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Abstract

Answer set programming (ASP) is a logic programming panadigat
can be used to solve complex combinatorial search problaggregates are
an ASP construct that plays an important role in many apjidica. Defining
a satisfactory semantics of aggregates turned out to bdieuttipproblem,
and in this paper we propose a new approach, based on an ahelvgeen
aggregates and propositional connectives. First, we dxtendefinition of
an answer set/stable model to cover arbitrary propositibearies; then we
define aggregates on top of them both as primitive constaunttsas abbrevi-
ations for formulas. Our definition of an aggregate comb@gsessiveness
and simplicity, and it inherits many theorems about progravith nested
expressions, such as theorems about strong equivalensphttidg.

1 Introduction

Answer set programming (ASP) is a logic programming paradigat can be used

to solve complex combinatorial search probleffédrek and Truszczynski, 19P9([Niemela, 199)).
ASP is based on the stable model semarfitélfond and Lifschitz, 798dor logic

programs: programming in ASP consists in writing a logicgoveon whose sta-

ble models (also called answer sets) represent the solitionr problem. ASP

has been used, for instance, in planfBgmnopouloset al., 1997 Lifschitz, 7998

model checkindLiu et al, 1998; Heljanko and Niemela, 200 Jroduct configu-

ration[Soininen and Niemela, 19B8ogical cryptanalysi§Hietalahtiet al, 2004,

workflow specificatiod Trajcevskiet al., 2000] Koksakt al, 2001, reasoning about


http://arxiv.org/abs/0812.1462v1

policies[Son and Lobo, 20(1wire routing problem§Erdemet al, 200(q and phy-
logeny reconstruction problenfErdemet al, 2003.

The stable models of a logic program are found by systemsdatiswer set
solvers Answer set solvers can be considered the equivalent of SNEIS —
systems used to find the models of propositional formulas fegit programming.
On the other hand, it is much easier to express, in logic progring, recursive
definitions (such as reachability in a graph) and defaultsefal answer set solvers
have been developed so far, wtiwvoDEL$1 and pLvl among the most popular.
As in the case of SAT solvers, answer set solver competitienghere answer set
solvers are compared to each others in terms of performanaesplanned to be
held regularlﬁ

An important construct in ASP are aggregates. Aggregakes,dbr instance,
to perform set operations such as counting the number ofsitoenset that are true,
or summing weights the weights of the atoms that are true. &fle for instance,
express that a node in a graph has exactly one color by thenialy cardinality
constraint:

1 < {e(node, colory), . .., c(node, color,, )} < 1.

As another example, a weight constraint of the form
3<{p=1,g=2,r=3} 1)

intuitively says that the sum of the weights (the numbersrdfte =" sign) of the
atoms from the lisp, ¢, r that are true is at least 3.

Aggregates are a hot topic in ASP not only because of theiortapce, but also
because there is no standard understanding of the concaptagfgregate. In fact,
different answer set solvers implement different definsi@f aggregates: for in-
stancesMODELSimplements cardinality and weight constraifftsemela and Simons, 20D0
while bLv implements aggregates as defined by Faber, Leone and Riife5)
(we call them FLP-aggregates). Unfortunately, constrilngsare intuitively equiv-
alent to each other may actually lead to different stableatsodn some sense, no
current definition of an aggregate can be considered futigfaatory, as each of
them seems to have properties that look unintuitive. Fdam, it is somehow
puzzling that, as noticed ifiirerraris and Lifschitz, 2003bweight constraints

0<{p=2,p=-1} and 0<{p=1}

are semantically different from each other (may lead toed#int stable models).
Part of this problem is probably related to the lack of mathgeral tools for study-

Ihttp://www.tcs.hut.fi/Software/smodels/
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Traditional programs
[Gelfond and Lifchitz, 1988

Cardinality and weight constraints
\[Niemelé and Simons, 2000]

PDB-aggregates
[Pelov et al., 2003]

Disjunctive
[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991

Nested Expression@

[Lifschitz et al.,1999] FLP-aggregates

[Faber et al., 2004]

"propositional” extensions extensions with aggregates
(theory oriented) (application oriented)

Figure 1: Evolution of the stable model semantics.

ing properties of programs with aggregates, in particularéasoning about the
correctness of programs with aggregates.

This paper addresses the problems of aggregates mentiboeel Iay (i) giving
a new semantics of aggregates that, we argue, is more s#irgféghan the existing
alternatives, and (ii) providing tools for studying profies of logic programs with
aggregates.

Our approach is based on a relationship between two directbresearch on
extending the stable model semantics: the work on aggregaentioned above,
and the work on “propositional extensions” (see Fidure 1he Tatter makes the
syntax of rules more and more similar to the syntax of pramosl formulas.
In disjunctive programs, the head of each rule is a (posshiyty) disjunction
of atoms, while in programs with nested expressions the heddbody of each
rule can be any arbitrary formula built with connectives ANDR and NOT. For
instance,

=(pV —q) < pV oo

is a rule with nested expressions. Programs with nestedssions are quite at-
tractive especially relative to point (ii) above, becausmyntheorems about prop-
erties of logic programs have been proved for programs efkind. For instance,
the splitting set theoreifiLifschitz and Turner, 1994; Erdogan and Lifschitz, 2D04
simplifies the task of computing the stable models of a progitseory by breaking
it into two parts. Work on strong equivalenfigfschitz et al, 2007 allows us to
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Cardinality and weight constraints
\[Niemelé and Simons, 2000]
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[Pelov et al., 2003]

FLP-aggregates
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*O New Aggregates

Figure 2: The proposed extensions

modify a program/theory with the guarantee that stable nsate preserved (more

details in Sectioh 214).

Nested expressions have already been used to expressatggileerraris and Lifschitz, 2003b
showed that each weight constraint can be replaced by adnespeessions, pre-
serving its stable models. As a consequence, theorems absigd expressions
can be used for programs with weight constraints. It turrislwever, that nested
expressions are not sufficiently general for defining a séicsafor aggregates that
overcomes the unintuitive features of the existing apgreac For this reason, we
extend the syntax of rules with nested expressions, allpwirplication in every
part of a “rule”, and not only as the outermost connectivee (Miderstand a rule
as an implication from the body to the head). A “rule” is thernaabitrary proposi-
tional formula, and a program an arbitrary propositionabtty. Our new definition
of a stable model, like all the other definitions, is basedha@mtrocess of construct-
ing a reduct. The process that we use looks very differemh fab the others, and
in particular for programs with nested expressions. Néebess, it turns out that
in application to programs with nested expressions, ounttiefi is equivalent to
the one from[Lifschitz et al, 7999. This new definition of a stable model also
turns out to closely related to equilibrium logPearce, 1997 a logic based on
the concept of a Kripke-model in the logic of here-and-thekkso, we will show
that many theorems about programs with nested expressit@sdeto arbitrary

propositional theories.



On top of arbitrary propositional formulas, we give our diiiom of an ag-
gregate. Our extension of the semantics to aggregates tggtegates in a way
similar to propositional connectives. Aggregates can ba/gd either as primitive
constructs or as abbreviations for propositional formubesh approaches lead to
the same concept of a stable model. The second view is inmpditgause it allows
us to use theorems about stable models of propositionallasiin the presence of
aggregates. As an example of application of such theoremsis& them to prove
the correctness of an ASP program with aggregates that es@dombinatorial
auction problem.

Syntactically, our aggregates can occur in any part of a éitayreven nested
inside each other. (The idea of “nested aggregates” is moplziely new, as the
proof of Theorem 3(a) ihFerraris, 200f involves “nested weight constraints”.)
In our definition of an aggregate we can have, in the same gmotjneory, many
other kinds of constructs, such as choice rules and dispmat the head, while
other definitions allow only a subset of them. Our aggregs¢esns not to exibit
the unintuitive behaviours of other definitions of aggregat

It also turns out that a minor syntactical modification ofgmams with FLP-
aggregates allows us to view them as a special kind of ourggtgs. (The new
picture of extensions is shown in Figure 2.) Consequenttyalgso have a “propo-
sitional” representation of FLP-aggregates. We use tloisttacompare them with
other aggregates that have a characterization in termssbéchexpressions. (As
we said[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2003tshowed that weight constraints can be ex-
pressed as nested expressions, andBRisvet al, 2003 implicitly defined PDB-
aggregates in terms of nested expressions.) We will shotwvalhaharacteriza-
tions of aggregates are essentially equivalent to each witen the aggregates are
monotone or antimonotone and without negation, while theedalifferences in the
other caseld.

The paper is divided into three main parts. We start, in the section, with
the new definition of a stable model for propositional thesritheir properties and
comparisons with previous definitions of stable models apdlierium logic. In
Section[B we present our aggregates, their properties andaimparisons with
other definitions of aggregates. Sectidn 4 contains allfprfay the theorems of
this paper. The paper ends with the conclusions in Selction 5.

Preliminary reports on some results of this paper were gt in[Ferraris, 200k

“The important role of monotonicity in aggregates has alebden shown, for instance,
in [Faberet al, 2004.



2 Stable models of propositional theories

2.1 Definition

Usually, in logic programming, variables are allowed. Asmost definitions of
a stable model, we assume that the variables have beeneddgoconstants in
a process called “grounding” (see, for instar{§gelfond and Lifschitz, 1943, so
that we can consider the signature to be essentially priquesi.

(Propositional) formulasare built from atoms and the O-place connective
(false), using the connectives v and—. Even if our definition of a stable model
below applies to formulas with all propositional conneesiywe will considefT
as an abbreviation fat. — L, a formula—F as an abbreviation faf' — 1 and
F + @ as an abbreviation fqif" — G) A (G — F'). This will keep notation for
other sections simpler. It can be shown that these abbi@viaperfectly capture
the meaning ofl, — and<«> as primitive connectives in the stable model semantics.

A (propositional) theoryis a set of formulas. As usual in logic programming,
truth assignments will be viewed as sets of atoms; we willenXi |= F' to express
that a setX of atoms satisfies a formul&, and similarly for theories.

An implication F' — G can be also written as a “rulgr < F', so that tradi-
tional programs, disjunctive programs and programs wititeteexpressions (re-
viewed in Sectioh 2]2) can be seen as special cases of piiopasiheorie

We will now define when a seX of atoms is a stable model of a propositional
theoryI'. For the rest of the sectioli denotes a set of atoms.

The reduct FX of a propositional formula relative to X is obtained from
I by replacing each maximal subformula not satisfiedXbywith 1. That is,
recursively,

o 1 X =1;
e for every atom, if X = a thena” is a, otherwise itisl; and

e for every formulasF andG and any binary connective, if X = F ® G
then(F ® G)¥ is FX @ GX, otherwise itisL.

