar) as a stratified logic pro-
gram in PROBLOG. There is no need to encode
FSC(T.; ecar, jcar), since it is equivalent to IF and its prob-
ability P (F5C(T;; ecar, fear)) = 0.0.°

Program 4 below, contains rules encoding formula (25)
which is equivalent to F'N(Tg;ecar, jcar). In order to
compute model-counting-based loss measures, probabilistic
facts of the form 0.5 :: p for each propositional variable p
occurring in FNC(T¢; ecar, jcar), i.e.,

0.5::car. 0.5::reliable. 0.5:: fast. 0.5:: fcar., (28)

are added to Program 4. To determine the probabil-
ity P(FNY(T.;ecar, fecar)), one sets up a PROBLOG
query about the probability of the auxiliary variable
T fear—((carAfast)V(carAreliable))s defined in Lines 6-7 of

Program 4. The query returns P (FNY(T;; ecar, fear)) =
0.6875.

In order to compute the probabilistic-based loss measures,
the probability distribution is the same as in Program 3. That
is, rather than adding specification (28) to Program 4, one
should instead add Lines 1-2 of Program 3. As before, the
probability of FNY(T.;ecar,jcar) is given by the prob-
ability of its encoding specified by the auxiliary variable
T fecar—((carAfast)V(carAreliable)): But in fact, this would not

change the probability P (FNY(T¢; ecar, jcar)). Since for-
mula FNY(T; ecar, jecar) does not contain the variables

SHere we have actually used the DLS algo-
rithm (Doherty, Lukaszewicz, and Szatas 1997) together with
obvious simplifications of the resulting formula.

®Note that this is a limiting case for 9 (7Z; p), where the re-
sultant theory is inconsistent. Similarly, but not in this example, the
limiting case for FNC(7;; ) would be where the resultant theory
is a tautology. In the former case, the forgetting policy is simply
too strong, whereas in the latter, it would be too weak. What is
is important to observe is that the computational techniques pro-
posed can identify these limiting cases, where probabilities of the
resultant theories would be 0.0 and 1.0, respectively.

Program 4: PROBLOG program 71'(025) encoding for-
mula (25) equivalent to FNY(T.; ecar, jcar)

1 Tofear = \+ fear.

2 TcarAfast = CQar, faSt.

3 TcarAreliable i— car, reliable.

4 T(carAfast)V(carAreliable) ~ TcarAfast-

5 T(carnfast)V(carAreliable) “~ TcarAreliable-

6 T fear—s((carAfast)V(carAreliable)) "~ T'=fcar:

7 T fear—((carAfast)V(carAreliable)) "~ T(carAfast)V(carAreliable)-

ecar, jcar, its probability is 0.6875 when computing both
lossT and lossg.

The values of model counting-based as well probabilistic-
based measures of forgetting for 7. with forgetting policy
p = {ecar, jear} are shown in Table 2.

Notice that, in this particular case, [ oss,NnC is greater than
l ossév ¢ That indicates that the reasoning strength wrt nec-
essary conditions is lost to a greater extent when we count
equally probable models, compared to the case when mod-
els get nonequal probabilities. At the same time, as regards
reasoning with sufficient conditions, loss;%c is smaller than
lossy. In this case, though the same models result from
forgetting, the probabilistic measures indicate how the rea-
soning strength changes when real-world probabilities of
models are taken into account.

Table 2: The values of measures of forgetting ecar, jcar from 7e.

T
p

0.3125 | 0.6875

NC
m

SC

T NC
S loss

m p

0.484375] 0.203125]0.6875|| 0.375

loss loss loss loss

sC
loss »

8 Extending Measures to the 1st-Order Case

In this section we deal with classical 1st-order logic. For the
1st-order language we assume finite sets of relation symbols,
R, (1st-order) variables, V; and constants, C. We assume
that C is the domain of 1st-order interpretations (worlds) we
consider.

