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Abstract

The paper presents a knowledge representation langudgg which extends ASP with aggregates. The
goal is to have a language based on simple syntax and clegtivietand mathematical semantics. We
give some properties of/log, an algorithm for computing its answer sets, and compansidn other
approaches.
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1 Introduction

The development of answer set semantics for logic progr&@al¢nd and Lifschitz 1988; Gel-
fond and Lifschitz 1991) led to the creation of powerful kdegge representation language, An-
swer Set Prolog (ASP), capable of representing recursifigitiens, defaults, effects of actions
and other important phenomena of natural language. Thgmesialgorithms for computing
answer sets and their efficient implementations in systeaiisdcASP solverg{Niemela et al.
2002; Leone et al. 2006; Gebser et al. 2007) allowed the Eggto become a powerful tool for
building non-trivial knowledge intensive applicationsré@/ka et al. 2011; Erdem et al. 2012).
There are a number of extensions of the ASP which also camédkto this success. This paper
is about one such extensiooegic programs with aggregateBy aggregates we mean functions
defined on sets of objects of the domdkor simplicity of exposition we limit our attention to
aggregates defined on finite sets.) Here is a typical example.

Example 1(Classes That Need Teaching Assistants
Suppose that we have a complete list of students enrollectiasac that is represented by the
following collection of atoms:

enrolled(c,mike).
enrolled(c, john).

Suppose also that we would like to define a new relatieadta(C) that holds iff the clas€
needs a teaching assistant. In this particular scheetlta(C) is true iff the number of students
enrolled in the class is greater than 20. The definition cagiben by a simple rule in the
language of logic programs with aggregates:

needta(C) < card{X : enrolledC,X)} > 20
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wherecard stands for the cardinality function. Let us call the resigtprogran.

The program is simple, has a clear intuitive meaning, andeamin on some of the existing ASP
solvers. However, the situation is more complex than thafotiunately, currently there is no
thelanguage of logic programs with aggregates. Instead tsexedomparatively large collection
of such languages with different syntax and, even more itapdy, different semantics (Pelov
et al. 2007; Niemela et al. 2002; Son and Pontelli 2007; Fabal. 2011; Gelfond 2002; Kemp
and Stuckey 1991). As an illustration consider the follayvisxample:

Example 2
Let P, consist of the following rule:

p(a) «+ card{X: p(X)} =1.

Even for this seemingly simple program, there are diffeogrmions about its meaning. Accord-
ing to (Faber et al. 2011) the program has one answek sef }; according to (Gelfond 2002;
Kemp and Stuckey 1991) it has two answer s&is= { } andA; = {p(a)}.

In our judgment this and other similar “clashes of intuitioause a serious impedimentto the use
of aggregates for knowledge representation and reasdnitigs paper we aim at addressing this
problem by suggesting yet another logic programming lagguweith aggregates, calledlog,
which is based on the following design principles:

e the language should have a simple syntax and intuitive seosdased on understandable
informal principles, and
e the informal semantics should have clear and elegant matiesvassociated with it.

In our opinion existing extensions of ASP by aggregatesaftenot have clear intuitive princi-
ples underlying the semantics of the new constructs. Maesome of these languages violate
such original foundational principles of ASP as the ratlipgrinciple. The problem is com-
pounded by the fact that some of the semantics of aggregsdasther non-trivial mathematical
constructions which makes it difficult to understand anda&rgheir intuitive meaning.

The semantics of7log is based orVvicious Circle Principle(VCP): no object or property
can be introduced by the definition referring to the totabifiyobjects satisfying this property
According to Feferman (Feferman 2002) the principle wasffirsnulated by Poincare (Poincare
1906) in his analysis of paradoxes of set theory. Similaasdegere already successfully usedin a
collection of logic programming definitions of stratificatiincluding that of stratified aggregates
(see, forinstance, (Faber et al. 2011). Unfortunatelytilng the language to stratified aggregates
eliminates some of the useful forms of circles (see Examgieléw). In this paper we give a
new form of VCP which goes beyond stratificatigr{a) cannot be introduced by the definition
referring to a set of objects satisfying p if this set can eam@a. Technically, the principle is
incorporated in our new definition of answer set (which cwas with the original definition
for programs without aggregates). The definition is shodt simple. We hope that, combined
with a number of informal examples, it will be sufficient foewkloping an intuition necessary
for the use of the language. The paper is organized as fallov&ection 2, we define the syntax
and semantics of7log. We give some properties ef'log programs in Section 3 and present an
algorithm for computing an answer set of. afiog program in Section 4. A comparison with the
existing work is done in Section 5, and we conclude the pap8ection 6.
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2 Syntax and Semantics of «7log

We start with defining the syntax and intuitive semanticsheflanguage.