This definition of reduct is similar to a transformation pospd inj[Osorioet al, 2004,
Section 4.2

STraditionally, conjunction is represented in a logic pamgrby a comma, disjunction bysemi-
colon, and negation as failure ast




For instance, ifX containsp but notq then

P =p(g>L) =pe(L—oL)=pT
() =@ po>L) =L« 1 )
(p=a)Vig—p)* =LV (L—p)

Thereductl'X of a propositional theory relative toX is {F~X : F € T'}. A
setX of atoms is astable modedf I' if X is a minimal set satisfyingX .
For instance, lel’ be the theory consisting of

P q

®)

q < p

Theoryl is actually a traditional program, a logic program in thesseof{Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1988
(more details in the next section). Set} is a stable model df'; indeed, by look-

ing at the first two lines of{2) we can see thdt} is {p «+ T, L « L}, whichis

satisfied by{p} but not by its unique proper subgktlt is easy to verify thafq}

is the only other stable model ®%. Similarly, it is not difficult to see tha{p} is

the only stable model of the theory

(p—>a)V(g—p)
p

(4)

(The reduct relative tgp} is {L V (L — p),p}).

As the name suggests, a stable model of a propositionahtteisra model —
in the sense of classical logic — bf Indeed, it follows from the easily verifiable
fact that, for each set of atoms, X |= 'Y iff X = I'. On the other hand, formulas
that are equivalent in classical logic may have differeablst models: for instance,
{—=—p} has no stable models, whi{g¢} has stable mod€lp}. Propositiori b below
will give some characterizations of transformations thatsprves stable models.
Notice that classically equivalent transformations camgied to the reduct of a
theory, as the sets of atoms that are minimal don't change.

Finally, a note about a second kind of negation in propasdtidheories. In
[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2005a, Section B.atoms were divided into two groups:
“positive” and “negative”, so that each negative atom hasfthm ~ a, wherea is
a positive atom. Symbol is called “strong negation”, to distinguish it from the
connective—, which is callednegation as failurgl In presence of strong negation,

5Strong negation was introduced in the syntax of logic pnogrin[Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991
In that paper, it was called “classical negation” and tréatet as a part of an atom, but rather as a
logical operator.



\ kind of rule \ syntax \
traditional a+—lL NN,
disjunctive arV---NVam<—hLAN-- N,

with nested expressionsF < G (F andG are nested expressions)

Figure 3: Syntax of “propositional” logic programs. Eathu,...,a, (m > 0)
denotes an atom, and eagh. .., ,, (n > 0) a literal — an atom possibly prefixed
by —. A nested expressias any formula that contains no implications other than
negations oif .

the stable model semantics says that only sets of atoms @mét @bntain both
atomsa and~ a can be stable models. For simplicity, we will make no digtos
between positive and negative atoms, considering that weearaove the sets of
atoms containing any pair of atomsandb from the stable models of a theory by
adding a formula-(a A b) to the theory. (See Propositibh 7).

2.2 Relationship with previous definitions of a stable model

As mentioned in the introduction, a propositional theoryhis extension of tradi-
tional program$Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1988 disjunctive programgGelfond and Lifschitz, 1991
and programs with nested expressid¢bsschitz et al, 1999 (see Figuré]2). We
want to compare the definition of a stable model from the pievsection with the
definitions in the three papers cited above.

The syntax of draditional rule, disjunctive ruleandrule with nested expres-
sionsare shown in Figure]3. We understand an empty conjunction asd an
empty disjunction ad_, so that traditional and disjunctive rules are also ruleh wi
nested expressions. The part before and after the arrave called thdneadand
the bodyof the rule, respectively. When the body is empty {9t we can denote
the whole rule by its head. Aogic programis a set of rules. If all rules in a
logic program are traditional then we say that the progratragitional too, and
similarly for the other two kinds of rules.

For instance [(3) is a traditional program as well as a dijue program and
a program with nested expressions. On the other hahd, (4} ia lngic program
of any of those kinds, because of the first formula that costamplications nested
in a disjunction.

For all kinds of programs described above, the definition stable model
is similar to ours for propositional theories: to check wiesta setX of atoms
is a stable model of a prograii, we (i) compute the reduct dfl relative to
X, and (ii) verify if X is a minimal model of such reduct. On the other hand,
the way in which the reduct is computed is different. We coesthe definition
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from [Lifschitz et al, 1999, as the definitions frorfiGelfond and Lifschitz, 1988,
1991] are essentially its special cases.

ThereductIIX of a programlI with nested expressions relative to a ebf
atoms is the result of replacing, in each ruldhfeach maximal subformula of the
form —F with T if X | —F, and with L otherwise. SeK is astable modebf I1
if it is a minimal model off1X..[]

For instance, if1 is (3) then the redudiit? is

p T
q< 1,

while T12 is

p— T
g T,

The stable models dil — based on this definition of the reduct — are the same
ones that we computed in the previous section using the ndefarition of a
reduct: {p} and{q}. On the other hand, there are differences in the value of the
reducts: for instance, we have just seen fii4is classically equivalent tép, ¢},
while II” = {1, 1 }. However, some similarities between these definitionstexis
For instance, negations are treated essentially in the saytea nested expression
—F is transformed intal if X = F, and intoT otherwise, under both definitions
of a reduct.

The following proposition states a more general relatigndletween the new
definition and the 1999 definition of a reduct.

Proposition 1. For any programll with nested expressions and any Sebf atoms,
I1¥ is equivalent, in the sense of classical logic,

e to L, if X £1I, and

e to the program obtained frofi< by replacing all atoms that do not belong
to X by L, otherwise.

Corollary 1. Given two sets of atom¥ andY with Y C X and any programlI
with nested expressions, = 11X iff X =T andY |= [IX.

From the corollary above, one of the main claims of this pdpkows, that
our definition of a stable model is an extension of the definifor programs with
nested expressions.

"We underline the seX in II¥ to distinguish this definition of a reduct from the one frore th
previous section.



Proposition 2. For any programll with nested expressions, the collections of sta-
ble models ofI according to our definition and according fhifschitzet al, 1999
are identical.

2.3 Relationship with Equilibrium Logic

Equilibrium logic[Pearce, 1997, 199% defined in terms of Kripke models in the
logic of here-and-there, a logic intermediate betweenitiohistic and classical
logic.

The logic of here-and-there is a 3-valued logic, where agrjmetation (called
anHT-interpretatior) is represented by a paiX, Y') of sets of atoms wher& C
Y. Intuitively, atoms inX are considered “true”, atoms not 1 are considered
“false”, and all other atoms (that belongYobut not.X) are “undefined”.

An HT-interpretation( X, V') satisfiesa formulaF’ (symbolically,(X,Y) & F)
based on the following recursive definitiom gtands for an atom):

YV)Eaiff a € X,

L
EFAGIf (X,Y)E Fand(X,Y) G,
= FVGiff (X,Y)EFor(X,Y) =G,

) E F — Giff (X,Y) = Fimplies(X,Y) = G, andY satisfies
F — G in classical logic.

An HT-interpretation(X, Y") satisfiesa propositional theory if it satisfies all the
elements of the theory. Two formulas aguivalentin the logic of here-and-there
if they are satisfied by the same HT-interpretations.

Equilibrium logic defines when a séf of atoms is an equilibrium model of a
propositional theory". SetX is an equilibrium modebf T if (X, X) = I and,
for all proper subset of X, (Z, X) £ T.

A relationship between the concept of a model in the logicesEkand-there,
and satisfaction of the reduct exists.

Proposition 3. For any formulaF' and any HT-interpretatiofiX,Y), (X,Y) E F
iff X = FY.

Next proposition compares the concept of an equilibrium ehedth the new
definition of a stable model.

Proposition 4. For any theory, its models in the sense of equilibrium loge a
identical to its stable models.

10



This proposition offers another way of proving Proposifyas]Lifschitz et al, 200]]
showed that the equilibrium models of a program with nestgutessions are the
stable models of the same program in the senggifsichitz et al,, 1999.

2.4 Properties of propositional theories

This section shows how several theorems about logic pragveith nested expres-
sions can be extended to propositional theories.

2.4.1 Strong equivalence

Two theoriesl’; andT'y arestrongly equivalenif, for every theoryl’, T'; U T" and
I'; UT have the same stable models.

Proposition 5. For any two theorie§'; andI'y, the following conditions are equiv-
alent:

() T’y is strongly equivalent td's,
(i) T’y is equivalent td’; in the logic of here-and-there, and
(i) for each setX of atomsI'<X is equivalent td™ in classical logic.

The equivalence between (i) and (ii) is essentially LemnradfLifschitz et al, 2007
about equilibrium logic. The equivalence between (i) atijli§ similar to Theo-
rem 1 from[[Turner, 2003 about nested expressions, but simpler and more general.
Notice that (iii) cannot be replaced by

(iii"y for each setX of atoms,Fli is equivalent tcfzi in classical logic,

not even whed'; andI'; are programs with nested expressions. Indégds- —p}
is strongly equivalent t§ L « —p}, but{p < —p}? = {p « T} is not classically
equivalent to{ L « —p}l = {1 « T}.

Replacing, in a theory', a (sub)formulaF’ with a formulaG is guaranteed
to preserve strong equivalence Hfis strongly equivalent t@-. Indeed, strong
equivalence betweeh and G is clearly a necessary condition: take= {F'}.
It is also sufficient because — as in classical logic — reptamts of formulas
with equivalent formulas in the logic of here-and-theresprees equivalence in
the same logic.

Cabalar and Ferraris [2007] showed that any propositidmabry is strongly
equivalent to a logic program with nested expressions. That propositional
theory can be seen as a different way of writing a logic pnegrathis shows that
the concept of a stable model for propositional theoriesotstoo different from
the concept of a stable model for a logic program.

11



2.4.2 Other properties

To state several propositions below, we need the followisfindions. Recall that
an expression of the formF' is an abbreviation fo — 1, and equivalences
are the conjunction of two opposite implications. An oceue of an atom in

a formula ispositiveif it is in the antecedent of an even number of implications.
An occurrence istrictly positiveif such number is 0, andegativeif it oddf For
instance, in a formulép — r) — ¢, the occurrences qof andq are positive, the
one ofr is negative, and the one gfis strictly positive.

The following proposition is an extension of the propertgttin each stable
model of a program, each atom occurs in the head of a rule ghtbgramLifschitz, 7996,
Section 3.1 An atom is arhead atonof a theoryT if it has a strictly positive oc-
currence i 9

Proposition 6. Each stable model of a theofyconsists of head atoms Bf

A rule is called aconstraintif its head isL. In a logic program, adding con-
straints to a prograrfl removes the stable modelsIdfthat don't satisfy the con-
straints. A constraint can be seen as a formula of the feif) a formula that
doesn't have head atoms. Next proposition generalizesrtpgefy of logic pro-
grams stated above to propositional theories.

Proposition 7. For every two propositional theorids, andI'; such thaf's has no
head atoms, a set’ of atoms is a stable model bf U I's iff X is a stable model
of 'y and X | T's.

The following two propositions are generalizations of msitions stated ifiFerraris and Lifschitz, 200%b
in the case of logic programs. We say that an occurrence diamiain the scope
of negationwhen it occurs in a formula F'.

