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Abstract

We provide a semantic framework for preference handling in answer set programming. To this end,
we introduce preference preserving consequence operators. The resulting fixpoint characterizations
provide us with a uniform semantic framework for characterizing preference handling in existing ap-
proaches. Although our approach is extensible to other semantics by means of an alternating fixpoint
theory, we focus here on the elaboration of preferences under answer set semantics. Alternatively, we
show how these approaches can be characterized by the concept of order preservation. These uniform
semantic characterizations provide us with new insights about inter-relationships and moreover about
ways of implementation.
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1 Introduction

Preferences constitute a very natural and effective way of resolving indeterminate situ-
ations. For example, in scheduling not all deadlines may be simultaneously satisfiable, and
in configuration various goals may not be simultaneously met. In legal reasoning, laws
may apply in different situations, but laws may also conflict with each other. In fact, while
logical preference handling constitutes already an indispensable means for legal reasoning
systems (cf. Gordon (1993) and Prakken (1997)), it is also advancing in other application
areas such as intelligent agents and e-commerce (Grosof, 1999) and the resolution of
grammatical ambiguities (Cui and Swift, 2002). The growing interest in preferences is also
reflected by the large number of proposals in logic programming (Sakama and Inoue, 1996;
Brewka, 1996; Gelfond and Son, 1997; Zhang and Foo, 1997; Grosof, 1997; Brewka and
Eiter, 1999; Delgrande et al., 2000b; Wang et al., 2000). A common approach is to employ
meta-formalisms for characterizing “preferred answer sets”. This has led to a diversity
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of approaches that are hardly comparable due to considerably different ways of formal
characterization. Hence, there is no homogeneous account of preference.

We address this shortcoming by proposing a uniform semantical framework for extended
logic programming with preferences. To be precise, we develop an (alternating) fixpoint
theory for so-called ordered logic programs (also, prioritized logic programs). An ordered
logic program is an extended logic program whose rules are subject to a strict partial order.
In analogy to standard logic programming, such a program is then interpreted by means of
an associated fixpoint operator. We start by elaborating upon a specific approach to pref-
erence handling that avoids some problems of related approaches. We also show how the
approaches of Brewka and Eiter (2000) and Delgrande et al. (2000b) can be captured within
our framework. As a result, we obtain that the investigated approaches yield an increasing
number of answer sets depending on how “tight” they integrate preferences. For obtaining
a complementary perspective, we also provide characterizations in terms of the property
of order preservation, originally defined in Delgrande et al. (2000b) for distinguishing
“preferred” from “non-preferred” answer sets. Moreover, we show how these approaches
can be implemented by the compilation techniques developed in Delgrande et al. (2000b).
As well, we show that all these different preferred answer set semantics correspond to the
perfect model semantics on stratified programs. We deal with approaches whose preferred
answer sets semantics amounts to a selection function on the standard answer sets of an
ordered logic program. In view of our interest in compiling these approaches into ordinary
logic programs, we moreover limit our investigation to those guaranteeing polynomial
translations. This excludes approach like those in Rintanen (1995) and Zhang and Foo
(1997) that step outside the complexity class of the underlying logic programming frame-
work. This applies also to the approach in Sakama and Inoue (1996), where preferences
on literals are investigated. While the approach of Gelfond and Son (1997) remains within
NP, it advocates strategies that are non-selective (as discussed in section 5). Approaches
that can be addressed within this framework include those in Baader and Hollunder (1993)
and Brewka (1994) that were originally proposed for default logic.

The paper is organized as follows. Once section 2 has provided formal preliminaries, we
begin in section 3 by elaborating upon our initial semantics for ordered logic programs.
Afterwards, we show in section 4 how this semantics has to be modified to account for the
two other aforementioned approaches.

2 Definitions and notation

We assume a basic familiarity with alternative semantics of logic programming (Lifschitz,
1996). An extended logic program is a finite set of rules of the form

Lo < Li,...,Ly,n0t Lys1,...,not Ly, (1)

where n = m = 0, and each L; (0 < i < n) is a literal, i.e. either an atom A or the negation
=4 of A. The set of all literals is denoted by Lit. Given a rule r as in (1), we let head (r)
denote the head, Lo, of r and body(r) the body, {L1,..., Ly, not Ly1,...,not Ly}, of r.
Further, let body ™ (r) = {Lyi,..., Ly} and body(r) = {Lp+1,. .., Ln}. A program is called
basic if body ™ (r) = ( for all its rules; it is called normal if it contains no classical negation
symbol —. The reduct of a rule r is defined as r* = head (r) < body ™ (r); the reduct, IT¥,
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of a program IT relative to a set X of literals is defined by
0¥ = {#* | r € M and body ™ (r) N X = 0}.

A set of literals X is closed under a basic program I1 iff for any r € II, head(r) € X
whenever body " (r) < X. We say that X is logically closed iff it is either consistent (i.e.
it does not contain both a literal A and its negation —A4) or equals Lit. The smallest set of
literals which is both logically closed and closed under a basic program II is denoted by
Cn(IT). With these formalities at hand, we can define answer set semantics for extended
logic programs: A set X of literals is an answer set of a program IT iff Cn(I1¥) = X.
For the rest of this paper, we concentrate on consistent answer sets. For capturing other
semantics, Cn(IT¥) is sometimes regarded as an operator Crj(X). The anti-monotonicity
of Cry implies that Cé is monotonic. As shown in van Gelder (1993), different semantics
are obtained by distinguishing different groups of (alternating) fixpoints of CZ(X).

Alternative inductive characterizations for the operators Cn and Cr can be obtained by
appeal to immediate consequence operators (Lloyd, 1987). Let Il be a basic program and
X a set of literals. The immediate consequence operator Ty is defined as follows:

TnX = {head(r) | r € Il and body(r) = X}

if X is consistent, and TpX = Lit otherwise. Iterated applications of Ty are written as
lel for j > 0, where T3X = X and T5X = TnTi'X fori > 1. It is well-known that
Cn(I1) = U T};0, for any basic program I1. Also, for any answer set X of program I,
it holds that X = (J;5 T};x0. A reduction from extended to basic programs is avoidable
with an extended operator: Let I1 be an extended program and X and Y be sets of literals.
The extended immediate consequence operator Tryy is defined as follows:

Try X = {head(r) | r € Il,body™(r) < X, and body (r) N Y = 0} )

if X is consistent, and Ty X = Lit otherwise. Iterated applications of Ty are written
as those of Tyy. Clearly, we have T gX = TpX for any basic program IT and Ty X =
Trv X for any extended program I1. Accordingly, we have for any answer set X of program
II that X = U,>0 TriI,X@- Finally, for dealing with the individual rules in (2), we rely on
the notion of activeness: Let X, Y < Lit be two sets of literals in a program I1. A rule r
in IT is active wrt the pair (X, Y ), if body " (r) < X and body ~(r) N'Y = (. Alternatively,
we thus have that Try X = {head(r) | r € II is active wrt (X, Y)}.

Finally, an ordered logic program is simply a pair (I1, <), where IT is an extended logic
program and < < II x IT is an irreflexive and transitive relation. Given, ry,7; € II, the
relation r; < r, is meant to express that r, has higher priority than r;. Programs associated
with such an external ordering are also referred to as statically ordered programs, as
opposed to dynamically ordered programs whose order relation is expressed through a
special-purpose predicate within the program.