2.1 Syntax

Let > be a (possibly sorted) signature with a finite collection @dicate, function, and object
constants and7 be a finite collection of symbols used to denote functionaffmite sets of
terms ofZ into integers. Terms and literals over signathirare defined as usual and referred to
asregular. Regular terms are callegtoundif they contain no variables and no occurrences of
symbols for arithmetic functions. Similarly for literalsn aggregate ternis an expression of the
form

f{X : cond} 1)

wheref € o7, condis a collection of regular literals, and is a list of variables occurring in
cond We refer to an expression

{X: cond} (2)
as aset nameAn occurrence of a variable frond in (2) is calledboundwithin (2). If the
condition from (2) contains no variables except thosk ithen it is read athe set of all objects
of the program satisfying condf cond contains other variables, say— Y1,...,Yn), then{)?:
cond} defines the function mapping possible valges {ci, ..., cn) of these variables into sets
{X: condY} wherecond{ is the result of replacin¥y, ..., Y, by cy, ..., Cn.

By anaggregate atomve mean an expression of the form

(aggregateterm) (arithmeticrelation) (arithmeticterm) 3)

wherearithmeticrelationis >, >, <, <,= or !=, andarithmetictermis constructed from vari-
ables and integers using arithmetic operatiens;-, x, etc.

By e-literalswe mean regular literals possibly preceded by default negabt. The latter (for-
mer) are calledhegative(positive e-literals.

A rule of «7logis an expression of the form

head< posnegagg 4)

whereheadis a disjunction of regular literalposandnegare collections of regular literals and
regular literals preceded mpot respectively, andggis a collection of aggregate atoms. All parts
of the rule, includinchead can be empty. An occurrence of a variable in (4) not bountiwit
any set name in this rule is callégein (4). A rule of «/log is calledgroundif it contains no
occurrences of free variables and no occurrences of aritbfioactions.

A programof <7log is a finite collection ofe7log’s rules. A program igroundif its rules are
ground.

As usual for ASP based languages, rulesdbg program with variables are viewed as col-
lections of their ground instantiations.gkound instantiatiorof a ruler is the program obtained
from r by replacing free occurrences of variables iy ground terms o¥ and evaluating all
arithmetic functions. If the signature is sorted (as, for instance, in (Balai et al. 2013)) the
substitutions should respect sort requirements for pagelicand functions.

Clearly the grounding of arn/log program is a ground program. The following examples illus-
trate the definition:
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Example 3Grounding: all occurrences of the set variable are bound
Consider a prograr®, with variables:

q(Y) :- card{X:p(X,Y)} = 1, r(Y).
r(a). r(). p(a,b).

Here all occurrences of a set variablere bound; all occurrences of a variallere free. The
program’s groundinggroundP,), is

qa) :- card{X:p(X,a)} = 1, r(a).
q(d) :- card{X:p(X,b)} =1, r(b).
r(a). r(). p(a,b).

The next example deal with the case when some occurrendes sét variable in a rule are free
and some are bound.

Example 4Grounding: some occurrences of a set variable are)free
Consider anz/log programPs

r - card{X:p(X)} >= 2, qX).
p(a). p(). q(a).

Here the occurrence &f in q(X) is free. Hence the ground prograround(Ps) is:

r - card{X:p(XD} >= 2, q(a).
r - card{X:p(XD} >= 2, q(b).
p(a). p(b). q(a).

Note that despite its apparent simplicity the syntaxeiog differs substantially from syntax
of most other logic programming languages allowing aggesgéwith the exception of that in
(Gelfond 2002)). We illustrate the differences using thgylaage presented in (Faber et al. 2011).
(In what follows we refer to this language &log.) While syntactically programs af/log can
also be viewed as programs.gflog the opposite is not true. Among other thing8og allows
parameters of aggregates to be substantially more commexthose of+log. For instance, an
expressiorf{a: p(a,a),b: p(b,a)} = 1 wheref is an aggregate atom oflog but not of.<7log.
This construction which is different from a usual set-tlaiarnotation used in7log is important
for the.#log definition of grounding. For instance the grounding of thstfitle of prograni
from Example 3 understood as a progran¥eiiog consists of#log rules

q(a) :- card{a:p(a,a),b:p(b,a)} = 1, r(a).
q(d) :- card{a:p(a,b),b:p(b,b)} = 1, r(b).

which is not even a program of/log. Another important difference between the grounding
methods of these languages can be illustrated byZhey groundingground; (Ps) of program
P; from Example 4 that looks as follows:

r :- card{a:p(a)} >= 2, q(a).

r :- card{b:p(b)} >= 2, q(b).

pa). pl. qa).