Proposition 8(Lemma on Explicit Definitions)LetI" be any propositional theory,
and(@ a set of atoms not occurring in. For eachg € @, let Def(q) be a formula
that doesn’t contain any atoms frogh ThenX — X \ @ is a 1-1 correspondence
between the stable modelsIofy {Def(q) — ¢ : ¢ € Q} and the stable models
of I'.

Proposition 9 (Completion Lemma) LetI" be any propositional theory, an@ a
set of atoms that have positive occurrence§ ionly in the scope of negation. For
eachqg € Q, let Def(q) be a formula such that all negative occurrences of atoms

8The concept of a positive and negative occurrence of an atmmld not be confused by the
concept of a “positive” and “negative” atom mentioned atehe of Sectioh 2]1.

®In case of programs with nested expressions, it is easy kahat head atoms are atoms that
occur in the head of a rule outside the scope of negation

12



from @ in Def(q) are in the scope of negation. ThErJ {Def(q) — q: q € Q}
andT"'U {Def(q) < q: q € Q} have the same stable models.

The following proposition is essentially a generalizatadrthe splitting set the-
orem from[LLifschitz and Turner, 19%4and[Erdogan and Lifschitz, 20Q4which
allows to break logic programs/propositional theorie® iparts and compute the
stable models separately. A formulation of this theorem &las been stated
in [Ferraris and Lifschitz, 200%an the special case of theories consisting of a sin-
gle formula.

Proposition 10 (Splitting Set Theorem)LetI'; andI'; be two theories such that
no atom occurring iM'; is a head atom of',. Let S be a set of atoms containing
all head atoms of'; but no head atoms a@f;. A setX of atoms is a stable model of
Iy uTyiff X N.Sis a stable model df; and X is a stable model ofX N S) UTs.

2.5 Computational complexity

Since the concept of a stable model is equivalent to the gbrmfean equilib-
rium model, checking the existence of a stable model of agmitipnal theory
is a ¥¥’-complete problem as for equilibrium moddRearceet al, 200]. No-
tice that the existence of a stable model of a disjunctiveyam is already:%’-
hard[Eiter and Gottlob, 7993, Corollary 3.8

The existence of a stable model for a traditional program MPacomplete
problem [Marek and Truszczynski, 19P1 The same holds, more generally, for
logic programs with nested expressions where the head bfre#eis an atom or
L. (We call programs of this kindondisjunctiveé We may wonder if the same
property holds for arbitrary sets of formulas of the foffn— a andF — 1. The
answer is negative: the following lemma shows that as soemeaallow implica-
tions in formulasF' then we have the same expressivity — and then complexity —
as disjunctive rules.

Lemma 1. Rule
LA Al — a1 V---Vay,

(n > 0,m > 0) whereay,...,a, are atoms and, . ..., [,, are literals, is strongly
equivalent to the set of implications(i = 1,...,n)
(LA ANl A(ar = ai)) N A (an = @) = a;. (5)

Proposition 11. The problem of the existence of a stable model of a theory con-
sisting of formulas of the forft — a and F — L is ©1'-complete.

13



We will see, in Sectiof 315, that the conjunctive terms ingh&ecedent of (5)
can equivalently be replaced by aggregates of a simple #ind, showing that al-
lowing aggregates in nondisjunctive programs increaseis tomputational com-
plexity.

3 Aggregates

3.1 Syntax and semantics
A formula with aggregatess defined recursively as follows:
e atoms andL are formulas with aggrega@s

e propositional combinations of formulas with aggregates farmulas with
aggregates, and

e any expression of the form
op{{Fi =w,...,F, =wy}) <N (6)
where
— op is (a symbol for) a function from multisets of real numbersaJ

{—00, +00} (such as sum, product, min, max, etc.),

- F,..., F, are formulas with aggregates, amd, . . . , w,, are (symbols
for) real numbers (“weights”),

— < is (a symbol for) a binary relation between real numbersh ss<
and=, and

— N is (a symbol for) a real number,
is a formula with aggregates.

A theory with aggregatess a set of formulas with aggregates. A formula of the
form (B) is called araggregate

The intuitive meaning of an aggregate is explained by thieviohg clause,
which extends the definition of satisfaction of propositibformulas to arbitrary
formulas with aggregates. For any aggregate (6) and any sdtatoms, letiVx
be the multiset’’ consisting of the weights; (1 < i < n) such thatX |= F}; we
say thatX satisfieg[@) if op(Wx) < N. For instance,

sum({p=1,g=1}) #1 (7)

10Recall thatT is an abbreviation fol — L
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is satisfied by the sets of atoms that satisfy oimdg or none of them.

As usual, we say thak satisfies a theory' with aggregates ifX satisfies all
formulas inl". We extend the concept of classical equivalence to fornthkesries
with aggregates.

We extend the definition of a stable models of propositionabties (Sectionl 2)
to cover aggregates, in a very natural way. Kebe a set of atoms. Threduct FX
of a formulaF’ with aggregates relative t& is again the result of replacing each
maximal formula not satisfied by with L. That is, it is sufficient to add a clause
relative to aggregates to the recursive definition of a redoc an aggregatel of
the form [6),

AX op({F{¥ =w1,...,EX =w,}) < N, if X = A,
1, otherwise.

This is similar to the clause for binary connectives:

FXeGX, fXEF®G,
4, otherwise.

(F®G)X:{

The rest of the definition of a stable model remains the sansgetuctl’ X of
a theoryl" with aggregates i$FX : F' € T'}, and X is astable modebf I' if X is
a minimal model of"¥.

Consider, for instance, the thedryconsisting of one formula

sum{{p=—1,g=1}) >0 —gq. (8

Set{q} is a stable model of. Indeed, since both the antecedent and consequent
of (8) are satisfied byq}, I'%} is

sum{({L =—-1,¢g=1}) >0 —q.

The antecedent of the implication above is satisfied by esetyf atoms, so the
whole formula is equivalent tg. Consequently{q} is the minimal model of {4},
and then a stable model bf

3.2 Aggregates as Propositional Formulas

A formula/theory with aggregates can also be seen as a ngmojbsitional for-
mula/theory, by identifying[(6) with the formula

A (AE) = (VE)), ©)

IC{1,...,n} : op({w; : i€I})AN i€l icl
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wherel stands fof{1,...,n}\ I, and# is the negation ok.

For instance, if we consider aggregdié¢ (7), the conjundgwms in [9) cor-
respond to the cases when the sum of weights is 1, that is, when{1} and
I = {2}. The two implications arg — p andp — ¢ respectively, so that(7) is

(@=p)ANP—q)- (10)
Similarly,
sum{({p=1,¢=1}) =1 (11)
is
(pVag) N=(pAa). (12)

Even though[(1l1) can be seen as the negatiop] of (7), the apg#t{12) is not
strongly equivalent td (10) (although they are classicatiyivalent). This shows
that it is generally incorrect to “move” a negation from adoiyn relation symbol
(such as#) in front of the aggregate as the unary connectivand vice versa.

Next proposition shows that this understanding of agge=gas propositional
formulas is equivalent to the semantics for theories witjregates of the previous
section. Two formulas with aggregates atassically equivalento each other if
they are satisfied by the same sets of atoms.

Proposition 12. Let A be an aggregate of the forrhl(6) and 6tbe the corre-
sponding formula[(9). Then

(&) G is classically equivalent tel, and
(b) for any setX of atoms G~ is classically equivalent tel .

Treating aggregates as propositional formulas allows appdy many proper-
ties of propositional theories presented in Sediion 2.héoiies with aggregates
also. Consequently, we have the concept of an head atonrpafstéquivalence,
we can use the completion lemma and so on. We will use sevigradge properties
to prove Proposition 14 below. In the rest of the paper we ofitn make no dis-
tinctions between the two ways of defining the semantics gfegates discussed
here.

Notice that replacing, in a theory, an aggregate of the fd@nw(ith a for-
mula that is not strongly equivalent to the correspondingnfda [9) may lead
to different stable models. This shows that there is no otl@yr (modulo strong
equivalence) of representing our aggregates as propuaitiormulas.
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3.3 Monotone Aggregates

An aggregatep({F; = wi,...,F, = wy,}) < N is monotonef, for each pair
of multisetsW;, W5 such thatVy; € Wy C {wy,...,w,}, op(Ws) < N is true
wheneverop(W;) < N is true. The definition of amntimonotoneaggregate is
similar, with W, C W5 replaced by, C W;.
For instance,
sum{{p=1,q=1}) > 1 (13)

is monotone, and
sum{({p=1,g=1}) < L. (14)

is antimonotone. An example of an aggregate that is neitteroone nor anti-
monotone is[{[7).

Proposition 13. For any aggregateop({F; = ws,...,F, = w,}) < N, for-
mula [9) is strongly equivalent to

A (V F) (15)

IC{1,...,n} : op({wi : i€IHAN  ieT
if the aggregate is monotone, and to

A -A\F) (16)

IC{1,...n} : op({w; : t€I})AN iel
if the aggregate is antimonotone.

In other words, ifop(S) < N is monotone then the antecedents of the impli-
cations in[(®) can be dropped. Similarly, in case of antintone aggregates, the
consequents of these implications can be replaced.bg both cases[{9) is turned
into a nested expression,ff, . . ., I, are nested expressions.

For instance, aggregafe {13) is normally written as formula

(Vg ANp—q)AN(g—Dp).

Since the aggregate is monotone, it can also be written, dyydBitior 13, as nested
expression

(pVa)NgAp,

which is strongly equivalent tg A p. Similarly, aggregatd (14) is normally written
as formula

(PAg) = L)A P —q)A(g—p);

17



since the aggregate is nonmonotone, it can also be writtaasied expression

“(pAg) N—pA g,

which is strongly equivalent tep A —gq.

On the other hand, if an aggregate is neither monotone nanambtone, it
may be not possible to find a nested expression strongly &guivto [9), even if
Fy, ..., F, are nested expressions. This is the casd for (7). Indeethrinela [9)
corresponding td (7) i$ (10), whose reduct relativgog } is (10). Consequently,
by Propositiori b, for any formul& strongly equivalent td (104} is classi-
cally equivalent to[(10). On the other hand, the reduct ofetesxpressions are
essentially AND-OR combinations of atomB,and_L (negations either become
or T in the reduct), and no formula of this kind is classically ieglent to [10).

In some uses of ASP, aggregates that are neither monotoranti@monotone
are essential, as discussed in the next section.

3.4 Example

We consider the following variation of the combinatoriatton problenBaral and Uyan, 20(1
which can be naturally formalized using an aggregate thagither monotone nor
antimonotone.

Joe wants to move to another town and has the problem of req@li his
bulky furniture from his old place. He has received some:kbédeh bid may be for
one piece or several pieces of furniture, and the amountsaffean be negative (if
the value of the pieces is lower than the cost of removing jhe&junkyard will
take any object not sold to bidders, for a price. The goal f&n a collection of
bids for which Joe doesn’t lose money, if there is any.