3 Preferred fixpoints

We elaborate upon a semantics for ordered logic program that allows us to distinguish the
“preferred” answer sets of a program (I1, <) by means of fixpoint equations. That is, a set
of literals X is a preferred answer set of (I, <), if it satisfies the equation 61 <)(X) = X
for some operator /11,<). In view of the classical approach described above, this makes us
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investigate semantics that interpret preferences as inducing selection functions on the set
of standard answer sets of the underlying non-ordered program II.

Answer sets are defined via a reduction of extended logic programs to basic programs.
Controlling such a reduction by means of preferences is difficult since all conflicts are
simultaneously resolved when turning IT into IT¥. Furthermore, we argue that conflict
resolution must be addressed among the original rules in order to account for blockage
between rules. In fact, once the negative body body ™~ (r) is eliminated there is no way to
detect whether head (') € body ™ (r) holds in case of r < r’. Our idea is thus to characterize
preferred answer sets by an inductive development that agrees with the given ordering. In
terms of a standard answer set X, this means that we favor its formal characterization as
X = Uz Ti1.x9 over X = Cn(IT¥). This leads us to the following definition.

Definition 1
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and let X and Y be sets of literals.
We define the set of immediate consequences of X with respect to (I, <) and Y as

I. reIlisactive wrt (X, Y) and
II. thereisnoruler’ € IT withr </
T <,y X = < head(r) such that
(a) v’ is active wrt (Y, X) and

(b) head(r') ¢ X
if X is consistent, and 7 (1 <)y X = Lit otherwise.

Note that 7 (11 <)y is a refinement of its classical counterpart Ty in (2). The idea behind
Condition /7 is to apply a rule r only if the “question of applicability” has been settled for
all higher-ranked rules ' Let us illustrate this in terms of iterated applications of 7 (11 <)y .
In this case, X accumulates conclusions, while Y comprises the putative answer set. Then,
the “question of applicability” is considered to be settled for a higher ranked rule »’

e if the prerequisites of 7’ will never be derivable, viz. bodyt(r') & Y, or
e if 7/ is defeated by what has been derived so far, viz. body ~(r) N X # 0, or
e if ' or another rule with the same head have already applied, viz. head (r') € X.

The first two conditions show why activeness of 1 is stipulated wrt (Y, X), as opposed to
(X, Y) in Condition /. The last condition serves two purposes: First, it detects whether the
higher ranked rule #’ has applied and, second, it suspends the preference r < r’ whenever
the head of the higher ranked has already been derived by another rule. This suspension of
preference constitutes a distinguishing feature of the approach at hand.

As with Try, iterated applications of 7 (1<) y are written as 7 {H’ Y for j = 0,
where 7 )y X =X and 7y )y X =7 (<) 7 (5i'<)y X for i> 1. The counterpart of
operator Cpy for ordered programs is then defined as follows.
Definition 2
Let (I1, <) be an ordered logic program and let X be a set of literals. We define €, <)(X) =
UiZO jEH,<),X0'

Clearly, €(m1,<) is a refinement of Cry. The difference is that %11 <) obtains consequences

directly from IT and Y, while Cy (normally) draws them by appeal to Cn after reducing
IT to ITY. All this allows us to define preferred answer sets as fixpoints of €y <).
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Definition 3
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and let X be a set of literals. We define X as a
preferred answer set of (I, <) iff €1 <)(X) = X

For illustration, consider the following ordered logic program (I3, <):

ri: —f <« pnotf rq: b <« p rh <ri 3)
rn: w <« bnot—w R R
r3:  f <« w,not —f

Observe that I3 admits two answer sets: X = {p,b,~f,w} and X' = {p,b,f,w}. As
argued in Baader and Hollunder (1993), X is preferred to X'. To see this, observe that

Tt = 0 Tan =
Zimax? = {r} Tinax® = {p}

Zimax0 = ip.bof] Tinax® = (b} )
Tinax0 = {pbofw) Tinox® = Tin<x9
Tiax® = TiaxP=X £ X

We thus get € 1-[z o(X) = X, while €, <(X') = {p, b} # X'. Note that w cannot be
included into 7} {Ms.<) X,Q) since rq is active wrt (X', 7 (r[ <) +0) and ry is preferred to r;.
It is important to see that preferences may sometimes be too strong and deny the ex-
istence of preferred answer sets although standard ones exist. This is because preferences
impose additional dependencies among rules that must be respected by the resulting answer
sets. This is nicely illustrated by programs ITs = {ry,r,} and IT5 = {r},r}}, respectively:

r = a <« b " = a <« notbh
— / —
rmn = b <« rh = b «

(&)

Observe that in I1s rule r; depends r,, while in IT5 rule r is defeated by r5. But despite
the fact that ITs has answer set X = {a, b} and IT; has answer set X' = {b}, we obtain no
preferred answer set after imposing preferences r, < rj and ry, < r{, respectively. To see
this, observe that .7y 0 = 7. 40 =0 # X and F?Hg,<’),X/® = ‘9‘(]H’5,<’),X’0 =
0 # X'. In both cases, the preferred rules r; and r}, respectively, are (initially) inapplicable:
a < b is not active wrt (0, {a,b}) and a < not b is not active wrt (0, {b}). And the
application of the second rule b « is inhibited by Condition II: In the case of .7 (11-[5’ <), +0,
rule a « b is active wrt ({a, b}, 0); informally, X puts the construction on the false front
that b will eventually be derivable. In the case of J (11_[ < 1.x¥, rule a « not b is active wrt
({b},0). This is due to the conception that a hlgher-ranked rule can never be defeated by a
lower-ranked one.

Formal elaboration. We start with the basic properties of our consequence operator:

Theorem 1
Let (IT, <) be an ordered program and let X and Y be sets of literals. Then, we have:

1. e9v1'1< yXCTHyX
2 gvHQ) YX T]‘[YX
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Fori = 1,2, let X; and Y; be sets of literals and <; < I x II be strict partial orders.
3. If Xy = X, then y(n,<),yX1 = y(n,<),yX2.
4. If Y1 € Y,, then f(n’<),Y2X o= e9_(1-[’<)’YIAX.
S. If<re <, then T (e vy X €7 (<) v X.
The next results show how our fixpoint operator relates to its classical counterpart.

Theorem 2
Let (IT, <) be an ordered program and let X be a set of literals. Then, we have:
1. (g(n’<)(X) < Cn(X).
2. (g(n’<)(X) = CH(X), if X < (g(n’<)(X).
3. G (rp)(X) = Cn(X).
We obtain the following two corollaries.

Corollary 3
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and X a set of literals. If X is a preferred answer
set of (I, <), then X is an answer set of I1.

Our strategy thus implements a selection function among the standard answer sets of the
underlying program. This selection is neutral in the absence of preferences, as shown next.

Corollary 4
Let IT be a logic program and X a set of literals. Then, X is a preferred answer set of (IT, ()
iff X is an answer set of I1.

Of interest in view of an alternating fixpoint theory is that % <) enjoys anti-
monotonicity:

Theorem 5
Let (I1, <) be an ordered logic program and X1, X, sets of literals. If X; < X», then
b1, (X2) € Ga1,<)(X1).

We next show that for any answer set X of a program II, there is an ordering < on the
rules of IT such that X is the unique preferred answer set of (I1, <).

Theorem 6
Let IT be a logic program and X an answer set of I1. Then, there is a strict partial order <
such that X is the unique preferred answer set of the ordered program (I1, <).

Our last result shows that a total order selects at most one standard answer set.

Theorem 7
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and < be a total order. Then, (I, <) has zero or
one preferred answer set.