Clearly this is substantially different from th&log grounding ofP; from Example 4. In Section

5 we show that this difference in grounding reflects subitbsgmantic differences between the
two languages.
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2.2 Semantics

To define the semantics aflog programs we expand the standard definition of answer set
from (Gelfond and Lifschitz 1988). The resulting definitioaptures the rationality principle

- believe nothing you are not forced to beligi@@elfond and Kahl 2014) - and avoids vicious
circles. As usual the definition of answer set is given forugiprograms. Some terminology: a
ground aggregate atori{ X : p(X)} ® n (where® is one of the arithmetic relations allowed in
the language) itrue in a set of ground regular literaBif f{X : p(X) € S} ® n; otherwise the
atom isfalsein I.

Definition 1(Aggregate Redugt
The aggregate reducof a ground progranil of <7log with respect to a set of ground regular
literalsSis obtained froni1 by

1. removing fronT1 all rules containing aggregate atoms fals&in
2. replacing every remaining aggregate atbé{ix : p(X)} ® n by the set{p(t) : p(t) € S}
(which is called theeduct of the aggregateith respect td).

(Here p(t) is the result of replacing variablé by ground termt). The second clause of the
definition reflects the principle of avoiding vicious cirsle a rule with aggregate atof{X :
p(X)} ®nin the body can only be used if “the totality” of all objectdistying p has already
being constructed. Attempting to apply this rule to defaf® will either lead to contradiction or
to turning the rule into tautology (see Examples 7 and 9).

Definition 2(Answer Sét
A setSof ground regular literals over the signature of a groundypamI1 of <7log is ananswer
setof M if it is an answer set of an aggregate redudflofith respect t&s.

We will illustrate this definition by a number of examples.

Example §Example 3 Revisitgd

Consider a prograr® and its grounding from Example 3. It is easy to see that theeagge
reduct of the program with respect to any Satot containingp(a,b) consists of the program
facts, and henc& is not an answer set d%. However the program’s aggregate reduct with
respect tA = {q(b),r(a),r(b), p(a,b)} consists of the program’s facts and the rule

q(®) :- p(a,b),r(b).

HenceA is an answer set ¢%.

Example §Example 4 Revisitgd
Consider now the grounding

r - card{X:p(XD} >= 2, q(a).
r - card{X:p(XD} >= 2, q(b).
p(a). p(). qa).

of programPs from Example 4. Any answer sé&tof this program must contain its facts. Hence
{X: p(X) € S} = {a,b}. Ssatisfies the body of the first rule and must also containdeed, the
aggregate reduct &% with respect t&8= {p(a), p(b),q(a),r} consists of the facts &% and the
rules
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r :- p(a),p(b),q(a).
r :- p(a),p(b),q(b).

HenceSis the answer set d.

Neither of the two examples above required the applicatior#@P. The next example shows
how this principle influences our definition of answer setd d@nce our reasoning.

Example MExample 2 Revisitgd
Consider a prograr, from Example 2. The program, consisting of a rule

p(a) :- card{X : p(X)}=1

is grounded. It has two candidate answer s&ts; { } andS; = {p(a)}. The aggregate reduct
of the program with respect 1§, is the empty program. Hencg; is an answer set d?. The
program’s aggregate reduct with respecgtdowever is

p(a) :- p(a).
The answer set of this reduct is empty and he®cis the only answer of;.

Example 7 shows how the attempt to defp{@) in terms of totality ofp turns the defining rule
into a tautology. The next example shows how it can lead torieistency of a program.

Example §Vicious Circles through Aggregates and Inconsist@ncy
Consider a prograriy:

p(a).
p(b) :- card{X:p(XD} > 0.

Since every answer set of the program must contéa), the program has two candidate answer
sets:§; = {p(a)} andS; = {p(a), p(b)}. The aggregate reduct Bf with respect t&5 is

pa).
p(®) :- p(a).

The answer set of the reductfig(a), p(b)} and hencé; is not an answer set &%. The reduct
of P4 with respect t&, is

p(a).
p(d) :- p(a),p(b).

Again its answer set is not equal$p and hencé, is inconsistent (i.e., has no answer sets). The
inconsistency is the direct result of an attempt to violageunderlying principle of the semantics.
Indeed, the definition op(b) refers to the set of objects satisfyipghat can contaib which is
prohibited by our version of VCP. One can, of course, argaeShcan be viewed as a reasonable
collection of beliefs which can be formed by a rational reesassociated witR,. After all, we

do not need the totality gb to satisfy the body of the rule definirgb). It is sufficient to know
that p containsa. This is indeed true but this reasoning depends on the kmigelevhich is not
directly incorporated in the definition gf(b). If one were to replacg, by

pa).

p(d) :- card{X:p(X), X != b} > 0.

then, as expected, the vicious circle principle will not helated and the program will have
unique answer setp(a), p(b)}.