Assume that there arebids, denoted by atonis, ..., b,. We express by the
formulas

b; V —b; a7

(1 <i < n)that Joe is free to accept any bid or not. Clearly, Joe caae®pt two
bids that involve the selling of the same piece of furnitu8e, for every such pair
1, 7 of bids, we include the formula

~(bs A bj). (18)

Next, we need to express which pieces of the furniture havebeen given to
bidders. If there aren objects we can express that an objeid sold by bid;j by
adding the rule

bj — S (19)
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to our theory.
Finally, we need to express that Joe doesn’t lose money liggéis items.
This is done by the aggregate

sum{{by = w1,...,by = wy, 81 = —C1,..., 78, = —cm}) >0, (20)

where eachw; is the amount of money (possibly negative) obtained by agugp
bid i, and each; is the money requested by the junkyard to remove itefdote
that [20) is neither monotone nor antimonotone.

We define asolutionto Joe’s problem as a set of accepted bids such that

(a) the bids involve selling disjoint sets of items, and

(b) the sum of the money earned from the bids is greater ttemtimey spent
giving away the remaining items.

Proposition 14. X — {i : b; € X} is a 1-1 correspondence between the sta-
ble models of the theory consisting of formulas (17)}(2@) arsolution to Joe’s
problem.

3.5 Computational Complexity

Since theories with aggregates generalize disjunctivgrpros, the problem of the
existence of a stable model of a theory with aggregateslglear? -hard™] we
need to check in which class of the computational hierarbtsygroblem belongs.
Even if propositional formulas corresponding to aggregaian be exponen-
tially larger than the original aggregate, it turns out tfit treating aggregates as
primitive constructs) the computation is not harder tharpfopositional theories.

Proposition 15. If, for every aggregate, computingp(W) < N requires poly-
nomial time then the existence of a stable model of a thedly agigregates is a
»I’-complete problem.

For a nondisjunctive program with nested expressions trstegice of a stable
model is NP-complete. If we allow nonnested aggregatesatuy, for instance
by allowing rules

AN NA, —a

(44, ..., A, are aggregates amds an atom orl) then the complexity increases to
>, This follows from Lemmall, since, ifil(5), each formiyjas the propositional

Hwe are clearly assuming weight not to be arbitrary real numbat to belong to a countable
subset of real numbers, such as integers of floating poinbeusn
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monotone/antimonotone  generic anti-chain
aggregates aggregates | property
weight constraintg NP-complete NP-complete NO
PDB-aggregates NP-complete E%-complete YES
FLP-aggregates NP-complete ¥2-complete| YES
our aggregates NP-complete E%-complete NO

Figure 4. Properties of definitions of programs with aggtegain the case in
which the head of each rule is an atom. We limit the syntax ofaggregates
to the syntax allowed by the other formalisms. The compjeisitrelative to the
problem of the existence of a stable model. The anti-chapgnty holds when no
stable model can be a subset of another one.

representation ofum ({l; = 1}) > 1; similarly, eacha; — a; is the propositional
representation ofum({a; = —1,a;, = 1}) > 0.

However, if we allow monotone and antimonotone aggregatdg - even
nested — in the antecedent, we are in class NP.

Proposition 16. Consider theories with aggregates consisting of formuliahe
form
F —a,

whereq is an atom orL, and F' contains monotone and antimonotone aggregates
only, no equivalences and no implications other than negati If, for every ag-
gregate, computingp(WW) < N requires polynomial time then the problem of the
existence of a stable model of theories of this kind is an dbiRptete problem.

Similar results have been independently provefiGalimeriet al,, 2009 for
FLP-aggregates.

3.6 Other Formalisms

Figure[4 already shows that there are several differend@seba the various defi-
nitions of an aggregate. We analyze that more in detailsameht of this section.

3.6.1 Programs with weight constraints

Weight constraints are aggregates definefNiemela and Simons, 20pand im-
plemented in answer set solvemoDELS We simplify the syntax of weight con-
straints and of programs with weight constraints for ¢jantithout reducing its
semantical expressivity.
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Weight constraintare expressions of the form
Nﬁ{llz’wl,...,lm:’wm} (21)

and
{llzwl,...,lm:wm}SN (22)

where
e N is (a symbol for) a real number,

e each ofly,...,[, is a (symbol for) a literal, anab, ... ,w, are (symbols
for) real numbers.

An example of a weight constraint [ (1).

The intuitive meaning of[(21) is that the sum of the weightsfor all the /;
that are true is not lower thaN. For (22) the sum of weights is not greater than
N. Often,N; < S andS < N, are written together a&; < S < N». If a weight
w is 1 then the part= w” is generally omitted. If all weights are 1 then a weight
constraint is called aardinality constraint

A rule with weight constraintis an expression of the form

a CiA-ACh (23)

whereq is an atom orl, andC4, ..., C, (n > 0) are weight constraints.

Finally, a program with weight constrainis a set of rules with weight con-
straints.Rules/programs with cardinality constraiate rules/programs with weight
constraints containing cardinality constraints only.

Programs with cardinality/weight constraints can be seea generalization
of traditional programs, by identifying each litefaih the body of each rule with
cardinality constraint < {/}.

The definition of a stable model frofiNiemela and Simons, 20D®equires
first the elimination of negative weights from weight coasits. This is done by
replacing each terry = w; wherew; is negative withl; = —w; (I; is the literal
complementary té;) and increasing the bound byw;. For instance,

0<{p=2,9g=-1}

is rewritten as
1<{p=2-q=1}

Then [Niemela and Simons, 20D@roposes a definition of a reduct and of a
stable model for programs with weight constraints withcegative weights. For
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this paper, we prefer showing a translational, equivalemantics of such pro-
grams from[Ferraris and Lifschitz, 200%bthat consists in replacing each weight
constraintC' with a nested expressidfy], preserving the stable models of the pro-
gram: ifC'is (21) then[C]is (I C {1,...,n})

\/ (AL (24)

I: N} crwi i€l

and if C'is (22) then[C] is

-V (A\n). (25)

[:N<Y,c w; i€l

It turns out that the way of understanding a weight consti@iof this paper is
not different from[C] when all weights are nonnegative.

Proposition 17. In presence of nonnegative weights orily;, < S] is strongly
equivalent tosum(S) > N, and[S < N]is strongly equivalent teum(S) < N.

From this proposition, Propositiois 2 ahtd 5 of this paped @heorem 1
from [Ferraris and Lifschitz, 2003kt follows that our concept of an aggregate
captures the concept of weight constraints defindiliemela and Simons, 20D0
when all weights are nonnegative. It also captures the absehthe anti-chain
property of its stable models: for instance,

p< {-p} <0

has stable modelsand{p} in both formalisms.
When we consider negative weights, however, such correlgmnome doesn’t
hold. For instance,
p+—0<{p=2,p=-1}, (26)

according tdNiemela and Simons, 20Dthas no stable models, while
p+sum{{p=2,p=—-1})>0 (27)

has stable model. An explanation of this difference can be seen in the pre-
processing proposed lfiiiemela and Simons, 20Dthat eliminates negative weights.
For us, weight constrairit < {p = 2,p = —1}, and the result < {p =2,—p =
1} of eliminating its negative weight, are semantically diéfiet’] Surprisingly,

12The fact that the process of eliminating negative weightoimehow unintuitive was already
mentioned infFerraris and Lifschitz, 200%kwith the same example proposed in this section.
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under the semantics ¢Niemela and Simons, 20p00 < {p = 2,p = —1}is
different from0 < {p = 1}. In fact,

p0<{p=1} (28)

has stable modédl, the same of[(27), whild (26) has none. Notice that summing
weights that are all positive or all negative preserveslstaindels under both
semantics.

The preliminary step of removing negative weights can b& ssea way of
making weight constraints either monotone or antimonatdiés keeps the prob-
lem of the existence of a stable model in class NP, while we baen in Sectidn 3.5
that, under our semantics, even simple aggregates withathe situitive meaning
of 0 < {p = 1,q = —1} bring the same problem to class’.

3.6.2 PDB-aggregates

A PDB-aggregatéds an expression of the forrhl(6), whefg, ..., F;,, are literals.
A program with PDB-aggregates a set of rules of the form

at Ay A A Ay,

wherem > 0, a is an atom andl4, ..., A,, are PDB-aggregates.

As in the case of programs with weight constraints, a progvath PDB-
aggregates is a generalization of a traditional prograniciéntifying each literal
in the bodies of traditional programs by aggregaie({{ = 1}) > 1.

The semantics ofPelovet al, 2003 for programs with PDB-aggregates is
based on a procedure that transforms programs with suclegaggs into tradi-
tional program@ The procedure can be seen consisting of two parts. The first
one essentially consists in rewriting each aggregate astamexpressidE The
second part “unfolds” each rule into a strongly equivalezita$ traditional rules.
For our comparisons, only the first part is needed: each P@egateA of the
form

op{li =wi,...,l, =wy}) < N

is replaced by the following nested expressibn

\/ G(11J2)

I1,I2:1;CI2C{1,...,n} and for all] suchthatly C I C Iz, op(W;) < N

A semantics for such aggregates was proposdBémeckeret al, 2007, based on the approx-
imation theory|Deneckeeet al, 2004. But the first characterization of PDB-aggregates in terins o
stable models is fronfiPelovet al, 2009. [Sonet al, 2007 independently proposed a similar se-
mantics.

H[Pelovet al, 2009 doesn't explicitly mention nested expressions.
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wherelV; stands for the multisew; : i € I}, andG/;, 1,y stands for

A AT

i€l ie{l,..,n}\I2

For instance, for the PDB-aggregate= sum({p = —1,q = 1}) > 0, if we
take F; = p, F» = ¢ then the pairg1y, I5) that “contribute” to the disjunction in
A, are

@0  {25{2H  qn2h{1L2hH  0.{2H)  ({2hL{L2).

The corresponding nested expressithg, ) are

“pA g q/N\—p PAq -p q.

It can be shown, using strong equivalent transformatioae Broposition]5) that
the disjunction of such nested expressions can be rewdtep V q.

In case of monotone and antimonotone PDB-aggregates ahd mbsence of
negation as failure, the semantics of Pettbal. is equivalent to ours.

Proposition 18. For any monotone or antimonotone PDB-aggregate®f the
form (8) whereF, ..., F, are atoms Ay, is strongly equivalent td{9).

The claim above is generally not true when either the ag¢gsgae not mono-
tone or antimonotone, or when some formula in the aggregatenegative lit-
eral. Relatively to aggregates that are neither monotomeantimonotone, the
semantics oflPelovet al, 2009 seems to have the same unintuitive behaviour
of [Niemela and Simons, 20pCfor instance, according {®elovet al, 2003, (27)
has no stable models while

p < sum({p=1}) >0

has stable mod€lp}.
To illustrate the problem with negative literals, consither following IT:

p<+ sum{{g=1}) <1

29
q<p (29)

andII’:
p <+ sum{({-p=1}) <1

30
q < p (30)

Intuitively, the two programs should have the same stablédeiso Indeed, the
operation of replacing with —p in the first rule ofII should not affect the stable
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models since the second rule “definggis—p: itis the only rule withg in the head.
However, under the semantics[felovet al, 2003, IT has stable modelp} only
andIl’ has stable mode€lg} also. Under our semantics, bofth(29) ahd (30) have
stable modelgp} and{q}.