In addition to propositional connectives we also allow
quantifiers V, 3 ranging over the domain.” We assume the
standard semantics for Ist-order logic. A variable occur-
rence x is bound in a formula A when it occurs in the scope
of a quantifier Vx or dz. A variable occurrence is free when
the occurrence is not bound. In the rest of this section we
write A(Z) to indicate that T are all variables that occur free
in A. Formula A is closed when it contains no free vari-
ables. By an atomic formula (atom, for short) we mean any
formula of the form r(Z), where r € R, each z in Z is a vari-
able in V; or a constant in C. We write 7(Z) to indicate that
z are all variables in z. By a ground atom we mean an atom
containing only constants, if any.

A Ist-ordertheory (belief base) is a finite set of closed 1st-
order formulas, 7, understood as a single formula being the

"We avoid function symbols, as standard in rule-based
query languages and underlying belief bases — see, e.g.,
(Abiteboul, Hull, and Vianu 1995).



conjunction of formulas in 7.8 In what follows we always
assume that the set of constants (thus the domain) consists of
all and only constants occurring in the considered theory.’

The extension of definitions of model counting-based and
probabilistic measures is now straightforward when we as-
sume that worlds assign truth values to ground atoms rather
than to propositional variables, and that models are worlds
where given theories (formulas) are true. We shall use the
same symbols loss., () ,loss, () to denote these measures.

In order to use PROBLOG, we have to adjust transforma-
tion of formulas provided in Table 1 to cover the extended
logical language, as shown in Table 3, where rather than aux-
iliary variables, we use auxiliary relation symbols.

Table 3: Transformation of an arbitrary 1st-order formula to a strat-
ified logic program. We specify variables Z to indicate the argu-
ments of rules’ heads and all free variables occurring in formulas
in rules’ bodies.

when A is an atom;

ﬂ—B('j) . ( ) when A = _|B(if),

(@). when A = (C' A D)(z);

when A = (C'V D)(Z);

when A = (C'— D)(z);

o
e
=<

hS

when A = (C = D)(z);

ra(z) = ra(r),ran (T).

I
7T T = r .
Cf(_f)_—_T_B(y,:v) when A(z)=3yB(y, )
Ty D) e, )
7B (Y, ) =\+1B (Y, T). o B
Tf/ 5%3 Z TB/+ yi%% when A(Z)=VyB(y, Z).

rA(Z) = \+7a/(T).

As an example, consider a formula A, being
Va3y(s(z,y,a) At(y,b)), where z, y are variables and a, b
are constants. The set of rules is given as Program 5.

Similarly to the transformation given in Table 1, for the
transformation given in Table 3, we have:

 propositions analogous to Proposition 4.1; Point 1 of
Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 6.1; linear complexity
claimed in Point 2 of Proposition 4.2 does not hold in gen-
eral — here we have deterministic polynomial time wrt the
number of constants occurring in A;'°

8The assumption as to the closedness of formulas is used to
simplify the presentation. It can be dropped in a standard manner
by assuming an external assignment of constants to free variables.

°That, is, we assume the Domain Closure Axiom.

The polynomial time complexity reflects the complexity of

Program 5: A program TrémEy(s(m,y,a)/\t(y,b)) encoding

the formula Y3y (s(x, y, a) A t(y,b)).

I I . def
1 %0 Ty(2,y,a)> Th(y,b) AT€ CMPLY; T's(0,y.a) = 5(T,Y, a),

T't(y,b) d:Cft(yv b)
Ts(z,y,a)At(y,b) (:E, y) = 8(1’, Y, a)7 t(y7 b)
Tay(s(w,y,a)At(y,0) (L) = Ts(a,y,a)nt(y,b) (T, Y)-
7B/ (%) = \+ T3y (s(2,y.a) At(y,b) (2)-
rar()i=rp(x).
erﬂy(s(z,y,a)/\t(y,b))() = \+TA’()-

A B W N

* lemmas analogous to Lemmas 4.3, 4.4;
e atheorem analogous to Theorem 4.5.