Relationship to perfect model semantics. Any sensible semantics for logic programming
should yield, in one fashion or other, the smallest Herbrand model Cn(IT) whenever IT is a
basic program. A similar consensus seems to exist regarding the perfect model semantics of
stratified normal programs (Apt et al., 1987; Przymusinski, 1988). Interestingly, stratified
programs can be associated with a rule ordering in a canonical way. We now show that our
semantics corresponds to the perfect model semantics on stratified normal programs.

A normal logic program I is stratified, if I has a partition, called stratification, I1 =
IT; U... UTI, such that the following conditions are satisfied for i, j € {1,..., n}:
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1. IL,NIT; = @ fori # j;
2. body™(r) N (Up_is1 head (Ik)) = 0 and body ™ (r) N (U;_; head (I1;)) = @ for all
r ell,.

That is, whenever a rule r belongs to IT;, the atoms in hody ™ (r) can only appear in the
heads of UZ:1 I, while the atoms in body ™ (r) can only appear in the heads of U};ll I1,.

A stratification somehow reflects an intrinsic order among the rules of a program. In a
certain sense, rules in lower levels are preferred over rules in higher levels, insofar as rules
in lower levels should be considered before rules in higher levels. Accordingly, the intuition
behind the perfect model of a stratified program is to gradually derive atoms, starting from
the most preferred rules. Specifically, one first applies the rules in ITj, resulting in a set of
atoms X; then one applies the rules in I, relative to the atoms in X; and so on.

Formally, the perfect model semantics of a stratified logic program IT = I1; U... UTI,
is recursively defined for 0 < i < n as follows (Apt et al., 1987; Przymusinski, 1988):

1. Xo=0.
2. Xip1 = Uj>0 TIZI,H,X,va'
The perfect model X* of T is then defined as X* = X,.

Let IT be a stratified logic program and I = I1; U... U II, be a stratification of IT. A
natural priority relation <, on IT can be defined as follows:

For any ry,r, € I1, we define r| < r» iff ri € I1; and r» € II; such that j <.

That is, r; is preferred to r; if the level of r; is lower than that of r;. We obtain thus an
ordered logic program (I, <) for any stratified logic program IT with a fixed stratification.

Theorem 8

Let X™ be the perfect model of stratified logic program IT and let < be an order induced
by some stratification of I1. Then, we have

1. X* = (g(]'[,<s)(X*).
2. If X S G1<)(X), then X* = X.

These results imply the following.

Corollary 9
Let X™ be the perfect model of stratified logic program IT and let < be an order induced
by some stratification of I1. Then, (IT, <) has the unique preferred answer set X*.

Interestingly, both programs ITs as well as II; are stratifiable. None of the induced
orderings, however, contains the respective preference ordering imposed in (5). In fact,
this provides an easy criterion for the existence of (unique) preferred answer sets.

Corollary 10

Let X™ be the perfect model of stratified logic program IT and let < be an order induced
by some stratification of I1. Let (I, <) be an ordered logic program such that < = <.
Then, (I, <) has the unique preferred answer set X ™.
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Implementation through compilation. A translation of ordered logic programs to stand-
ard programs is developed in Delgrande et al. (2000b). Although the employed strategy
(cf. section 4) differs from that put forward in the previous section, it turns out that the
computation of preferred answer sets can be accomplished by means of this translation
technique in a rather straightforward way. In the framework of Delgrande et al. (2000b),
preferences are expressed within the program via a predicate symbol <. A logic program
over a propositional language % is said to be dynamically ordered iff ¥ contains the
following pairwise disjoint categories: (i) a set N of terms serving as names for rules;
(ii) a set At of atoms; and (iii) a set At of preference atoms s <t, where s,t € N are
names. For a program I, we need a bijective function n(-) assigning a name n(r) € N to
each rule r € I1. We sometimes write 1, instead of n(r). An atom n, < n,, € At amounts
to asserting that r < r/ holds. A (statically) ordered program (I1, <) can thus be captured
by programs containing preference atoms only among their facts; it is then expressed by
the program ITU {(n, <ny) « |r <1}

Given r < 1/, one wants to ensure that ' is considered before r (cf. Condition II in
Definition 2). For this purpose, one needs to be able to detect when a rule has been applied
or when a rule is defeated. For detecting blockage, a new atom bl(n,) is introduced for each
r in I1. Similarly, an atom ap(n,) is introduced to indicate that a rule has been applied. For
controlling application of rule r the atom ok(#,) is introduced. Informally, one concludes
that it is ok to apply a rule just if it is ok with respect to every <-greater rule; for such a
<-greater rule 1/, this will be the case just when " is known to be blocked or applied.

More formally, given a dynamically ordered program IT over %, let #* be the language
obtained from % by adding, for each r,r’ € II, new pairwise distinct propositional atoms
ap(n,), bl(n,), ok(n,), and rdy(n,, n,s). Then, the translation T maps an ordered program
I1 over % into a standard program T(IT) over ™ in the following way.

Definition 4

Let IT = {ry,...,r} be a dynamically ordered logic program over #. Then, the logic
program T(IT) over #* is defined as M(IT) = |J,;7(r), where (r) consists of the
following rules, for L € body™ (r), L~ € body ™ (r),and ¥, 1" € I1 :

a(r) = head(r) <« ap(n,)

a(r) = ap(n;) <« ok(n),body(r)
bi(r,LT) = bl(n,) < ok(n.),not Lt
by(r,L7) = bl(n,) <« ok(n,),L~

ci(r)y = ok(n,) <« rdy(n.,mn,),...,rdy(n.n,)

c(r,) = rdy(n.,n.) <« not (n, <ny)
(1) = rdy(n.,ng) <« (n,<ny),ap(n.)
cq(r,v’) = rdy(n.,ng) <« (n, <ny),bl(ny)
cs(r,r’) = rdy(n.,ny) <« (n, <ny), head ()

tr, ', ") = N <R = <Ny, Ny < Py
as(r,v') = -y <n) — n<ng

We write T(I1, <) rather than T(IT"), whenever IT’ is the dynamically ordered program
capturing (IT, <). The first four rules of z(r) express applicability and blocking conditions
of the original rules. For each rule r € I1, we obtain two rules, a;(r) and a,(r), along with n
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rules of the form b (r, L™) and m rules of the form b»(r, L™), where n and m are the numbers
of the literals in body " (r) and body ~(r), respectively. The second group of rules encodes
the strategy for handling preferences. The first of these rules, c(r), “quantifies” over the
rules in IT. This is necessary when dealing with dynamic preferences since preferences
may vary depending on the corresponding answer set. The four rules ¢;(r,r’) for i = 2.5
specify the pairwise dependency of rules in view of the given preference ordering: For
any pair of rules r, ', we derive rdy(n,, n,) whenever n, < n, fails to hold, or otherwise
whenever either ap(n,-) or bl(n,) is true, or whenever head (r') has already been derived.
This allows us to derive ok(n,), indicating that r may potentially be applied whenever we
have for all ' with n, < n, that r’ has been applied or cannot be applied.

It is instructive to observe how close this specification of ok(+) and rdy(, -) is to Condi-
tion II in Definition 1. In fact, given a fixed r € I, Condition II can be read as follows.