Note that already the first rule df (30) has different stabbelais under the two
semantics. Under ours, they drand{p}. According to[Pelovet al, 2003, only
the empty set is a stable model; it couldn’t have both stalideis because stable
models as defined ifPelovet al, 2003 have the anti-chain property.

3.6.3 FLP-aggregates

An FLP-aggregateis an expression of the forrhl(6) where eachriof. .., F, is
a conjunction of literals. Aprogram with FLP-aggregatess a set of rules of the
form

ap V- -Vap AN NAp A2Appi Ao A0A, (31)

wheren > 0,0 < m < p, ai,...,a, are atoms and4,,..., A, are FLP-
aggregates.

A program with FLP-aggregates is a generalization of a didjue program,
by identifying each atom in the bodies of disjunctive rules by aggregsien ({a =
1}) > 1.

The semantics offFaberet al, 2004 defines when a set of atoms is a stable
model for a program with FLP-aggregates. The definition Gé&ection of an ag-
gregate is identical to ours. The reduct, however, is coetpdifferently. The
reductl1X of a programil with FLP-aggregates relative to a sétof atoms con-
sists of the rules of the formd (B1) such thétsatisfies its body. SeX is a stable
model forII if X is a minimal set satisfyingl~.

For instance, lell be the FLP-program

p < sum{{p=2}) > 1.

The only stable model dil is the empty set. Indeed, since the empty set doesn't
satisfy the aggregate’ﬂg = (), which has) as the unique minimal model; we can

conclude thaf) is a stable model ofl. On the other hand‘,[ﬁ = II becausdp}

satisfies the aggregatelih Sincel) |= II, {p} is not a minimal model oft2 angd
then it is not a stable model ®f.

This definition of a reduct is different from all other defiaits of a reduct de-
scribed in this paper (and also from many other definitioirs}he sense that it
may leave negatiom in the body of a rule. For instance, the reductuot— —b
relative to{a} is according to those definitions the fact In the theory of FLP-
aggregates, the reduct doesn’t modify the rule. On the dthed, this definition
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of a stable model is equivalent to the definition of a stablel@han the sense
of [Gelfond and Lifschitz, 1991(and successive definitions) when applied to dis-
junctive programs.

Next proposition shows a relationship between our concegm aggregate and
FLP-aggregates. An FLP-programgssitiveif, in each formulal(3l)p = m.

Next proposition shows that our semantics of aggregatessmsngially an ex-
tension of the

Proposition 19. The stable models of a positive FLP-program under our seicgant
are identical to its stable models in the sens¢Faberet al, 2004 .

The proposition doesn’t apply to arbitrary FLP-aggregatesegation has dif-
ferent meanings in the two semantics. In caséFaberet al, 2004, —(op(S) <
N) is essentially the same ag(S) A N, while we have seen, in SectibnB.2, that
this fact doesn't always hold in our semantics. The diffeeem meaning can be
seen in the following example. Program

D <7q

q+sum{{p=1}) <0 (32)

has two stable modelg} and{q} according to both semantics. However, if we
replacey in the first rule with the body of the secongi¢ “defined” assum({p =
1}) < 0 by the second rule), we get program

p —(sum({p = 1}) <0)

q +sum({p = 1}) <0, (33)

which, according tdFaberet al, 2004, has only stable mod€lg}. We find it
unintuitive.

It is the first rule of [3B) that has a different meaning in tve semantics. The
rule alone has different stable models: accordingFRaberet al, 2004, its only
stable models i#. Under our semantics, the stable models(eaad{p}. As they
don’t have the anti-chain property, there is no program WitlP-aggregates that
has such stable models undEaberet al, 2004.

As a program with FLP-aggregate can be easily rewritten asitiye program
with FLP-aggregate, our definition of an aggregate esdbngianeralizes the one
of [Faberet al., 2004.
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4 Proofs

4.1 Proofs of Propositions B and4

Lemma 2. For any formulasFi, ..., F, (n > 0), any setX of atoms, and any
connectiver € {V, A}, (F1 ® -+ ® F,)%X is classically equivalent t6* @ - -- ®
FX.

Proof. Case 1 X = Fy A --- A F,,. Then, by the definition of reductF; A --- A
F )X =FXN\---AFs.Case2 X £ FiA---AF,. Then(Fi®--- @ F,)% = 1;
moreover, one of7, ..., F, is not satisfied byX, so that one of%,... , FX is
L. The case of disjunction is similar. O

Proposition[3. For any formulaF’ and any HT-interpretatio X, Y), (X,Y)  F
iff X = FY.

Proof. It is sufficient to consider the case whénis a singletor{ F'}, where F’
contains only connectives, vV, — and L. The proof is by structural induction on
F.

e Fisl. X £ Land(X,Y) [~ L.

Fisanatomu. X |=aY iff Y = aandX | a. SinceX C Y, this means
iff X = a, which is the condition for whiclX,Y") = a.

e FhasthefornGAH. X = (GAH)Y iff X = GY AHY by Lemmd2, and
theniff X = G¥ andX | HY. This is equivalent, by induction hypothesis,
to say that{ X,Y) = G and(X,Y) = H, and then thatX,Y) = G A H.

e The proof for disjunction is similar to the proof for conjurm.

e Fhasthe fomG — H. X | (G — H)Y iff X  G¥Y - HY and
Y = G — H, and then iff

X EGY impliesX = HY,andY =G — H.
This is equivalent, by the induction hypothesis, to
(X,Y) EGimplies(X,Y) = H,andY =G — H,

which is the definition of X,Y) = G — H.
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Proposition [4. For any theory, its models in the sense of equilibrium loge a
identical to its stable models.

Proof. A setY of atoms is an equilibrium model &f iff
(Y,Y) = T" and, for all proper subsef§ of Y, (X,Y) |~ T.
In view of Propositior B, this is equivalent to the condition
Y =T and, for all proper subsef§ of Y, X = I'Y.

which means that” is a stable model df'. O

4.2 Proof of Propositiondl and 2

We first need the recursive definition of reduct for prograniih wested expres-
sions from[Lifschitz et al, 1999. Thereduct FX of a nested expressiaf rela-
tive to a setX of atoms, as follows:

e X =g, 1 X=1andTX =T,
e (FANG)X=FXAGXand(Fv @)X =FXvGX,

. (ﬁF)X:{L, if X = F,

T, otherwise,

Then the reductFF + G)X of a rule F < G with with nested expression is
defined ag"X « GX, and the redudilX of a program with nested expressions as
the union of the reduct of its rules.

Lemma 3. The reductF'X of a nested expressiaf is equivalent, in the sense of
classical logic, to the nested expression obtained ffofnby replacing all atoms
that do not belong toX by L.

Proof. The proof is by structural induction afi.
e WhenFis L or T thenFX = F = FX,
e For an atonu, aX = a. The claim is immediate.

e Let F be a negation-G . If X = G thenFX = 1 = FX; otherwise,
FX=-1=T=FX

o for F = G® H(® € {V,N}), FXis GX ® HX, and, by Lemm&l2[X is
equivalent taGX @ HX. The claim now follows by the induction hypothesis.
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O

Proposition[d. For any programiI with nested expressions and any Zeof atoms,
1% is equivalent, in the sense of classical logic,

e to L,if X £1I, and

e to the program obtained frofiX by replacing all atoms that do not belong
to X by 1, otherwise.

Proof. If X [~ IT then clearlyiTX containsl. OtherwiseIIX consists of formulas
FX — GX for each ruleG «+ F € II, and consequently for each rufeX «
FX ¢ TIX. Since eacl¥ andG is a nested expression, the claim is immediate by
Lemma3. O

Proposition[2. For any programiII with nested expressions, the collection of stable
models ofI according to our definition and according faifschitzet al, 1999 are
identical.

Proof. If X [~ II then clearlylIX containsl, and alsoX (£ 11X (a well-known
property about programs with nested expressions) gnot a stable model under
either definitions. Otherwise, by Corolldry 1, the two reuare satisfied by the
same subsets of. ThenX is a minimal set satisfyingI* iff it is a minimal set
satisfyingIIX, and, by the definitions of a stable modélsis a stable model dfl
either for both definitions or for none of them. O

4.3 Proofs of Propositions 57

Proposition[5. For any two theorie§’; andT's, the following conditions are equiv-
alent:

() T’y is strongly equivalent td's,
(i) I'yis equivalent td’; in the logic of here-and-there, and
(i) for each setX of atomsI'{X is equivalent td™) in classical logic.

Proof. We will prove the equivalence between (i) and (ii) and betw@g and (iii).
We start with the former. Lemma 4 frofhifschitz et al, 2007 tells that, for any
two theories, the following conditions are equivalent:

(a) for every theoryI", theoriesI'; U T" andT'y U T" have the same equilibrium
models, and
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(b) I'y is equivalent td’s in the logic of here-and-there.

Condition (b) is identical to (ii). Condition (a) can be retian, by Propositionl4,
as

(&) for every theonyt, theoriesI';y UT andI's U T have the same stable models,

which means thalf'; is strongly equivalent td'.

It remains to prove the equivalence between (ii) and (iihedryI'; is equiva-
lent toI'y in the logic of here-and-there iff, for every sétof atoms, the following
condition holds:

foreveryX C Y, (X,Y) T4 iff (X,Y) ETs.
This condition is equivalent, by Propositibh 3, to
foreveryX CY, X =TV iff X =TY.

Sincel'}” andT'} contain atoms fronY” only (the other atoms are replaced by
in the reduct), this last condition expresses equivaleeteden’) andl'y. O

Lemma 4. For any theornyl', let S be a set of atoms that contains all head atoms
of I'. For any setX of atoms, ifX |= I'thenX NS = I'X.

Proof. Itis clearly sufficient to prove the claim fdr that is a singleto{ F'}. The
proof is by induction or¥'.

e If =1 thenX [~ F, and the claim is trivial.
e For an atomy, if X |= athena® = q, butalsoa € S, sothatX N S |= a*.

o If X = GAHthenX = GandX | H. Consequently, by induction
hypothesis,X NS = GX and X N S = H¥. It remains to notice that
(GANH)X =GX ANHY,

e The case of disjunction is similar to the case of conjunction

e If X =G — Hthen(G — H)X = GX¥ — HX. Assume thatX N
S = GX. Consequently/7* # 1 and thenX |= G. It follows that, since
X =G — H,X [ H. SinceS contains all head atoms @f, the claim
follows by the induction hypothesis.