The construction of the PROBLOG program II}" given in
Equation (15) is adjusted to the 1st-order case by replacing
probabilistic propositional variables by all ground atoms.
That is, if A(Z) is a 1st-order formula then II"} becomes:

0.5:r (511). .05 01m (Elml)-
o def | -
A 0.5 7(Cn). ... 0.5 1 (Cimy)-
mh(2).
where 7i,...7r; are all relation symbols in R, for
1 < ¢ < I, m; is the arity of relation 7;, and
r1(¢11)s - 71(C1my )y - - - 71(C11), 1 (Cirn, ) are all ground
atoms with constants occurring in A(Z).
The construction of the 1st-order version of II¥, adjusts
the construction (21) as follows:

(29)

PROBLOG specification of Pyy
over selected ground atoms specified.

p def in (29)
Iy = 0.5:ay. ... 0.5: a,. whereaq,...ay, (30)
are all other ground atoms
.

For the above construction we have a proposition analo-
gous to Proposition 6.1.

Essentially, while extending our results to 1st-order logic,
we simply switch from propositional variables to ground
atoms, and then suitably deal with quantifiers. The re-
sulting rules form stratified logic programs, so remain
within the PROBLOG syntax. Though rules for quan-
tifiers are similar to standard transformations like, e.g.,
in (Lloyd and Topor 1984), the use of auxiliary relation
symbols allows us to properly deal with negation, by using
it in a stratified manner.

Table 4 provides a comparison of transformations given in
Tables 1 and 3 and the transformations of (Tseitin 1968) and
(Lloyd and Topor 1984) from the point of view of properties
needed in our paper. The rows ‘Sat’, ‘Equiv’, ‘#Models’ re-
spectively indicate whether a given transformation preserves
satisfiability, equivalence (in the sense of Lemma 4.4), and
the number of models, ‘Size’ — the (worst case) size of the

Ist-order queries (Abiteboul, Hull, and Vianu 1995): worlds can
be seen as relational databases, and formulas — as queries to such
databases.



Table 4: A comparison of properties of formula transformations
considered in the paper.

Tseitin | Llloyd-Topor | Table 1 | Table 3
Sat + + + +
Equiv — — + +
#Models + — + +
Size linear exponential linear linear
1st-order - + — +
Stratified — — + +

resulting formula wrt the size of the input formula, ‘Ist-
order’ — whether the technique is applicable to 1st-order
logic, and ‘Stratified” — whether the result is stratified wrt
negation.

9 Related Work

Strong (standard) forgetting, F™N¢(), has been intro-
duced in the foundational paper (Lin and Reiter 1994),
where model theoretical definitions and analysis of prop-
erties of the standard forget() operator are provided.
The paper (Lin and Reiter 1994) opened a research sub-
area, summarized, e.g., in (van Ditmarsch et al. 2009) or
more recently, e.g., in (Eiter and Kern-Isberner 2019;

Doherty and Szatas 2024). Numer-
ous applications of forgetting in-
clude (van Ditmarsch et al. 2009; Beierle et al. 2019;
Delgrande 2017, Del-Pinto and Schmidt 2019;

Eiter and Kern-Isberner 2019; Zhao and Schmidt 2017,
Zhao and Schmidt 2016; Gongalves, Knorr, and Leite 2021;
Wang, Wang, and Zhang 2013; Zhang and Foo 2006). In
summary, while the topic of forgetting has gained con-
siderable attention in knowledge representation, measures
of forgetting have not been proposed in the literature.
Notice that the weak forgetting operator F*°¢(), introduced
in (Doherty and Szatas 2024), plays a substantial role in
definitions of measures lossiC (), loss] (), loss59 () and

lossg ()

The model counting problem #SAT as well
as  #SAT-solvers  have intensively = been  in-
vestigated (Fichte, Hecher, and Hamiti 2021;

Chakraborty, Meel, and Vardi 2021;
Gomes, Sabharwal, and Selman 2021;

Soos and Meel 2019). The methods and algo-
rithms for #SAT provide a solid alternative for
implementing model counting-based measures.
In particular projected model counting, such as

that considered in (Lagniez and Marquis 2019;
Lagniez, Lonca, and Marquis 2020;

Gebser, Kaufmann, and Schaub 2009), could be used
for computing the measures loss) () since variables
are projected out using existential quantification which
directly corresponds to standard forgetting (see Point 1 of
Theorem 2.1).