II. for everyr' € Il withr <7t either
(a) ¥ is not active wrt (Y ,X) or

(b) head(r') € X

The quantification over all rules ' € IT with r < ' is accomplished by means of c¢;(r)
(along with ¢,(r, #")). By definition, r’ is not active wrt (Y, X)! if either body*(r) £ Y or
body~(r)NX =# 0, both of which are detected by rule c4(r,’). The condition head (') € X
is reflected by c3(r,7") and ¢5(r,7’). While the former captures the case where head (')
was supplied by #’ itself,” the latter accounts additionally for the case where head (') was
supplied by another rule than 7’

The next result shows that translation T is a realization of operator %.

Theorem 11

Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program over % and let X < {head(r) | reIl} be a
consistent set of literals. Then, there is some set of literals Y over #T where X = Y N.%
such that (g(n’<)(X) = CT(H,<)(Y) NZ.

Note that the fixpoints of % 1,<) constitute a special case the previous theorem.

Theorem 12
Let (I1, <) be an ordered logic program over % and let X and Y be consistent sets of
literals. Then, we have that

1. if €1,<)(X) = X, then there is an answer set Y of (I, <) suchthat X = Y N .¥;
2. if Y is an answer set of (I, <), then (Y N L) =Y NZL.

4 Other strategies (and characterizations)

We now show how the approaches of Delgrande et al. (2000b) and Brewka and Eiter (1999;
2000) can be captured within our framework. Also, we take up a complementary charac-
terization provided in Delgrande et al. (2000b) to obtain another insightful perspective on

! Recall that X is supposed to contain the set of conclusions that have been derived so far, while Y provides the
putative answer set.

2 Strictly speaking rule ¢3(r, ") is subsumed by ¢s(r, ’); nonetheless we keep both for conceptual clarity in view
of similar translations presented in section 4.
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the three approaches. For clarity, we add the letter “w” to all concepts from section 3.
Accordingly we add “D” and “B”, respectively, when dealing with the two aforementioned
approaches.

Characterizing D-preference. In Delgrande et al. (2000b), the selection of preferred an-
swer sets is characterized in terms of the underlying set of generating rules: The set I'g X
of all generating rules of a(n answer) set X of literals from program II is given by

I'nX = {r € 1| body™(r) = X and body (r)N X = 0}.

The property distinguishing preferred answer sets from ordinary ones is referred to as
order preservation, and is defined in the following way.

Definition 5

Let (IT, <) be an ordered program and let X be an answer set of I1. Then, X is called
<P-preserving, if there exists an enumeration (r;);c; of I'mX such that for every i, j € I
we have that:

1. body™(r;) < {head(r;) | j < i}; and
2. ifr; <rj, then j <i; and
3. ifr; < and ¥’ € I\ I'nX, then

(a) body™(r') & Xor
(b) body~(r') N {head (r}) | j < i} # 0.

We often refer to <P-preserving answer sets as D-preferred answer sets.

Condition 1 makes the property of groundedness’® explicit. Although any standard an-
swer set enjoys this property, we will see that its interaction with preferences varies with
the strategy. Condition 2 stipulates that (r;);c; is compatible with <, a property invariant
to all of the considered approaches. Lastly, Condition 3 is comparable with Condition II in
Definition 1; it guarantees that rules can never be blocked by lower-ranked rules.

Roughly speaking, an order preserving enumeration of the set of generating rules re-
flects the sequence of successive rule applications leading to some preferred answer set.
For instance, the preferred answer set X = {p, b, —f, w} of Example (3) can be generated
by the two order preserving sequences (rs,rs,r1,72) and {(rs,ry,r4,r2). Intuitively, both
enumerations are order preserving since they reflect the fact that ry is treated before r,. *
Although there is another grounded enumeration generating X, namely (rs, 14,12, 71), it is
not order preserving since it violates Condition 2. The same applies to the only grounded
enumeration (rs, r4, 12, 3) that allows to generate the second standard answer set of IT; it
violates Condition 3b. Consequently, X is the only <P-preserving answer set of (I13, <).

We are now ready to provide a fixpoint definition for D-preference. For this purpose, we
assume a bijective mapping rule(-) among rule heads and rules, that is, rule(head (r)) = r;
accordingly, rule({head(r) | r € R}) = R. Such mappings can be defined in a bijective
way by distinguishing different occurrences of literals.

3 This term is borrowed from the literature on default logic (cf. Konolige (1.988) and Schwind (1990)).
4 Note that both enumerations are compatible with the iteration through 7~ EHL 9 O fori=0.4.
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Definition 6
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and let X and Y be sets of literals. We define the
set of immediate D-consequences of X with respect to (I, <) and Y as

I. reIlisactive wrt (X,Y)and
II. thereisnoruler’ € IT withr < ¢/
T <y X = { head(r) such that
(a) ¥’ is active wrt (Y, X) and

(b) 1’ & rule(X)
if X is consistent, and 7 1y ., y X = Lit otherwise.

The distinguishing feature between this definition and Definition 1 manifests itself in IIb.
While D-preference requires that a higher-ranked rule has effectively applied, w-preference
contents itself with the presence of the head of the rule, no matter whether this was supplied
by the rule itself.

Defining iterated applications of 7 ?H, <y In analogy to those of 7 <)y, we may
capture D-preference by means of a fixpoint operator in the following way.

Definition 7
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and let X be a set of literals. We define (68—[, oX) =
Ui;O(fD)fn,q,X@-

A similar elaboration of €j; _ as done with €f; _, in section 3 yields identical formal
properties; in particular, %y  also enjoys anti-monotonicity.

The aforementioned difference is nicely illustrated by extending the programs in (5) by
rule a « , yielding (ITs, <) and (ITf, <'), respectively:

r = a <« b " = a <« notbh
rn = b <« o= b «
(6)
3 a <« o= a <«
/ s
r <r r, <'r

While in both cases the single standard answer set is W-preferred, neither of them is
D-preferred. Let us illustrate this in terms of the iterated applications of I E’ﬁﬁ, <x and
T (11,.<).x> Where X = {a, b} is the standard answer set of Is: At first, both operators allow
for applying rule a « , resulting in {a}. As with I ms. <x in (5), however, operator
T Fl'la, <)x does not allow for applying r at the next stage, unless ry is inactive. This
requirement is now dropped by 7 ("{-[6’ <).x» since the head of ry has already been derived
through r3. In such a case, the original preference is ignored, which enables the application
of r,. In this way, we obtain the W-preferred answer set X = {a, b}. The analogous behavior
is observed on (I, <').

As w-preferred answer sets, D-preferred ones coincide with the perfect model on strati-
fied programs.

Theorem 13
Let X™ be the perfect model of stratified logic program IT and let < be an order induced
by some stratification of I1. Then , (I1, <) has the unique D-preferred answer set X ™.
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The subtle difference between D- and W-preference is also reflected in the resulting
compilation. Given the same prerequisites as in Definition 4, the logic program T"(IT)
over 1 is defined as T°(IT) = TV(IT) \ {cs(r,r') | r,#’ € I1}.

Hence, in terms of this compilation technique, the distinguishing feature between D-
and W-preference manifests itself in the usage of rule ¢s(r,r’) : rdy(n,,n) < (n, <ny),
head (r'). While w-preference allows for suspending a preference whenever the head of
the preferred rule was derived, D-preference stipulates the application of the preferred
rule itself. This is reflected by the fact that the translation TP merely uses rule c3(r,7’) :
rdy(n,, n.) < (n. <n,),ap(n,) to enforce that the preferred rule itself has been applied.
This demonstrates once more how closely the compilation technique follows the specific-
ation given in the fixpoint operation.

As shown in Delgrande et al. (2000b), a set of literals X is a <P-preserving answer set
of a program IT iff X = Y N & for some answer set Y of TP (I1, <). This result naturally
extends to the fixpoint operator 1 -, as shown in the following result.