We end this section by a simple but practical example of anaragwhich allows recursion
through aggregates but avoids vicious circles.
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Example 9Defining Digital Circuit9

Consider part of a logic program formalizing propagatiohiofry signals through simple digital
circuits. We assume that the circuit does not have a feedbacka wire receiving a signal from
a gate cannot be an input wire to this gate. The program mataicoa simple rule

val(W,0) :-
gate(G, and),
output (W, G),
card{W: val(W,0), input(W, G)} > O.

(partially) describing propagation of symbols throughaamd gate. Hereval(W, S) holds iff the
digital signal on a wirdV has valueS. Despite its recursive nature the definitionvafl avoids
vicious circle. To define the signal on an output wikeof an and gateG one needs to only
construct a particular subset of input wires®fSince, due to absence of feedback in our circuit,
W can not belong to the latter set our definition is reasondloldlustrate that our definition of
answer set produces the intended result let us considergimd® consisting of the above rule
and a collection of facts:

gate(g, and).
output (w0, g).
input(wl, g).
input (w2, g).
val(wl,0).

The groundingground(Ps), of B; consists of the above facts and the three rules of the form

val(w,0) :-
gate(g, and),
output(w, g),
card{W: val(W,0), input(W, g)} > 0.

wherew is W, Wy ,andws.
Let S= {gat€g,and), val(wl,0),val(w0,0),out putfwo,g),input(wl, g),input(w2,g) }. The ag-
gregate reduct afround(Ps) with respect taSis the collection of facts and the rules

val(w,0) :-
gate(g, and),
output(w, g),
input(wl, g),
val(wl, 0).

wherew is wg, w1, andws.
The answer set of the reduct$sand hence&Sis an answer set d&. As expected it is the only
answer set. (Indeed it is easy to see that other candidatestdatisfy our definition.)

3 Propertiesof .o7log programs

In this section we give some basic propertiessdbg programs. Propositions 1 and 2 ensure that,
as in regular ASP, answer sets.gflog program are formed using the program rules together
with the rationality principle. Proposition 3 is th&log version of the basic technical tool used
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in theoretical investigations of ASP and its extensionspBsition 4 shows that complexity of
entailment ineZlog is the same as that in regular ASP.

We will use the following terminology: e-literalsandnot pare calleccontrary, not | denotes
a literal contrary to e-literdl, a partial interpretation lover signature is a consistent set of e-
literals of this signature; an e-literhlis truein | if | € 1; it is falseif not | € I; otherwisel is
undefinedn |. An aggregate atomh{X : q(X)} ©® nistruein | if f{t:q(t) €|} © nistrue,i.e.,
the value off on the sef{t: q(t) € 1} and the numben satisfy property>. Otherwise, the atom
is falsein |. The head of a rule isatisfiedby | if at least one of its literals is true in the body
of a rule issatisfiedby | if all of its aggregate atoms and e-literals are truk iA rule is satisfied
by | if its head is satisfied bl or its body is not satisfied by

Proposition 1(Rule Satisfaction and Supportedness
Let A be an answer set of a groundlog programll. Then

1. Asatisfies every rule of IN.
2. If p€ Athen thereis a rule from N such that the body af is satisfied byA andp is the
only atom in the head afwhich is true inA. (It is often said that rule supports atonp.)

Proposition 2(Anti-chain Property
Let A; be an answer set of aw’log programll. Then there is no answer s&t of 1 such that
A, is a proper subset ;.

Proposition 3(Splitting Set Theorem

LetIM; andr, be programs of7log such that no atom occurring ify is a head atom dfl,. Let
Sbhe a set of atoms containing all head atomBlgbut no head atoms &1,. A setA of atoms is
an answer set dfl; UM iff ANSis an answer set dfl; andA is an answer set AN S) UTM>.

Proposition 4(Complexity
The problem of checking if a ground ataarbelongs to all answer sets of arilog program is
NS complete.

4 An Algorithm for Computing Answer Sets

In this section we briefly outline an algorithm, calledsolver, for computing answer sets of
«/log programs. We follow the tradition and limit our attentiongmiograms without classical
negation. Hence, in this section we consider only progrdtii®type. By amtomwe mean an
e-atom or an aggregate atom.