We have chosen PROBLOG as a uniform framework for
computing both model counting-based as well as prob-
abilistic measures. This, in particular, has called for
a new formula transformation, as shown in Table 1.
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Our transformation is inspired by Tseitin’s transformation
of arbitrary propositional formulas into the Conjunctive
Normal Form (see, e.g., (Tseitin 1968; Kuiter et al. 2022;
Lagniez, Lonca, and Marquis 2020)).  Though Tseitin’s
transformation preserves satisfiability, it does not preserve
equivalence, nor does it lead to stratified clauses. On the
other hand, our transformation preserves equivalence in
the sense formulated in Lemma 4.4 and allows its use to-
gether with probabilistic logic programming languages that
use stratified negation, including PROBLOG. For 1st-order
quantifiers, the transformation shown in Table 3 uses a
rather standard technique, similar to the well-known trans-
formation of (Lloyd and Topor 1984). However, the use of
auxiliary relation symbols again allows us to obtain strat-
ified programs. On the other hand, the transformations
of (Lloyd and Topor 1984) and alike could not be directly
applied here as they generally do not ensure stratification.
For a comparison of Tseitin’s, Llloyd-Topor and our trans-
formations from the point of view of properties needed in
our paper, see Table 4.

In the past decades there has been a fundamen-
tal interest in combining logic with probabilities, in
particular in the form of probabilistic programming
languages which could also be used for comput-
ing measures such as those proposed in our paper.
Such languages include CLP(BN) (Costa et al. 2008),

Cp (Vennekens, Denecker, and Bruynooghe 2006),
IcL  (Poole 2008), LPMN  (Lee and Yang 2017),
PRrRISM (Sato and Kameya 1997),

PROPPR (Wang, Mazaitis, and Cohen 2013). For books
surveying related approaches see (De Raedt et al. 2016;
Pfeffer 2016; Riguzzi 2023). Our choice of PROBLOG is
motivated by the rich and extensive research around it, both
addressing theory and applications, as well as by its efficient
implementation.

To deal with 2nd-order quantifiers, which are inevitably
associated with forgetting, one can use a variety of tech-
niques — see, e.g., (Gabbay, Schmidt, and Szatas 2008) and,
for the context of forgetting, (Doherty and Szatas 2024). For
eliminating 2nd-order quantifiers, in the paper we used the
DLs algorithm (Doherty, Lukaszewicz, and Szatas 1997).

Measures considered in our paper are relatively indepen-
dent of a particular formalism since we only require algo-
rithms for counting models or probabilities over them. For
example, forgetting is particularly useful in rule-based lan-
guages, when one simplifies a belief base to improve query-
ing performance. This is especially useful for forgetting in
Answer Set Programs (Gongalves, Knorr, and Leite 2021;
Wang, Wang, and Zhang 2013; Zhang and Foo 2006),
where the corresponding entailment tasks, centering
around necessary conditions, are typically intractable.
Our approach can be adjusted to this framework using
algorithms for counting ASP models, like those investigated
in (Aziz et al. 2015).

10 Conclusions

Two types of loss measures have been proposed, one model
counting-based and the other probabilistic-based, to mea-
sure the losses in inferential strength for theories where



different forgetting policies and operators are used. The
model counting-based approach is based on an underly-
ing uniform probability distribution for worlds, whereas the
probabilistic-based approach is based on the use of arbitrary
probability distributions on worlds. The former can be seen
as a non-weighted approach and the latter as a weighted ap-
proach to measuring inferential strength and the losses en-
sued through the use of forgetting. A computational frame-
work based on PROBLOG is proposed that allows analysis
of any propositional or closed Ist-order theory with finite
domains relative to different forgetting policies.

The framework proposed should have applications be-
yond forgetting. For instance, the example in Section 1 has
been used in (Nayak and Levy 1995) as a means of mod-
eling abstraction through the use of forgetting where one
abstracts from ecar, jcar. The loss measures proposed in
this paper should be useful as one criterion for determin-
ing degrees of abstraction. Earlier in the paper, it was
pointed out that model counts can be derived directly from
the model-counting-based approach to loss. It would be in-
teresting to empirically compare the use of PROBLOG and
the techniques proposed here with existing model counting
approaches as mentioned in Section 9.