Theorem 14
Let (I1, <) be an ordered logic program over .# and let X be a consistent set of literals.
Then, the following propositions are equivalent:

L. €ho(X) =X.
2. X =Y N ¥ for some answer set Y of TP(I1, <).
3. X is a <P-preserving answer set of I1.

While the last result dealt with effective answer sets, the next one shows that applying
‘éfn, <) is equivalent to the application of Cyy to the translated program IT = T"°(I1, <).

Theorem 15

Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program over % and let X < {head(r) | r € I1} be a
consistent set of literals. Then, there is some set of literals Y over T where X =Y N.%
such that (g(DHK)(X) = C’]I‘D(]'[7<)(Y) nN<.

Characterizing W-preference (alternatively). We now briefly elaborate upon a character-
ization of W-preference in terms of order preservation. This is interesting because order
preservation provides an alternative perspective on the formation of answer sets. In con-
trast to the previous fixpoint characterizations, order preservation furnishes an account of
preferred answer sets in terms of the underlying generating rules. While an immediate
consequence operator provides a rather rule-centered and thus local characterization, order
preservation gives a more global and less procedural view on an entire construction. In
particular, the underlying sequence nicely reflects the interaction of its properties. In fact,
we see below that different approaches distinguish themselves by a different degree of
interaction between groundedness and preferences.

Definition 8

Let (IT, <) be an ordered program and let X be an answer set of I1. Then, X is called
<V-preserving, if there exists an enumeration (r;);c; of T'1X such that for every i,j € I
we have that:

1. (a) body ™ (r;) < {head(r;) | j < i} or
(b) head(r;) € {head(r;)|j <i}; and
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2. if r; <rj, then j <i; and
3. ifr; < and ¥’ € IT\ I'pX, then

(a) body™(r') & X or
(b) body~(r') N {head(r;) | j < i} # 0 or
(c) head (r') € {head(r;) | j < i}.

The primary difference between this concept of order preservation and the one for
D-preference is clearly the weaker notion of groundedness. While D-preference makes
no compromise when enforcing rule dependencies induced by preference, W-preference
“smoothes” their integration with those induced by groundedness and defeat relationships:
First, regarding rules in 'y X (via Condition 1b) and second concerning rules in IT \ T’y X
(via Condition 3c). The rest of the definition is identical to Definition 5.

This “smoothed” integration of preferences with groundedness and defeat dependencies
is nicely illustrated by programs (I, <) and (ITj, <). Regarding Ils, we observe that
there is no enumeration of I'f.X satisfying both Condition la and 2. Rather it is Condi-
tion 1b that weakens the interaction between both conditions by tolerating enumeration
(r3,12,71). A similar observation can be made regarding ITg, where, in contrast to ITg, the
preferred rule | does not belong to I'n X. We observe that there is no enumeration of I'y X
satisfying both Condition 2 and 3a/b. Now, it is Condition 3¢ that weakens the interaction
between both conditions by tolerating enumeration (1}, 5). In fact, the two examples show
that both Condition 1b as well as 3¢ function as exceptions to conditions la and 3a/b,
respectively. In this way, W-preference imposes the same requirements as D-preference,
unless the head of the rule in focus has already been derived by other means.

Finally, we have the following summarizing result.

Theorem 16
Let (I, <) be an ordered logic program over .# and let X be a consistent set of literals.
Then, the following propositions are equivalent.

L &ho(X)=X;
2. X =Y N for some answer set Y of TV(I1, <);
3. X is a <V-preserving answer set of I1.

Characterizing B-preference. Another approach to preference is proposed in Brewka and
Eiter (1999). This approach differs in two ways from the previous ones. First, the construc-
tion of answer sets is separated from verifying preferences. Interestingly, this verification
is done on the basis of the prerequisite-free program obtained from the original one by
“evaluating” body ¥ (r) for each rule r wrt the separately constructed (standard) answer set.
Secondly, rules that may lead to counter-intuitive results are explicitly removed. This is
spelled out in Brewka and Eiter (2000), where the following filter is defined:

Ex(I) =TI\ {r € I1 | head(r) € X,body~(r)N X # 0} 7

Accordingly, we define & x(I1, <) = (&x(I1), < N (&x(IT) x &x(IT))).
We begin with a formal account of B-preferred answer sets. In this approach, partially
ordered programs are reduced to totally ordered ones: A fully ordered logic program is

an ordered logic program (I, <) where < is a total ordering. The case of arbitrarily
ordered programs is reduced to this restricted case: Let (I1, <) be an ordered logic program
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and let X be a set of literals. Then, X is a B-preferred answer set of (I1, <) iff X is a B-
preferred answer set of some fully ordered logic program (I1, <) such that < < <.

The construction of B-preferred answer sets relies on an operator, defined for prerequisite-
free programs, comprising only rules r with body ™ (r) = 0.

Definition 9
Let (I1, <) be a fully ordered prerequisite-free logic program, let (r;);c; be an enumeration
of IT according to <, and let X be a set of literals. Then, %m1,«)(X) is the smallest logically

closed set of literals containing | J;,.; X;, where X; =  for j ¢ I and

X, — Xiq if body_(ri) N Xi_1 7& @
"\ Xio1 U {head(r;)}  otherwise.

This construction is unique insofar that for any such program (I1, <), there is at most
one standard answer set X of IT such that Z¢, (1,«)(X) = X. Accordingly, this set is used
for defining the B-preferred answer set of a prerequisite-free logic program:

Definition 10
Let (IT, <) be a fully ordered prerequisite-free logic program and let X be a set of literals.
Then, X is the B-preferred answer set of (I, <) iff B¢, (1.« (X) = X.

The reduction of (I, <) to &x(I1, <) removes from the above construction all rules
whose heads are in X but which are defeated by X. This is illustrated in Brewka and Eiter
(2000) through the following example:

rn = a <« noth, r3 = a « not-a, {rj<ri|i<j}. (8
rhn = —-a <« nota, r4 = b <« not —b,
Program ITg = {ry,...,r4} has two answer sets, {a,b} and {—a,b}. The application of

operator 4 relies on sequence (ri,7,,73,74). Now, consider the processes induced by
B (g,<)(X) and P11, <)(X) for X = {a, b}, respectively:

B 1.0 X) : Xi={} Xo={-a} Xs={-a} X4={-ab}
Big.<)(X) : Xi={ay Xj={a} Xj={aj X,={ab}

Thus, without filtering by &y, we get {a,b} as a B-preferred answer set. As argued in
Brewka and Eiter (2000), such an answer set does not preserve priorities because r, is
defeated in {a, b} by applying a rule which is less preferred than r,, namely r3. The above
program has therefore no B-preferred answer set.

The next definition accounts for the general case by reducing it to the prerequisite-free
one. For checking whether an answer set X is B-preferred, the prerequisites of the rules are
evaluated wrt X . For this purpose, we define r~ = head (r) < body™ (r) for a rule r.

Definition 11
Let (I, <) be a fully ordered logic program and X a set of literals. The logic program
(ITy, <) is obtained from (I1, <) as follows:

1. Oy = {r~ | r € I and body*(r) < X};
2. forany rj,ry € Iy, r| Kx rhiff r; < ry where r; = maxe{r € Il | r~ =r}}.
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In other words, Ilx is obtained from II by first eliminating every rule r € II such that
body™(r) ¢ X, and then substituting all remaining rules r by r~.
In general, B-preferred answer sets are then defined as follows.