Definition 3(Strong Satisfiability and Refutabiljty
e Anatom isstrongly satisfiedstrongly refuteflby a partial interpretatiohif it is true (false)
in every partial interpretation containimgan atom which is neither strongly satisfied nor
strongly refuted by is undecidedy I.
e A setSof atoms isstrongly satisfiedby | if all atoms inSare strongly satisfied bly

e Sis strongly refutedoy | if for every partial interpretatiolf containingl, some atom o8
is false inl’.
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For instance, an e-atom is strongly satisfied (refuted) [y it is true (false) inl; an atom
card{X : p(X)} > nwhich is true inl is strongly satisfied by; an atomcard{X : p(X)} <n
which is false inl is strongly refuted by; and a sef f{X : p(X)} > 5,f{X: p(X)} < 3} is
strongly refuted by any partial interpretation.

g/solver consists of three functionSolver Cons and IsAnswerSetThe main function,
Solver is similar to that used in standard ASP algorithms (Sean&iance Solved from (Gel-
fond and Kahl 2014)). But unlike these functions which ndiynlaave two parameters - partial
interpretation and progranil - Solverhas two additional parametefBA and FA containing
aggregate atoms that must be true and false respectiveeiartswer set under construction.
Solverreturns(l,true) wherel is an answer set dfi compatible with its parameters arfidlse
if no such answer set exists. TB®lvers description will be omitted due to space limitations.
The second functiorGons computes the consequences of its parameters - a prdgranpar-
tial interpretation, and two above described s@té& andFA of aggregates atoms. Due to the
presence of aggregates the function is sufficiently diffeflem a typicalConsfunction of ASP
solvers so we describe it in some detail. The new value afntaining the desired consequences
is computed by application of the followingferencerules:

1. If the body of a rule is strongly satisfied by and all atoms in the head ofexceptp are
false inl thenp must be inl.

2. If an atomp € | belongs to the head of exactly one rulef 1 then every other atom from
the head of must have its complement Inthe e-atoms from the body ofmust be inl
and its aggregate atoms must biA

3. If every atom of the head of a ruteis false inl, andl is the only premise of which
is either an undefined e-atom or an aggregate atom riléAjrand the rest of the body is
strongly satisfied by, then

(a) ifl is an e-atom, then the complement @hust be inl,
(b) if | is an aggregate atom, then it must bé&#

4. If the body of every rule witlp in the head is strongly refuted bythen(not p) must be
inl.

Given an interpretatioh a prograntl, inference rule € [1..4] andr € I, let functioniCong(i, |, M, r)
return< dl,dTA 0FA > wheredl, dTAanddFA are the results of applying inference rul®

r. (Note, that inference rule 4 does not really uséVe also need the following terminology. We
say thatl is compatiblewith TAif TAis not strongly refuted by; | is compatiblewith FA if no
atom fromFA is strongly satisfied by. A setA of regular atoms isompatiblewith TAandFA if
the secomplA) = {p: pe A}U{not a: a¢ A} is compatiblewith TAandFA; Ais compatible
with | if | C complA). The algorithnConsis listed below.

function Cons

input: partial interpretatioiy, setsT Ag andFAg of aggregate atoms compatible with
and progranily with signature;

output:

(M,1, TA FAtrue) wherel is a partial interpretation such thigtC I,

TAandFA are sets of aggregate atoms such Theg C TAandFAy C FA,
| is compatible withT AandFA, andl1 is a program with signatur®, such that
for every A,
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Ais an answer set dl that is compatible withg iff Ais an answer set dfl
that is compatible with.

(Mo, lo, T Ao, FAg, false if there is no answer set &fp compatible withlp;
var |, T: set of e-atomsT A FA: set of aggregate atoms; program;
Initializel, M, TAandFAto belg, Mg, TAg andFAg respectively;
repeat

T:=1;

Remove fronfl all the rules whose bodies are strongly falsified py

Remove from the bodies of rulesaf

all negative e-atoms true inand aggregate atoms strongly satisfied by
6. Non-deterministically select an inference rufeom (1)—(4);
8. for everyr €
9. < 0l,0TA OFA> :=iCongl,M,i,r);
10. [ :=1Udl, TA:=TAUOTA FA:=FAUJFA;
11. until I =T,
12. if I is consistent] AandFA are compatible with then
13. return < T, I, TA FA true>;
14. elsereturn < Mo,lg, TAg, FAg, false>;

arwbdE

The third function|sAnswerSebf our solver.e/solverchecks if interpretatioh is an answer
set of a progranfll. It computes the aggregate reductofwith respect td and applies usual
checking algorithm (see, for instance, (Koch et al. 2003)).