It should be mentioned that all PROBLOG programs spec-
ified in this paper are accessible for experimentation and ver-
ification using a special PROBLOG web interface. '!

Appendix A: PROBLOG Programs

Program 1

The following program computes the probability of theory
T. expressed by (1)—(3).

0.5::car. 0.5::reliable. 0.5::fast.
0.5::fcar. 0.5::jcar. 0.5::ecar.
r :— car, reliable, fcar.
r :— \+jcar. % r represents (1)
s :— car, fast, fcar.
s :— \+ecar. % s represents (2)
u:— jcar.
u:—- ecar.
u:— \+ fcar. % u represents (3)
t - r, s, u. % t represents (1)&(2)&(3)
query (t) .
Program 2

The following program computes the probability of the for-
mula (q =((pA-qgA s))

0.5::p. 0.5::g. 0.5::s.

r_not_qg :— \+ g.

r_p_and_not_g and_s :— p, r_not_qg, s.
r_ Al :— \+ qg.

r_ Al :— r_p_and_not_g_and_s.

r_A2 :— \+ r_p_and_not_g _and_s.

For the convenience of the reader, PROBLOG sources, in
ready to copy and paste form are included in the appendix.
They can be tested using the web interface accessible from
https://dtai.cs.kuleuven.be/problog/editor.html.
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r_ A2 :— (.

r_g _equiv_p_and_not_qg _and_s :— r_Al, r_A2.

query (r_g_equiv_p_and_not_g_and_s) .

Program 3

The following program computes the probability of the-
ory T. expressed by (1)—(3) when P(ecar) = 0.2 and
P(jcar) = 0.3, and the choices of jcar and ecar exclude
each other.

0.2::ecar; 0.3::jcar.
0.5::car. 0.5::reliable.
0.5::fast. 0.5::fcar.
r :— car, reliable, fcar.
r :— \+jcar. % r represents (1)
s :— car, fast, fcar.
s :— \+ecar. % s represents (2)
u:— jcar.
u:—- ecar.
u:— \+ fcar. % u represents (3)
t :-— r, s, u. % t represents (1)&(2)&(3)
query (t) .

Program 4

The following program computes the probability of the for-
mula (25) equivalent to F'™Y 0(7;; ecar, jcar). To compute
the probability of (25) when P(ecar) = 0.2, P(jcar) =
0.3, and ecar, jcar exclude each other, it suffices to replace
the first line by: 0.2::ecar; 0.3::jcar.

0.5::ecar. 0.5::jcar.

0.5::car 0.5::reliable.

0.5::fast. 0.5::fcar.

r_not_fcar :— \+ fcar.
r_car_and_fast :- car, fast.
r_car_and_reliable :- car, reliable.

r_car_and_fast_or_car_and_reliable
:— r_car_and_fast.
r_car_and_fast_or_car_and_reliable
:— r_car_and_reliable.
r_fcar_impl_car_and_fast_or_car_and_reliable
:—r_not_fcar.
r_fcar_impl_car_and_fast_or_car_and_reliable
:— r_car_and_fast_or_car_and_reliable.

query (r_fcar_impl_car_and_fast_or_car_and_reliable).

Program 5

The following program computes the probability of formula
Va3y(s(z,y,a) At(y, b)), assuming that the underlying do-
main consists of a, b (expressed by dom(a), dom(b)).

0.5::5(X,Y,2):— dom(X), dom(Y), dom(Z).
0.5::t(X,Y) :— dom(X), dom(Y).

dom(a) . dom(b) .

r_sxya_and_tyb(X,Y) := s(X,Y,a), t(Y,b).
r_exists_y_sxya_and_tyb (X)
:—  r_sxya_and_tyb(X,Y).


https://dtai.cs.kuleuven.be/problog/editor.html

r_B1l(X) := \+ r_exists_y_sxya_and_tyb (X).
r Al :— r_Bl(X).

r_forall_x_exists_y_sxya_and_tyb :— \+ r_Al.

query (r_forall_x_exists_y_sxya_and_tyb).
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