Definition 12
Let (IT, <) be a fully ordered logic program and X a set of literals. Then, X is a B-preferred
answer set of (I1, <), if

1. X is a (standard) answer set of II, and
2. X is a B-preferred answer set of (ITy, <x).

The distinguishing example of this approach is given by program (I, <):

rn = b <« amnot—b with {rj<rili<j}. 9)
rn = =-b <« notb
r3y = a <« not na

Program Ilg = {ry, 7,73} has two standard answer sets: X; = {a,b} and X, = {a, —b}.
Both (I1y)x, as well as (Ilg)x, turn ry into b <— not —b while leaving r, and r3 unaffected.
Clearly, &x,(Ily, <) = (Ily, <) for i = 1,2. Also, we obtain that (1, <)(X1) = X, that
is, X is a B-preferred answer set. In contrast to this, X» is not B-preferred. To to see this,
observe that %1, <)(X2) = X # X,. That is, (1, <)(X>) reproduces X rather than X.
In fact, while X is the only B-preferred set, neither X; nor X, is W- or D-preferred (see
below).

We note that B-preference disagrees with W- and D-preference on Example (3). In fact,
both answer sets of program (I3, <) are B-preferred, while only {p, b, —f,w} is W- and
D-preferred. To shed some light on these differences, we start by providing a fixpoint
characterization of B-preference:

Definition 13
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and let X and Y be sets of literals. We define the
set of immediate consequences of X with respect to (I, <) and Y as

I. rellisactive wrt (Y, Y ) and
II. thereisnoruler’ € IT with r < ¢/
T <)y X = { head(r) such that
(@) ¥ is active wrt (Y, X) and
(b) head (') ¢ X

if X is consistent, and 7 {f; _) y X = Lit otherwise.

The difference between this operator’ and its predecessors manifests itself in Condi-
tion I, where activeness is tested wrt (Y, Y) instead of (X, Y'), as in Definition 1 and 4. In
fact, in Example (9) it is the (unprovability of the) prerequisite a of the highest-ranked rule
r1 that makes the construction of W- or D-preferred answer sets break down (cf. Definition 1
and 4). This is avoided with B-preference because once answer set {a,b} is provided,
preferences are enforced wrt the program obtained by replacing r; with b < not —b.

5> We have refrained from integrating (7) to keep the fixpoint operator comparable to its predecessors. This is
taken care of in Theorem 19. We note, however, that an integration of (7) would only affect Condition II.
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With an analogous definition of iterated applications of 7 {j; _, y X as above, we obtain
the following characterization of B-preference:
Definition 14
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program and let X be a set of literals.

We define %y (X)) = Uizo(7 ®){n.<) x0-

Unlike above, € fr[, 9 is not anti-monotonic. This is related to the fact that the “answer
set property” of a set is verified separately (cf. Definition 12). We have the following result.

Theorem 17
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program over . and let X be an answer set of Il. Then, we
have that X is B-preferred iff 6% ,(X) = X.

As with D- and W-preference, B-preference gives the perfect model on stratified pro-
grams.

Theorem 18
Let X™ be the perfect model of stratified logic program IT and let < be an order induced
by some stratification of IT. Then, (IT, <) has the unique B-preferred answer set X ™.

Alternatively, B-preference can also be captured by appeal to order preservation:

Definition 15
Let (IT, <) be an ordered program and let X be an answer set of I1. Then, X is called
<B-preserving, if there exists an enumeration (r;);c; of ' X such that, for every i, j € I,
we have that:

1. if r; <rj, then j <i; and

2. ifr; < and ' € I\ T'pX, then

(a) body™(r') & X or
(b) body~(r') N {head(r;) | j < i} # 0 or
(c) head(r') € X.

This definition differs in two ways from its predecessors. First, it drops any requirement
on groundedness. This corresponds to using (Y, Y) instead of (X, Y) in Definition 13.
Hence, groundedness is fully disconnected from order preservation. For example, the B-
preferred answer set {a, b} of (Ily, <) is associated with the <®-preserving sequence (ry,72),
while the standard answer set is generated by the grounded sequence (r3,71). Secondly,
Condition 2c is more relaxed than in Definition 8. That is, any rule r’ whose head is in X
(as opposed to {head(r;) | j < i}) is taken as “applied”. Also, Condition 2c integrates the
filter in (7).° For illustration, consider Example (6) extended by r3 < r;:

rn = a < notb r3<r,<r (10)
o= b «
3= a <«

While this program has no D- or W-preferred answer set, it has a B-preferred one: {a,b}
generated by (r»,r3). The critical rule r; is handled by 2c. As a net result, Condition 2 is
weaker than its counterpart in Definition 8. We have the following summarizing result.

© Condition body ~ (') N X # @) in (7) is obsolete because ' & 'y X.
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Theorem 19

Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program over .# and let X be a consistent answer set of I1.
Then, the following propositions are equivalent:

X is B-preferred;

%2X(H,<)(X) = X;

X is a <B-preserving answer set of IT;

X =Y N & for some answer set Y of T?(I1, <)
(where TP is defined in (Delgrande et al. (2000a)).

bl e

Unlike Theorems 14 and 16, the last result stipulates that X must be an answer set of I1.
This requirement can only be dropped in case 4, while all other cases rely on this property.

Relationships. First, we observe that all three approaches treat the blockage of (higher-
ranked) rules in the same way. That is, a rule 1’ is found to be blocked if either its prerequis-
ites in body " (') are never derivable or if some member of body ~(r') has been derived by
higher-ranked or unrelated rules. This is reflected by the identity of conditions Ila and 2a/b
in all three approaches, respectively. Although this is arguably a sensible strategy, it leads
to the loss of preferred answer sets on programs like (IT5, <').

The difference between D- and W-preference can be directly read off Definition 1 and 4;
it manifests itself in Condition IIb and leads to the following relationships.

Theorem 20

Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program such that for r,r" € TT we have that r # " implies
head(r) # head(r'). Let X be a set of literals. Then, X is a D-preferred answer set of
(IT, <) iff X is a w-preferred answer set of (I1, <).

The considered programs deny the suspension of preferences under W-preference,
because all rule heads are derivable in a unique way. We have the following general result.

Theorem 21
Every D-preferred answer set is W-preferred.

Example (6) shows that the converse does not hold.

Interestingly, a similar relationship is obtained between W- and B-preference. In fact,
Definition 15 can be interpreted as a weakening of Definition 8 by dropping the condition
on groundedness and weakening Condition 2 (via 2c¢). We thus obtain the following result.

Theorem 22
Every w-preferred answer set is B-preferred.

Example (9) shows that the converse does not hold. Let o7 #(IT) = {X | Cn(X) = X}
and o/ Fp(I1,<) = {X € 4/ F(I1) | X is P-preferred} for P = W, D, B. Then, we obtain
the following summarizing result.

Theorem 23
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program. Then, we have

AL, <) € AW, <) € Z S, <) = . F(I)
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This hierarchy is primarily induced by a decreasing interaction between groundedness
and preference. While D-preference requires the full compatibility of both concepts, this in-
teraction is already weakened in W-preference, before it is fully abandoned in B-preference.
This is nicely reflected by the evolution of the condition on groundedness in
Definitions 5, 8 and 15. Notably, groundedness as such is not the ultimate distinguishing
factor, as demonstrated by the fact that prerequisite-free programs do not necessarily lead
to the same preferred answer sets, as witnessed in (6) and (10). Rather it is the degree of
integration of preferences within the standard reasoning process that makes the difference.