O

Lemma 5. For any theoryl’ and any sefX of atoms,X = I'* iff X =T
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Proof. Reductl'X is obtained fronT" by replacing some subformulas that are not
satisfied byX with L. O

Proposition[6. Each stable model of a theoFyconsists of head atoms bBf

Proof. Consider any theor¥', the setS of head atoms of’, and a stable model
X of I'. By Lemmalb,X |= T, so that, by Lemm&al4X N S | I'*. Since
X NS C X and no proper subset of satisfies¥, it follows thatX N S = X,
and consequently thaf C S. O

Proposition[7. For every two propositional theorids; andT's such thafl"; has no
head atoms, a set’ of atoms is a stable model bf U I's iff X is a stable model
of 'y and X | T's.

Proof. If X |=I'y thenT'y is satisfied by every subset &f by Lemm&%, so that
(I'; UT9)X is classically equivalent tb'5; then clearlyX is a stable model of
I'y U iffitis a stable model of’;. Otherwisel“g( containsl, and.X cannot be
a stable model of'; U T's. O
4.4 Proofs of Propositiong B and 110

We start with the proof of Propositidn 10. Some lemmas aréede

Lemma 6. If X is a stable model df thenT'¥ is equivalent taX.

Proof. Since all atoms that occur X belong toX, it is sufficient to show that
the formulas are satisfied by the same subset¥.oBy the definition of a stable
model, the only subset of satisfyingI'¥ is X. O

Lemma 7. LetS be a set of atoms that contains all atoms that occur in a th&gry
but does not contain any head atoms of a thdoyyFor any setX of atoms, itX
is a stable model dfy UT'; thenX N S is a stable model of;.

Proof. SinceX is a stable model df; UT'y, X =TI'y, sothatX NS = T'y, and,
by Lemmdb X NS | T'¥MS. It remains to show that no proper sub¥eof X NS
satisfies'¥ ™. Let .S’ be the set of head atomsB$, and letZ be X N (S' UY).
We will show thatZ has the following properties:

() ZNS=Y;
(i) Zc X;
(i) Z }=T¥.
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To prove (i), note that sinc&’ is disjoint from.S, andY  is a subset o N S,
ZNnS=XNnEUuy)nS=XxnynsS=(Xns)ny =Y.

To prove (i), note that sef is clearly a subset oX. It cannot be equal t,
because otherwise we would have, by (i),

Y=ZNnS=XnNS,

this is impossible, becausé is a proper subset of N S. Property (iii) follows
from Lemmd. 4, becaus¥ | I';, andS’ UY contains all head atoms 6%.
SinceX is a stable model df'y U I'e, from property (ii) we can conclude that
Z |~ (1 UT'9)X. Consequently, by property (i) |~ I'y. Since all atoms that
occur inT'; belong toS, T'¥ = T'¥™9, so thatZ = T'¥™S. Since all atoms that
occur inT*™ belong tosS, it follows thatZ N S [~ TX™S. By property (i), we
conclude that” = I'¥"5. O

Proposition[10 (Splitting Set Theorem)LetI'; andI's be two theories such that
no atom occurring iM'; is a head atom of',. Let .S be a set of atoms containing
all head atoms of'; but no head atoms a@f,. A setX of atoms is a stable model of
Iy UTy iff X N S'is a stable model df; and X is a stable model ofX N.S)UT,.

Proof. We first prove the claim in the case wh&ncontains all atoms of;. If
X N S is not a stable model dfy then X is not a stable model dfy U I's by
LemmalT. Now suppose tha N S is a stable model of';. Then, by Lemmal6,
I'¥0% is equivalent taX N S. Consequently,

(TyUT)X = TFuUly = TS UTY « (XNnS) u Ty
— (XNSXUTY = (XNSHuTy)™
We can conclude thaX is a stable model of; U I'y iff X is a stable model of
I'yu (X N S)
The most general case remains. Setbe the set of all atoms if; (the value
of S for which we have already proved the claim). In view of theciplecase

described above, it is sufficient to show that, for any$eif atoms that respects
the hypothesis conditions,

X NS, is a stable model df; and X is a stable model ofX N S;) UT2 (34)
holds iff

X N S'is a stable model df'; and X is a stable model ofX N S) UT'y. (35)
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Assume[(34). SetS and.S; differ only for sets of atoms that are not head atoms
of I'y. Consequently, sinc& N S is a stable model df, it follows from Propo-
sition[@ thatX N.S; = X NS. We can then conclude that (35) follows from1(34).
The proof in the opposite direction is similar. O

Lemma 8. LetI" be a theory, and leY and Z be two disjoint sets of atoms such
that no atom ofZ is an head atoms df. LetI” a theory obtained fronT* by
replacing occurrences of atoms Bfwith T and occurrences of atoms af with
L. Then' UY andI” UY have the same stable models.

Proof. Atoms of Z are not head atoms ®fU Y. Consequently, by Propositian 6,
every stable model df U Y is disjoint from Z. It follows, by Propositiori 17, that
' UY has the same stable models of

rvYu{-a:aec Z}.
Similarly, IV U Y has the same stable models of
I'uyYu{-a:ac Z}.

It is a known property that the two theories above are eoggmtalo each other
in intuitionistic logic, and then in the logic-of-here-atitere. Consequently, by
Propositiori b, they are strongly equivalent to each othret vee can conclude that
they have the same stable models. O

Proposition[8. LetI" be any propositional theory, ang@ a set of atoms not occur-
ring in I". For eachg € Q, let Def(q) be a formula that doesn'’t contain any atoms
from Q. ThenX — X \ @Q is a 1-1 correspondence between the stable models of
IF'u{Def(q) — q: g € Q} and the stable models bf

Proof. Let 'y be {Def(q) — ¢q : ¢ € Q}. Since@ contains all head atoms of
I's but no atom occurring i’ then, by the splitting set theorem (Proposition 10),
(“s.m.” stands for “a stable model”)

Xiss.m.ofl UTyiff X \ Qiss.m. of'andX is s.m. of(X \ Q) UT'2. (36)

Clearly, if X is a stable model df UT'; thenX \ @ is a stable model df, which
proves one of the two directions of the 1-1 correspondentieeiclaim. Now take
any stable mode}” of I'. We need to show that there is exactly one stable model
X of ' UTy such thatX \ @ =Y. In view of (38), it is sufficient to show that

Z=YU{q€eQ:Y E Def(q)}
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is the only stable modeX of Y U T, and thatZ \ @ = Y. This second condition
can be easily verified. Now considgrU I's. By Lemmd8,Y U I's has the same
stable models of

Y U{Def(q) = q:qcQ},

whereDef(q)’ is obtained fromDef(q) by replacing all occurrences of atoms in
it with T if the atom replaced belongs %, and with L otherwise. This theory
can be further simplified into theor¥. Indeed,Def(q)’ doesn’t contain atoms,
and then it is strongly equivalent 6 or L. In particular, ifY = Def(q) then
Def(q) is strongly equivalent td”, and thenDef(q)" — ¢ is strongly equivalent
to q. Otherwise,Def(q)’ is strongly equivalent ta., and thenDef(q) — ¢ is
strongly equivalent taI'. As Z is a set of atoms, it is easy to verify that its only
stable model i« itself. O

4.5 Proof of Proposition[9

In order to prove the Completion Lemma, we will need the felltg lemma.

Lemma 9. Take any two set¥, Y of atoms such that” C X. For any formulaF’
and any selS of atoms,

(a) if each positive occurrence of an atom fr¢hin F'is in the scope of negation
andY = FX thenY \ S = F¥, and

(b) if each negative occurrence of an atom frSnm F'is in the scope of negation
andY \ S = FX thenY | FX.

Proof. o If X £ F then FX = 1, and the claim is trivial. This covers the
case in which¥ = L.

e If X = F andF is an atonu then claim (b) holds becausedfe Y\ S then
a € Y. Forclaim (a), ifa ¢ S anda € Y thena € Y \ S.

e If X = F and F is a conjunction or a disjunction, the claim is almost
immediate by Lemmial 2 and induction hypothesis.

e The case in whichX |= F and F' has the formG — H remains. Clearly,
(G - H)X = GX - HX. Case 1 If G — H is a negation (that is,
H = 1) then, sinceX | F, X % G¥ and thenfX = T, and the claims
clearly follows.Case 2 H # 1. We describe a proof of claim (a). The proof
for (b) is similar. Assume that no atom frofihas positive occurrences in
G — H outside the scope of the negation, that= GX — H¥, and
thatY \ S = GX. We want to prove that” \ S = H*. Notice that no
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atom from S has negative occurrences Ghoutside the scope of negation;
consequently, by the induction hypothesis (claim ()= G*. On the
other handY | (G — H)X, sothaty |= H*. Since no atom fron$ has
positive occurrences il outside the scope of negation, we can conclude
thatY \ S = HX by induction hypothesis (claim (a)).

O

Proposition[9 (Completion Lemma).et I be any propositional theory, an@ a

set of atoms that have positive occurrence§ ionly in the scope of negation. For
eachq € Q, let Def(q) be a formula such that all negative occurrences of atoms
from @ in Def(q) are in the scope of negation. Thenu {Def(q) — q:q € Q}
andT' U {Def(q) <> q : ¢ € Q} have the same stable models.

Proof. LetT'y beT" U {Def(q) — ¢ : q € Q} and letl's be'; U {¢ —
Def(q) : ¢ € Q}. We want to prove that a séf of atoms is a stable model
of both theories or for none of them. SinEg" C I', Ty entailsT'y. If the
opposite entailment holds also then we clearly have ffatndI'y are satisfied
by the same subsets &f, and the claim immediately follows. Otherwise, for some
Y C X,Y £ T andY |= I'f. First of all, that means that = T'y, so thatl'*
is equivalent to

I U{Def(¢)* - q:qeQnX}.

Secondly, seY” is one of the set¥” having the following properties:
() Y'\Q=Y\Q, and
(i) Y'|= Def(q)X — qforallge Qn X.

Let Z be the intersection of such sét$, and letA be {¢ — Def(¢)X : ¢ €
@ N X}. SetZ has the following properties:

(@ zCY,
(b) Z =T+, and
©) 7 A.

Indeed, claim (a) holds sincg is one of the element®”’ of the intersection. To
prove (b), first of all, we observe that \ @ = Y \ @, so that, by (a), there is
asetS C QsuchthatZ = Y \ S; asY = I'Y andI has all positive occur-
rences of atoms fron§ C @ in the scope of negation, it follows that = I'* by
Lemma[9(a). It remains to show that, for apyif Z = Def(q)* thenq € Z.
Assume thatZ = Def(q)X. Then, sinceDef(q) has all negative occurrences of
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atoms fromQ) in the scope of negation, and since¥llwhose intersection generate
Z are superset of with Y’ \ Z C Q, all thoseY” satisfy Def(q)X by Lemmd®.
By property (ii), we have thaj € Y’ for all Y’, and ther; € Z.