Proposition 5(Correctness of the Solver

If, given a progranTlg, a partial interpretatioy, and setsT Ay and FAg of aggregate atoms
Solver(o, TAg,FAg, Mp) returns(l,true) thenl is an answer set dilyp compatible withlg, TAg
andFA. If there is no such answer set, the solver retrase

To illustrate the algorithm consider a progréim

:- p(a).
p(a) :- card{X:q(X)} > 0.
q(a) or p(b).

and traceSolve(I,1, TA FA) wherel, TA andFA are empty.Solverstarts by callingCons
which computes the consequemm# p(a) (from the first rule of the programipA = {card{X:
g(X)} > 0} (from the second rule of the program) amat ¢(b) (from the fourth inference rule),
and returngrue, | = {not gqb),not p(a)} and newFA; TAis unchangedSolverthen guesses
g(a) to be true, i.e.] = {not g(b),not p(a),q(a)}, and callConsagain.Consdoes not produce
any new consequences but finds thAtis not compatible with (line 12 of the algorithm). So, it
returnsfalse which causeSolverto setq(a) to be false, i.el, = {not g(b),not p(a), not ¢(a)}.
Solverthen callsConsagain which returns= {not g(b),not p(a),not ga), p(b)}. Solverfinds
thatl is complete and callsAnswerSetvhich returns true. Finall\solverreturnd as an answer
set of the program.

5 Comparison with Other Approaches

There are a large number of approaches to the syntax and sesnainextensions of ASP by
aggregates. In this section we concentrate on languageg8on and Pontelli 2007) and (Faber
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et al. 2011) which we refer to ag’log and.#log respectively. Due to multiple equivalence
results discussed in these papers this is sufficient to aoest of the approaches. The main
difference between the syntax of aggregatessitog and .#log is in treatment of variables
occurring inaggregate termse/log uses usual logical concept of bound and free occurrence of
a variable (the occurrence ¥fwithin S= {X: p(X,Y)} is bound while the occurrence ¥fis
free)..#log uses very different concepts of global and local variabkerofe. A variable is local

in rule r if it occurs solely in an aggregate term of r; othesgj the variable is globals the
result, ine7log, every aggregate tergX : p(X)} can be replaced by a terflY : p(Y)} while it

is not the case i log. In our opinion the approach o¥log (and many other languages and
systems which adopted this syntax) makes declarativengadiaggregate terms substantially
more difficultt. To see the semantic ramifications of th&og treatment of variables consider
the following example:

Example 1QVariables in Aggregate Terms: Global versus Bound

Consider progranis from Example 4. According to#log the meaning of an occurrence of
an expressiof X : p(X)} in the body of the program’s first rule changesXifis replaced by

a different variable. InZlog, whereX is understood as bound this is not the case. This leads
to substantial difference in grounding and in the semartitke program. Inezlog P; has one
answer sef{ p(a), p(b),q(a),r}. In #log answer sets d®; are those ofiround (P;). The answer

set of the latter if p(a), p(b),q(a)}.

Other semantic differences are due to the multiplicity ééimal (and not necessarily clearly
spelled out) principles underlying various semantics.

Example 11(Vicious Circles inZlog)
Consider the following progran®s, adopted from (Son and Pontelli 2007):

p(1) :- p(0).
p(0) :- p(1).
p(1) :- count{X: p(X)} !'= 1.

which, if viewed as#log program, has one answer get= {p(0), p(1)}. Informal argument
justifying this result goes something like this: Cleasysatisfies the rules of the program. To
satisfy the minimality principle no proper subsetAdghould be able to do that, which is easily
checked to be true. Faber et al use so cdilledk box principle “when checking stability they
[aggregate literals] are either present in their entiretynssing altogether”, i.e., the semantics
of Zlog does not consider the process of derivation of elementedglgregate parameter. Note
however, that the program’s definition pf1) is given in terms of fully defined teriiX : p(X)},
i.e., the definition contains a vicious circle. This exptaimhy A is not an answer set ¢ in
271og. In this particular example we are in agreement wifhog which requires that the value
of an aggregate atom can be computed before the rule witlatiis in the body can be used in
the construction of an answer set.

The absence of answer setRyfin .’log may suggest that it adheres to our formalization of the
VCP. The next example shows that it is not the case.

1 The other difference in reading 8is related to the treatment of variableln .%log the variable is bound by an unseen
existential quantifier. If all the variables are local ttes {X : p(X,Y)}isreally S = {X :3Y p(X,Y)}. In «Zlog Y
is free. Both approaches are reasonable but we prefer tondtathe different possible readings by introducing an
explicit existential quantifier as in Prolog. It is easy seti@lly and we do not discuss it in the paper.
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Example 13VCP and Constructive Semantics of aggreggates
Let us consider a prograRy.

p(a) :- count{X:p(X)} > 0.
p(b) :- not q.
q :- not p(b).