Taking together Theorems 9, 13 and 18, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 24
Let X™ be the perfect model of stratified logic program IT and let < be an order induced

by some stratification of I1. Let (I, <) be an ordered logic program such that < < <.
Then, we have .o (1, <) = o L (1, <) = A L (11, <) = LS (1) = {X*}.

5 Discussion and related work

Up to now, we have been dealing with static preferences only. In fact, all fixpoint charac-
terizations are also amenable to dynamically ordered programs, as introduced in section 4.
To see this, consider Definition 1 along with a dynamically ordered program IT and sets of
literals X, Y over a language extended by preference atoms At -. Then, the corresponding
preferred answer sets are definable by substituting “r < ' by “(r <+’) € Y” in defini-
tions 1, 6 and 13, respectively. That is, instead of drawing preference information from the
external order <, we simply consult the initial context, expressed by Y. In this way, the
preferred answer sets of I1 can be given by the fixpoints of an operator é'.

Also, we have concentrated so far on preferred answer sets semantics that amount to
selection functions on the standard answer sets of the underlying program. Another strategy
is advocated in Gelfond and Son (1997), where the preference dy < d “stops the appli-
cation of default d, if defaults dy and d, are in conflict with each other and the default d,
is applicable” (Gelfond and Son, 1997). In contrast to B-, D-, and W-preference this allows
for exclusively concluding —p from program ({ry, 2}, <):

o= p < fp = 7p < ry<rnr

This approach amounts to B-preference on certain “hierarchically” structured programs
(Gelfond and Son, 1997). A modification of the previous compilation techniques for this
strategy is discussed in Delgrande and Schaub (2000). Although conceptually different,
one finds similar strategies when dealing with inheritance, update and/or dynamic logic
programs (Buccafurri et al., 2002; Eiter et al., 2000; Alferes et al., 1998), respectively.
While all of the aformentioned approaches remain within the same complexity class,
other approaches step up in the polynomial hierarchy (Rintanen, 1995; Sakama and Inoue,
1996; Zhang and Foo, 1997). Among them, preferences on literals are investigated in
Sakama and Inoue (1996). In contrast to these approaches, so-called courteous logic pro-
grams (Grosof, 1997) step down the polynomial hierarchy into P. Due to the restriction
to acyclic positive logic programs a courteous answer set can be computed in O(n?) time.
Other preference-based approaches that exclude negation as failure include Dimopoulos
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and Kakas (1995), Pradhan and Minker (1996) and You et al. (2001), as well as the
framework of defeasible logics (Nute, 1987; Nute, 1994). A comparision of the latter with
preferred well-founded semantics (as defined in Brewka (1996)) can be found in Brewka
(2001).

In a companion paper, we exploit our fixpoint operators for defining regular and well-
founded semantics for ordered logic programs within an alternating fixpoint theory.” This
yields a surprising yet negative result insofar as these operators turn out to be too weak
in the setting of well-founded semantics. We address this by defining a parameterizable
framework for preferred well-founded semantics, summarized in Schaub and Wang (2002).

6 Conclusion

The notion of preference seems to be pervasive in logic programming when it comes to
knowledge representation. This is reflected by numerous approaches that aim at enhan-
cing logic programming with preferences in order to improve knowledge representation
capacities. Despite the large variety of approaches, however, only very little attention has
been paid to their structural differences and sameness, finally leading to solid semantical
underpinnings. In particular, there were up to now only few attempts to characterize one
approach in terms of another one. The lack of this kind of investigation is clearly due to
the high diversity of existing approaches.

This work is a first step towards a systematic account to logic programming with prefer-
ences. To this end, we employ fixpoint operators following the tradition of logic program-
ming. We elaborated upon three different approaches that were originally defined in rather
heterogenous ways. We obtained three alternative yet uniform ways of characterizing pre-
ferred answer sets (in terms of fixpoints, order preservation, and an axiomatic account). The
underlying uniformity provided us with a deeper understanding of how and which answer
sets are preferred in each approach. This has led to a clarification of their relationships
and subtle differences. On the one hand, we revealed that the investigated approaches yield
an increasing number of answer sets depending on how tight they connect preference to
groundedness. On the other hand, we demonstrated how closely the compilation technique
developed in Delgrande et al. (2000b) follows the specification given in the fixpoint op-
eration. Also, we have shown that all considered answer sets semantics correspond to the
perfect models semantics whenever the underlying ordering stratifies the program.

We started by formally developing a specific approach to preferred answer sets semantics
that is situated “between” the approaches of Delgrande et al. (2000b) and that of Brewka
and Eiter (1999). This approach can be seen as a refinement of the former approach in that it
allows to suspend preferences whenever the result of applying a preferred rule has already
been derived. This feature avoids the overly strict prescriptive approach to preferences
pursued in Delgrande et al. (2000b), which may lead to the loss of answer sets.

7 Proofs

Proof I Tt can be directly verified from the definition of 7 <) y. O

7 This material was removed from this paper due to space restrictions.
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Proof 2

1. €m<(X) = Cp(X): Since Ci<)(X) = U0 7 (<) XQ) and Cri(X) = T{;«0, we
need only to prove that 7 (;; ) y0 < TH 0 for i > 0 by using induction on i.

Base For i =0, itis obvious that 7~ T {ox0 =0 < Tj 0.

Step Assume that 7 (m<)x0 S Tyj x0, we want to show that 7 VEEI< 0 = Tif0.
Infact,if L€ I EJﬁl Q). X(Z), then, by Definition 1, there is a rule r in I such that L =
head (r), body*_(r) S 7 {11.<)x0 and body™(r)N X = . By induction assumption,
body*(r) = TfLX(Z). Since the rule L < body ™ (r) is in the reduct program PX,

i+1
L € Ti0.

2. Cp(X) € Bn«(X)if X € G« (X): Forsimplicity, we denote T; = Tlilx(b and
X = ﬂ'g,xw for i = 0. It suffices to prove Tl’ix(b S €mn<)(X) for k > 0 by using
induction on k. That is, for each i > 0, there is n; > 0 such that T; < X,

Base If k = 1, it is obvious that Tfj y 0 = 0 = X,.

Step Assume that T; = X,,. We want to show Tiyy € X,,,,. Let a € Ti;q, then
there is a rule r € I with head(r) = a, body™(r) < T; and body (r) N X = 0.
By the induction assumption, r is active wrt (X, X). We claim that there will
be no rule #’ such that both of Condition I and II hold wrt (X, X). Otherwise,
suppose that there is a rule »’ such that head (r') ¢ X,,,, ¥ < r" and 1’ is active wrt
(X, X,,,). Without loss of generality, there is no rule r” such that head (") ¢ X,,,
r <r” <1 andr” is active wrt (X, X,,,). Since X < %(11,<)(X), there be a number
n = n; such that r' is active wrt (X, X). By the assumption of r”, it should be that
head (") € X,,. A contradiction. Therefore, head (r) € X,,+1.