It remains to prove claim (c). Take amye Z that belongs ta) N X. Set
Y' = Z\ {q} satisfies condition (i), but it cannot satisfy (ii), becasssY”’
that satisfy (i) and (ii) are supersets 8fby construction ofZ. Consequently,
Y’ = Def(q)X. Since all positive occurrences of atapin Def(q) are in the
scope of negation and’ = Z \ {q}, we can conclude that [~ Def(q)X by
Lemmd9 again.

Now consider two cases. X [~ I'; then clearlyX is not a stable model of
I's. Itis not a stable model df; as well. Indeed, sinc& = I'y, we have that, for
someg € QN X, X = Def(q). ConsequentlyDef(q)X = L and thenX = A,
but, sinceZ = A by (c) andZ C Y C X by (a),Z7 is a proper subset of . Since
Z |= T by (b), X is not a stable model df;.

In the other caseX |= I';) itis not hard to see thaty is equivalent td's* UA.
We have thatZ = T by (b), and therZ |= I's by (c). SinceY T, Z # Y.
On the other handZ C Y C X by (a). This means that is a proper subset of
X that satisfieg'; andI'y’, and we can conclude that is not an stable model of
any ofl'y andl's. O

4.6 Proof of Proposition[11

Lemmall. Rule

UA- ANl — a1 V- Vay (37)

(n > 0,m > 0) whereaq,...,a, are atoms andy, . .., [,, are literals, is strongly
equivalent to the set of implications(i = 1,...,n)

(ll/\---/\lm/\(al—>ai)/\---/\(an—>ai))—>ai. (38)

Proof. Let F' be [37) and=; (i = 1,...,n) be [38). We want to prove thd is
strongly equivalent t§G1, ..., G, } by showing thatX is classically equivalent
to {GF,...,GX}. LetHbely A--- Alp,.

Case 1 X [~ H. Then the antecedents éf and of allG; are not satisfied
by X. It is then easy to verify that the reducts Bfand of all G; relative to X
are equivalent td'. Case 2 X = H andX [~ F. Then clearlyFX = 1. But,
for eachi, GX is L: indeed, sinceX [£ F, X [~ a;foralli = 1,...,n. It
follows that the consequent of ea€h is not satisfied byX, but the antecedent is
satisfied, becaus& = H and in each implicatiom; — «q; in G;, the antecedent
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is not satisfiedCase 3 X = H andX = F. This means that some af, ..., a,
belong toX. Assume, for instance, that,...,a, (0 < p < n) belong toX,
anday1,...,a, don't. ThenFX is equivalent taHX — (a; V --- V a,). Now
consider formulas;. If i > p then the consequent is not satisfied byX, but also
the antecedent is not: it contains an implicatian— a;; consequenthyG:X is T.
On the other hand, if < p then the consequent is satisfied byX, as well as each
implicationa; — a; in the antecedent aff;. After a few simplifications, we can
rewrite G;* as

(HX A (ay = ai) A= A (ap — ai)) — a;.
It is not hard to see that this formula is classically equnalo
(HX = (a1 V..., Vay)
which is equivalent td"X, so that the claim easily follows. O

Proposition[11. The problem of the existence of a stable model of a theory con-
sisting of formulas of the forft — a and F' — 1 is ©4'-hard.

Proof. The problem is in clas&f because, as mentioned in Section sec:prop-
compl, the same problem for the (larger) class of arbitréagoties is also in
»I” [Pearceet al, 2001. Hardness remains to be proven.

In view of Lemmall, we can transform a disjunctive prograno iattheory
consisting of formulas of the fornt’ +— «, with the same stable models and in
polynomial time. Consequently, as the existence of a stablgel of a disjunctive
program is>)’-hard by[Eiter and Gottlob, 1993 the same holds for theories as in
the statement of this proposition. O

4.7 Proof of Propositiond 1?2 and 13

For the proof of these propositions, we defineeatended aggregat® be either

an aggregate of the forrl(6), dr. It is easy to see, that, for each aggregatef

the form [6) and any seY of atoms,A¥ is an extended aggregate. We also define,
for any extended aggregate A as

e the formula[(9) ifA has the form[{6), and
e |, otherwise.

Lemma 10. For any extended aggregaté, A is classically equivalent tat.
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Proof. The cased = L is trivial. The remaining case is whetis an aggregate.
Consider any possible conjunctive tefiy (wherel C {1,...,n}) of A:

(AF) = (VE).

For each sei of atoms there is exactly one sesuch thatX [~ H;: the set/x
that consists of thés such thatX | F;. Consequently, for every sét of atoms,

X = A iff Hj, isnota conjunctive term ofl
iff op({w; : ie€lx}) <N
iff op({w; + X EFi}) <N
iff X & A

O

Lemma 11. For any aggregated and any sefX of atoms,A¥ is classically equiv-
alent toAX.

Proof. Case 1 X |~ A. ThenAX = 1 = L. On the other hand, by Lemrfial10,
X [~ AsothatAX = | also.Case 2 X = A. ThenA is an aggregate, and, by

the definition of a reductAAX is

A (AEY) = (\VEY)). (39)

IC{1,..,n} : op({w; : i€I})AN i€l iel

On the other hand4X is classically equivalent, by Lemrfia 2, to
X
N (AE) > (VE)

IC{1,...,n} : op({w; : i€I})AN i€l icl

Notice that, sinceX A by Lemmd_10, all implications in the formula above are
satisfied byX . ConsequentlyA¥X is classically equivalent to

X X
N (AF)" = (VF)),
IC{1,...,n} : op({w; : i€I})AN i€l iel
and then, by Lemmia 2 again, fo {39). O

Proposition [12. Let A be an aggregate of the forrh](6) and 6tbe the corre-
sponding formulal{9). Then

(&) G is classically equivalent tel, and
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(b) for any setX of atoms G~ is classically equivalent telX.

Proof. Part (a) is immediate from Lemniall0, &= A. For part (b), we need
to show thatA¥ is classical equivalent tdX. By LemmaIl,4¥ is classically
equivalent toAX . It remains to notice that is classically equivalent ta* by
Lemma10. O

Lemma 12. For any aggregatep({F} = wy,...,F, = w,}) < N, formula [9)
is classically equivalent to

N (VF) (40)
IC{1,..,n} : op({w; : i€I})AN el
if the aggregate is monotone, and to

A (~/\F)

IC{1,...n} : op({w; : i€EI})AN iel
if the aggregate is antimonotone.

Proof. Consider the case of a monotone aggregate first. A .é&e (9), andH
be [40). It is easy to verify thakl entailsG. The opposite direction remains.
AssumeG, and we want to derive every conjunctive term

\ F; (41)
i€l

in H. For every conjunctive term of the form [41) inH, op({w; : i € I[}) £ N.
As the aggregate is monotone then, for every subfset I, op({w; : i € I'}) 4
N, so that the implication

(AF)=(VF)

u n

is a conjunctive term off for all I’ C I. Then, sincel’ = TU (I \ I'), (
denotes entailment, ane=” equivalence)
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H= N((AF)=(VR)

I'Cl el T

e N (CAFR)A N -FR) = (VE))

rcr iel’ icl'\I iel

s(V(AFE)A N\ -F)) - D.

Icr el iel'\I

The antecedent of the implication is a tautology: for eatérpretationX, the
disjunctive term relative td’ = {i € I : X = F;} is satisfied byX. We can
conclude thatd entailsD.

The proof for antimonotone aggregates is similar. O

Proposition [13. For any aggregateop({F1; = wy,...,F, = w,}) < N, for-
mula [9) is strongly equivalent to

A (\V F)
IC{1,...,n} : op({w; : i€EI})AN el
if the aggregate is monotone, and to
N CAFR)
IC{1,...n} : op({w; : i€EI})AN iel

if the aggregate is antimonotone.

Proof. Consider the case of a monotone aggregate first. A .ée (9), andH
be [40). In view of Propositionl 5, it is sufficient to show ti@at is equivalent to
H™X in classical logic for all setX. If X [~ H then alsaX [~ G by Lemmd1R, so
that both reducts aré. Otherwise X = H), by the same lemma |= G. Then,
by Lemmd TG is classically equivalent td (89). On the other hand, it syda
verify, by applying Lemmal2 téd7~ twice, thatF X is classically equivalent to

N (VF7).
IC{1,...n} : op({w; : i€I})AN e

The claim now follows from Lemma12.
The reasoning for nonmonotone aggregates is similar. O
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4.8 Proof of Proposition[14
LetI" be the theory consisting of formulds {17)(20).

Lemma 13. For any stable modek of I', X contains an atons; iff X contains
an atomb; such that bid; involves selling object

Proof. Consider" as a propositional theory. We notice that

e formulas [19) can be strongly equivalently groupednaformulas ¢ =
1,...,m)
( /\ bj) — S;,
j=1,...,n: objects is part of bidj
and

e no other formula ofl* contains atoms of the form; outside the scope of

negation.
Consequently, by the Completion Lemma (Proposifion 9mntdas [19) inl" can
be replaced byn formulas ( = 1,...,m)
( /\ b]) < 8. (42)

7=1,...,n: objects is part of bidj

preserving the stable models. It follows that every stabdelehof " must satisfy
formulas [(42), and the claim immediately follows. O

Proposition[14. X — {i : b; € X} is a 1-1 correspondence between the sta-
ble models of the theory consisting of formulas (17)-(2@ arsolution to Joe’s
problem.

Proof. Take any stable modeY of I'. SinceX satisfies ruled (18) of', condi-
tion (a) is satisfied. Condition (b) is satisfies as well, lbseaX contains exactly
all atomss; sold in some bids by Lemniall3, and sinEesatisfies aggregate (20)
that belongs ta'.

Now consider a solution of Joe’s problem. This determineglwhatoms of
the formb; belongs to a possible corresponding stable mddelConsequently,
Lemma_ 1B determines also which atoms of the fernbelong toX, reducing the
candidate stable model§ to one. We need to show that thi§is indeed a stable
model ofT". The reduct’¥ consists of (after a few simplifications)

(i) all atomsb; that belong taX (from (17)),
(@ii) T from (18) since (a) holds,
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(i) (by Lemmal[13) implications[(19) such that bdthands; belong toX, and
(iv) the reduct of[(2D) relative t& .

Notice that (i)—(iii) together are equivalent 6, so that every every proper subset

of X doesn't satisfyl'* . It remains to show thaX' |= I'X. Clearly, X satisfies (i)—

(iii). To show thatX satisfies (iv) it is sufficient, by Lemma 5 (consider](20) as a

propositional formula), to show thaf satisfies[(20): it does that by hypothesis (b).
O

4.9 Proof of Propositiond 15 and 16

Lemma 14. If, for every aggregate, computingy (W) < N requires polynomial
time then

(a) checking satisfaction of a theory with aggregates rezgupolynomial time,
and

(b) computing the reduct of a theory with aggregates regurelynomial time.

Proof. Part (a) is easy to verify by structural induction. Compgtihe reduct
essentially consists of checking satisfaction of subesgioms of each formula of
the theory. Each check doesn't require too much time by {agnhains to notice
that each formula with aggregates has a linear number obsubtas. O

Proposition [15. If, for every aggregate, computingp(W) < N requires poly-
nomial time then the existence of a stable model of a thedty aggregates is a
»-complete problem.