As shown in (Son and Pontelli 2007) the program has t#log answer setsA = {q} and
B={p(a),p(b)}. If viewed as a program of/log, P; will have one answer sed. This happens
because the”log construction oB uses knowledge about properties of Hggregate atonof
the first rule; the semantics eflog only takes into account themeaning of the parameter of
the aggregate ternBoth approaches can, probably, be successfully defendethtour opinion,
the constructive semantics has a disadvantage of beingéessal (it is only applicable to non-
disjunctive programs), and more complex mathematically.

A key difference between our algorithm and those in the Exgstork (Faber et al. 2008; Gebser
et al. 2009) is that the other work needs rather involved puthio ground the aggregates while
our algorithm does not need to ground the aggregate atonesrésult, the ground program used
by our algorithm may be smaller, and our algorithm is simpler

There is also a close connection between the above semahtggregates all of which are
based on some notion of a reduct or a fixpoint computation @ptdoaches in which aggre-
gates are represented as special cases of more generalictmsiuch as propositional formulas
(Ferraris 2005; Harrison et al. 2013) and abstract comgtaadms (Marek et al. 2004; Liu et al.
2010; Wang et al. 2012) (Our semantics can be easily extdnded latter). Some of the existing
equivalence results allow us to establish the relationbbipveen these approaches awitbg.
Others require further investigation.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

We presented an extensiamlog, of ASP which allows for the representation of and reasoning
with aggregates. We believe that the language satisfiegrdesteria of simplicity of syntax and
formal and informal semantics. There are many ways in whichwork can be continued. The
first, and simplest, step is to expandog by allowing choice rules similar to those of (Niemela
et al. 2002). This can be done in a natural way by combiningsdeom this paper and that from
(Gelfond 2002). We also plan to investigate mapping#bg into logic programs with arbitrary
propositional formulas. There are many interesting andpel®ve, important questions related
to optimization of theelog solver from Section 4. After clarity is reached in this area wvill,

of course, try to address the questions of implementation.
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8 Appendix

In this appendix, given anZlog programfl, a setA of literals and a rule < I, we usea (r,A)
to denote the rule obtained fromin the aggregate reduct &f with respect toA. a(r,A) is nil,
called anempty rule if r is discarded in the aggregate reduct. We a$E,A) to denote the
aggregate reduct @1, i.e.,{a(r,A) :r € M anda(r,A) # nil }.

Proposition 1(Rule Satisfaction and Supportedness
Let A be an answer set of a groundlog programll. Then

1. Asatisfies every rule of .
2. If pe€ Athen there is a rule from N such that the body af is satisfied byA andp is the
only atom in the head afwhich is true inA. (It is often said that rule supports atonp.)

Proof: Let

(1) A be an answer set 6f.

We first proveA satisfies every rule of . Letr be a rule of1 such that
(2) A satisfies the body aof

Statement (2) implies that every aggregate atom, if themaysof the body of is satisfied byA.
By the definition of the aggregate reduct, there must be aemopty ruler’ € a(M,A) such that

B3)r'=a(r,A).

By the definition of aggregate reduétsatisfies the body afiff it satisfies that of’. Therefore,
(2) and (3) imply that

(4) A satisfies the body af.

By the definition of answer set aflog, (1) implies that
(5) Ais an answer set af (,A).

Sincea (I, A) is an ASP program, (3) and (5) imply that
(6) A satisfies”’.

Statements (4) and (6) impHy satisfies the head of and thus the head ofbecause and and
r’ have the same head.

Thereforer is satisfied byA, which concludes our proof of the first part of the propositio

We next prove the second part of the propostion. CongideA. (1) implies thatA is an answer
set ofa (M, A). By the supportedness Lemma for ASP programs (Gelfond ahti204.4), there
is aruler’ € a(M,A) such that

(7) r’ supportsp.



Vicious Circle Principle and Logic Programs with Aggregate 15
Letr € N be a rule such that = a(r,A). By the definition of aggregate reduct,
(8) A satisfies the body afiff A satisfies that of’.

Sincer andr’ have the same heads, (7) and (8) imply that ruéé M supportsp in A, which
concludes the proof of the second part of the proposition. O

Proposition 2(Anti-chain Property
Let A; be an answer set of aw’log programll. Then there is no answer s&4 of N such that
A, is a proper subset &;.

Proof: Let us assume that there @eandA, such that
(1)A; C Ay and

(2) A; andA; are answer sets of

and show tha#\; = A.

Let R; andR; be the aggregate reductsidfwith respect toA; andA, respectively. Let us first
show thatA; satisfies the rules d®,. Consider

(3)r2 € Ro.

By the definition of aggregate reduct there is N such that
D ro=a(r,Ap).

Consider

(5)r1=a(r,Ay).

If r contains no aggregate atoms then

(6)ry =rs>.

By (5) and (6),r2 € Ry and hence, by (23 satisfies.
Assume now that contains one aggregate terf{X : p(X)}, i.e.r is of the form
(M) h+ B,C(f{X: p(X)})

whereC is some property of the aggregate.

Thenr, has the form

(8)h+ B,P,

where
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(9) P, ={p(t): p(t) € Az} andf(P») satisfies conditiol.
Let

(10)PL={p(t) : P(t) € Ad}

and consider two cases:

(11a)a(r,A1) = 0.

In this caseC(f(Py)) does not hold. Hencé); # P,. SinceA; C A, we have thaP, C P, the
body of rule (8) is not satisfied b4, and hence the rule (8) is.

(11b)a(r,A1) # 0.

Thenr; has the form

(12)h+ B,P;

where

(13)PL={p(t): p(t) € A1} and f(Py) satisfies conditiol.
Assume tha#\; satisfies the bod, P,, of rule (8). Then
(14)P, C A

This, together with (9) and (10) implies

(15)P, C Py.

From (1), (9), and (10) we haw® C P,. Hence

(16)P, = P,.

This means thad; satisfies the body af; and hence it satisfidsand, thereforer,,.

Similar argument works for rules containing multiple aggate atoms and, therefor, satisfies
Ro.

SinceA; is a minimal set satisfying, andA; satisfiedR, andA; C A, we have that\; = A,.

This completes our proof. O
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Proposition 3(Splitting Set Theorem
Let

1. My andl, be ground programs af7log such that no atom occurring if; is unifiable
with any atom occurring in the headsIa$,
2. Sbe a set of ground literals containing all head literal§lgfout no head literals dfl,,

Then

(3)Ais an answer set dil; UTT»

iff

(4a)ANSis an answer set dfl, and

(4b)Ais an answer set AN S) UM».

Proof. By the definitions of answer set and aggregate reduct
(3) holds iff
(5) Ais an answer set af (M1, A) Ua(My,A)

It is easy to see that conditions (1), (2), and the definitibar amply thata (M, A), a (M2, A),
andS satisfy condition of the splitting set theorem for ASP (kifi&z and Turner 1994). Hence

(5) holds iff

(6a)ANSis an answer set af (M1,A)

and

(6b)Ais an answer set dANS) U a(My,A).

To complete the proof it suffices to show that

(7) Statements (6a) and (6b) hold iff (4a) and (4b) hold.
By definition ofa ,

(8) (ANS)Ua(My,A) = a((ANS) UMy, A)

and hence, by the definition of answer set we have

(9) (6b) iff (4b).

Now notice that from (4b), clause 2 of Proposition 1, and dtmras (1) and (2) of our theorem
we have that for any ground instanpé) of a literal occurring in an aggregate atomrof
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(10) p(t) € Aiff p(t) e ANS

and, hence

(1) a(MNq,A) = a(M,ANS).

From (9), (11), and the definition of answer set we have that
(12) (6a) iff (4a)

which completes the proof of our theorem. O

Lemma 1
Checking whether a sél of literals is an answer set &, a program with aggregates, is in
co-NP.

Proof: To prove thaM is not an answer set d?, we first check ifM is not a model of the
aggregate reduct &f, which is in polynomial time. IM is not a modelM is not an answer set of
P. Otherwise, we guess a 9dt of P, and check iM’ is a model of the aggregate reducfoénd
M’ C M. This checking is also in polynomial time. Therefore, thelpem of checking whether
a setM of literals is an answer set &fis in co-NP. O

Proposition 4(Complexity
The problem of checking if a ground atoarbelongs to all answer sets of a#ilog program is
N5 complete.

Proof: First we show that the cautious reasoning problemiig;i. We verify that a ground atom
ais not a cautious consequence of a prograas follows: Guess a sét of literals and check
that (1)M is an answer set fd?, and (2)a is not true wrtM. Task (2) is clearly polynomial, while
(1) is in co-NP by virtue of Lemma 1. The problem therefors I'mal'lg’.

Next, cautious reasoning over programs without aggregﬁatég hard by (Dantsin et al. 2001).
Therefore, cautious reasoning over programs with aggeegs{flg’ hard too.

In summary, cautious reasoning over programs with aggeegs(ﬂzp complete. O