Proof. Hardness follows from the fact that theories with aggregate a general-
ization of theories without aggregates. To prove inclusmonsider that the exis-
tence of a stable model of a thedryis equivalent to satisfiability of:

exists X such thafor all Y, if Y C X thenY = r¥iff X =Y
It remains to notice that, in view of Lemrhal14, checking (foy & andY)
if Y C XthenY =T¥iff X =Y
requires polynomial time. O

Lemma 15. Let F' be a formula with aggregates containing monotone and anti-
monotone aggregates only, no equivalences and no imgitather than nega-
tions. For any sets{, Y andZ such thaty C Z,if Y = FX thenZ = F¥X,
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function verifyas(l', X}
if X [~ T then return false
A:={FX 5a: F—acTandX [ a}
Y =10
while there is a formula? — a € A such that” =G anda ¢ Y
Y =Y U{a}
end while
if Y = X then return true
return false

Figure 5: A polynomial-time algorithm that checks stabled®is of special kinds
of theories

Proof. Let G be F' with each monotone aggregate replaced[by (15) and each an-
timonotone aggregate replaced byl(16). It is easy to vehify & is a nested ex-
pression. Nested expressions have all negative occug@i@oms in the scope

of negation, so it = GX thenZ = GX by Lemma[(9). It remains to notice that
FX andG¥X are satisfied by the same sets of atoms by Propositidns 1T2and1

Proposition [18. Consider theories with aggregates consisting of formulathe
form
F — a, (43)

whereq is an atom orl, and F' contains monotone and antimonotone aggregates
only, no equivalences and no implications other than negati If, for every ag-
gregate, computingp(W) < N requires polynomial time then the problem of the
existence of a stable model of theories of this kind is an dbiRptete problem.

Proof. NP-hardness follows from the fact that theories with aggregjare a gen-
eralization of traditional programs, for which the samelghem is NP-complete.
For inclusion in NP, it is sufficient to show that the time rigqd to check if a set
X of atoms is a stable model dfis polynomial. An algorithm that does this test
is in Figurel5. It is easy to verify that it is a polynomial tirakgorithm. It remains
to prove that it is correct. IX |~ I' then itis trivial. Now assume that =T It

is sufficient to show that

(a) Ais classically equivalent t6%, and
(b) the last value ot (we call it Z2) is the unique minimal model dk.
Indeed, for part (a), we notice that, sinkel=I", I'X is

{(FX 5 a¢* : FsacTandX = a}U{FX - a® : F 5 acTandX } al.
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The first set isA. The second set (which includes the case in whieh 1) is a set
of L — 1. Indeed, each* = 1, and sinceX E T, X doesn't satisfy any" and
thenFX = 1.

For part (b) it is easy to verify that thehile loop iterates as long & ~ A,
so thatZ = A. Now assume, in sake of contradiction, that there is aZet
that satisfieg\ and that is not a superset gf Consider, in the execution of the
algorithm, the first atona ¢ Z’ added toY’, and that value ot” C Z’ to which
a has been added to. This means thatontains a formulaG — « such that
Y E G. Recall thatG stands for a formula of the forddX, whereF is a formula
with aggregates with monotone and antimonotone aggregatigsand without
implications (other than negations) or equivalences. Egusntly, by Lemma15,
Z' = G. Onthe other handy ¢ 7', soZ' £ G — a, contradicting the hypothesis
thatZ’ is a model ofA. O

4.10 Proof of Proposition 17

Lemma 16. Let F and G two propositional formulas, and Igf” and G’ the result
of replacing each occurrence of an atenn F' andG with a propositional formula
H. If F andG are strongly equivalent to each other théth and G’ are strongly
equivalent to each other.

Proof. It follows from Propositiori b, in view of the following factf F' andG are
equivalent in the logic of here-and-there to each other fifeandG’ are equivalent
in the logic of here-and-there to each other. O

Lemma 17. Let F and G be two propositional formulas that are AND-OR com-
binations of T, L and atoms only. 1" and G are classically equivalent to each
other then they are strongly equivalent to each other also.

Proof. In view of Propositior b, it is sufficient to show that, for eyeset X of
atoms, F¥X is classically equivalent t6:*. By Lemmal2 we can distribute the
reduct operator irF'X to its atoms. If follows thatFX is classically equivalent
to £ with all occurrences of atoms that don’t belong Xoreplaced byl, and
similarly for GX. The fact thatF'¥X is classically equivalent t&:* now follows
from the classical equivalence betwerandG. O

Next Lemma immediately follows from our definition of satisfion of aggre-
gates (Sectioh 3.1 of this paper), and the definitiofiloK S] and[S < U] and
Proposition 1 fronfFerraris and Lifschitz, 2003b

Lemma 18. For every weight constraintd < S andS < U and any setX of
atoms,
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(@ X E[L < S)iff X = sum(S) > L, and
(b) X E[S <U]iff X Esum(S) <U.

Proposition [17. In presence of nonnegative weights orly; < S] is strongly
equivalent tosum(S) > N, and[S < N]is strongly equivalent teumn(S) < N.

Proof. We start with (a), with the special case when rule eleménts. ., F,, of
S are distinct atoms. Since the aggregate is monotone thdrermoynd 18, we just
need to show thgtV < S] is strongly equivalent td (15). As classical equivalence
holds betweedN < S| andsum(S) > N by Lemmd_18, the same relationship
holds betweefiV < S] and [1%). As both formulas are AND-OR combinations of
atoms, the claim follows by Lemniall7. The most general caga)dbllows from
the special case, by Lemrhnal 16.

For part (b), we know, by Lemmal3, that antimonotone aggeegan(S) <
U (written as a formula{6)) is strongly equivalent to formula

A =\ F)-
IC{1,..n}: Se wi>U i€l

By applying DeMorgan’s law to this last formula (which presss equivalence in
the logic of here-and-there and then it is a strongly eqamnatransformation by
Propositiori b) we gef < U. O

4.11 Proof of Proposition 18

Given a PDB-aggregate of the forfd (6) and a Xeof literals, by Iy we denote
theset{i € {1,...,n} : X = F;}.

Lemma 19. For each PDB-aggregate of the fori (6), a sétof atoms satisfies a
formula of the forn7;, 1,) iff I C Ix C I5.

Proof.

X EGq iff XEFforaliecl;,andX = F;foralli € {1,...,n}\ I
iff X & F;foralli € I, and for everyi such thatX = F;,i € I
iff I CIxandlx C Is.

O

Lemma 20. For every PDB-aggregatd, A;, is classically equivalent t¢{9).

45



Proof. Consider a seX of atoms. By Lemm& 19X ~ A, iff
X satisfies one of the disjunctive ter@$;, r,y of Ay,
and then iff
Ay contains a disjunctive teri@(;, 7,y such thatly C Iy C I.

It is easy to verify that if this condition holds then one otBuermsG/;, 1,) is
G(1y,1x)- COnsequently,

X E Ay iff Ay contains disjunctive ter (1, 1)
iff  op(Wr,) < N.

We have essentially found that = A, iff X = A. The claim now follows by
Proposition 1R(a). O

Lemma 21. For any PDB-aggregated, A;, is strongly equivalent to

(a)
\/ G,..n))

Ie{l,...,n}:op(Wy)<N

if A is monotone, and to

(b)
\V G,

Ie{1,....n}:op(Wy)<N

if it is antimonotone.

Proof. To prove (a), assume thdtis monotone. Then, ifi;, contains a disjunctive
term Gy, 1,) then it contains the disjunctive ter6d;, (. 1) as well. Consider
also that formulaz 7, (1. »1) entailsG/y, 1,) in the logic of here-and-there. Then,
by Propositiori b, we can drop all disjunctive terms of therf@¥ ;, ;,) with Iy #
{1,...,n}, preserving strong equivalence. Formulg becomes

\/ G41,.n))-

I C{1,...,n}:forall I suchthatly C T C {1,...,n},op(W;) < N

It remains to notice that, sincé is monotone, ibp(Wy,) < N thenop(W;) < N
for all I superset of;.
The proof for (b) is similar. O
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Proposition[18 For any monotone or antimonotone PDB-aggregates the form[(6)
wheref, ..., F, are atomsA;, is strongly equivalent td {9).

Proof. Let S be{F, = wy,...,F, = w,}. Lemmd20 says that,, is classically
equivalent to[(P) for every formulag, ..., F, in S. We can then prove the claim
of this proposition using Lemma_ 117, by showing that bath and [9) can be
strongly equivalently rewritten as AND-OR combinations of

e [y,...,F,, T,L1,if Ais monotone, and
e —F,...,—F, T,1,if Aisantimonotone.

About (9), this has already been shown in the proof of PrajosiZ, while, about
Ay, this is shown by Lemma 21. Indeed, edGly (1, ) is a (possibly empty)
conjunction of terms of the forn;, and eacl g 1) is a (possibly empty) conjunc-
tion of terms of the form-F;, since eacl; is an atom. O
4.12 Proof of Proposition 19

We observe, first of all, that the definition of satisfactidnFb.P-aggregates and
FLP-programs inFaberet al, 2004 is equivalent to ours. The definition of a
reduct is different, however. Next lemma is easily provaifestructural induc-
tion.

Lemma 22. For any nested expressiafi without negations and any two sexs
andY of atoms suchthat’ C X,Y = FXiff Y = F.

Lemma 23. For any FLP-aggregatel and any sefX of atoms, ifX = A then
Y =AY iffY = A
Proof. Let A have the form[{6). Sinc& |= A, A has the form
op({F{X =wy,...,FX =w,}) < N.

In case of FLP-aggregates, edchs a conjunction of atoms. Then, by Lemma 22,
Y | FX iff Y = F,. The claim immediately follows from the definition of
satisfaction of aggregates. O

Proposition[19. The stable models of a positive FLP-program under our seicgnt
are identical to its stable models in the sens¢Fatberet al, 2004 .
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Proof. It is easy to see that ik |~ I thenX [ II¥ and X (£ I1Z, so thatX
is not a stable model under either semantics. Now assumethatIl. We will
show that the two reducts are satisfied by the same subsats lbfs sufficient to
consider the case in whidh contains only one rule

AN NAy = a1V Vay. (44)

If X £ Ay A--- A Ay, thenIIZ = 0, andIT¥ is the tautology
L= (ay V- Vap)X.
Otherwise II£ is rule [43), andI¥ is
ASA - ANAX S (V- Va)¥.
These two reducts are satisfied by the same subsetskpf Lemmag 22 and 23.
]

5 Conclusions

We have proposed a new definition of stable model — for prdijpostheories —
that is simple, very general, and that inherits severalgntas from logic programs
with nested expressions. On top of that, we have defined theepb of an aggre-
gate, both as an atomic operator and as a propositional farnée hope that this
very general framework may be useful in the heterogeneouklwbaggregates in
answer set programming.
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