3. If < is empty, then the condition I in Definition 1 is automatically satisfied because,
for any rule r € II, there is no rule ' that is preferred to r. This implies that
yéﬂx),x(b = Tli[’X(Z) for any i > 0. Therefore, € <)(X) = Cp(X). O

Proof 5 If X = X', it is a direct induction on i to show that 7 {; _) v 0 = T (; ., x0. O

Proof 6
If IT has no consistent answer set, the conclusion is obvious. Thus, we assume that X is
consistent. First, we can easily generalize the notion of generating rules as follows: For
any two sets Y; and Y of literals, set I'(Yy, Y2) = {head(r) « body™(r) | body*(r)
Yi,body (r)NnY, = @}

Since X is an answer set of IT, we have X = Cri(X) = ;5 T x0- Let o = I'( Ty 0, X)
and Iy = T7( 1.IX(Z),X) — I'y for k = 1. Define a total order <y on I such that the
following requirements are satisfied:

1. ¥ <xrforanyr € ['yand v € 'y, k=0,1,....
2. Ifr € Uysoly and ¥ & Uy, then i’ <y r.

Since 'y N T # O for n # n', such an ordering exists. Denote X; = 7 (i ) x0. We need
only to prove the following two propositions P1 and P2:

P1 X is a prioritized answer set of (I, <x): Since Cp(X) = X, it suffices to prove that
% (11,<)(X) = Cp(X). Firstly, by Theorem 2, ¥ (1i1<)(X) & Cp(X). For the opposite in-
clusion, we note that Cp(X) = head (Ux>oTk)), where head (Ui=oI'x)) = {head (r) | r €
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Uk=0Ik }. Hence, we need only to prove that head (I'y) < € 1.<)(X) for any k > 0 by
using induction on k.

Base For k = 0, without loss of generality, suppose that I’ = {rl, ... ,rr} and r;, <y
-+ Lx r1. We use second induction to show that head(r;) € Cp(X) for 1 <i<t.

Base For i = 1, since there is no rule ' with ry <y ', head(r{) € X;.
Step Assume that head(r;) € X;, then head (ri11) € Xiy1. Thus head (') = X,.

Step Assume that head (I'x) S 6 n1,<)(X). Then head (I'y) € X, for some ny, > 0. Let
Tiy1 = {r1,....r,} and ry, <x -+ <y r1. Then, similar to the case of k = 0, we
have that head (r;) € X,y 4i fori=1,...,u.

Thus, head (I'y) € 6(r1,<)(X) for any k = 0.

This implies that Cp(X) S € (11,<)(X). Therefore, € 1.<)(X) = X.

P2 If X' is an answer set of IT such that X’ # X, then X' is not a prioritized answer set
of (I1, <x): First note that X \ X’ # () and X' \ X # (. We assert that there is literal
I € X\ X’ such that | ¢ %(11,<)(X’): otherwise, X \ X' S %(11,<)(X’). We can choose
t > 0 and a literal Iy € X \ X' such that X; = X N X" and [y € X/, ,. Then there is a
rule r such that head (r) = ly, body ™ (r) < X/ and body ™~ (r) N X’ = (. This will implies
that | € Cpx(X'), i. e. | € X', contradiction. Therefore, we have shown that there is
arule r in IT such that head(r) € X and head(r) ¢ 6 <)(X'). Foreach I’ € X'\ X
and each rule #’ such that head (') = ', we have r' <y r. Thus, we know that " ¢
% (11,<)(X’'). This means that X’ # %1 <)(X') and thus, X" is not a prioritized answer set
of(I[I,<x). O

Proof 7

On the contrary, suppose that (I, <) has two distinct prioritized answer sets X and X’.
Since X \ X’ # @ and X' \ X + (), there are literals [ and I’ such that [ € X \ X’ and
I' € X"\ X. Without loss of generality, assume that 7 {;; ) x@ = 7 {;; _, x/0 for i < n but
le T ?ﬁLL)XQ) and ' € T (”rJiL)’X,Q This means that there are two rules r and r’ such that
head(r) = 1, head(r') = I, r and 1’ satisfy the two conditions I and II in Definition 1
at stage n with respect to X and X', respectively. We observe two obvious facts: F1. 1’ is
active wrt (X, 7 (i o) x0); and F2. r is active wrt (X', 7 (1 _, x/0). By F1, we have 1’ < r.
Similarly, by F2, it should be r < 7/, contradiction. Therefore, (I1, <) has the unique
prioritized answer sets.  []

Proof 8
1. X* = M, is a prioritized answer set of (IT, <,): X* = € <,)(X").
(@) B<)(X") S X*: we show that 7 (; _, y~0 S X™ by using induction on i.

Base Fori=0,7{;_ .0 =0c X" is obvious.

Step Assume that 7\ y-0 € X" Ifp € T (fi'<.).x+0. then there is a rule r
in IT such that p = head(r), body ™ (r) < T <) x+0and body™ (r)nX* = 0.
By induction assumption, body " (r) = X*. If r € I1;, then body™(r) = M;
and body~(r) " M;_; = (. Therefore, p € X*. That is, 9‘55[;5),)(*@ < X*.

(b) X* = G(11,<,)(X”): we show that M; = € r1,<,)(X™) for 0 < i < t.

Base Fori = 1, it is obvious since My = 0.
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Step If we have shown M; = %(r«)(X™), we want to show that M;;

c

% n,<,)(X*). We again use second induction on k to prove that if p €

Tll'([,-H,M,Mi’ then p € € (r1,<,)(X™):

Base Fork = 1,ie.p € TﬁM,M‘,M,-, if p ¢ M, then there is a rule r in
I;;; such that p = head(r), body™(r) = 0 and body (r) N M; = (. Then

body~(r)N X* = 0.

By the first induction assumption, M; < 7 {;’-[ <), ++0 for some j. If there
are j > 0 and a rule ' such that r <y r" and r’ is active with respect to
(X*, 7 (1< x*0) and head(r') ¢ T {; _, 0. Then, body™(r') = X* and
body™(r') N T () x-0=0. We assert that j < jo. Otherwise, if j >

Jos body™ (') N Tl 30 = 0 = body™ (') 0 T _ 4

0= 0=

body™(r') N M; = 0 = body™ (') N X™ = 0. Therefore, head(r') € M; <
T {H, <5)’X*(Z), a contradiction. Thus, when j > jy, there will be no rule in

IT that prevents r to be included in 7y _  v-0. Thus, p € €(m<,)(X").

Step Assume that p € G qm<,)(X*) if p € Tﬁ,+1,M[Mi- Suppose that p €
T{-‘[E’MlMi but p ¢ M;, then there is a rule r in IT;;; such that p = head(r),
body™*(r) = Tf,, \,0 and body™(r) N M; = 0. Then body™(r) = M; =
,9_{‘1’1’<3)’X,(Z) for some jy and body ~(r) N X* = (. Similar to the proof of the

case k = 1, we can also prove that p € €<, (X™).

2. If X = 6(n,<,(X), then X is a preferred answer set of (Il, <). By Corollary 3,
X is also an answer set of IT. However, IT has the unique answer set X* and thus

X=X 0O

Proof 9

By Theorem 8 (1), the perfect model X ™ is a preferred answer set. On the other hand, since
each preferred answer set X is also a standard answer set. In particular, for the stratified

program IT, it has the unique answer set X*. Therefore, X = X*. [J

Proof 11

Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program over ¥ and X a consistent set of literals over .

“c”-part Define®

Y = {head(r) | r € rule(Crm,<)(Y))}

U {ap(n,) | r € rule(Cr1,<)(Y))} U {bl(n,) | r & rule(Cr,<)(Y))}

U {ok(n,) | r € IT} U {rdy(n,,ny) | r,r" € IT}

Clearly, we have X = Y N . By definition, we have (11.<)(X) = Uz 7 (11.<)x0 and

Cri<(Y) = Cn(T(I,<)").

In view of this, we show by induction that 7 (; _, x0 = Cn(T(I, <)¥)fori>0.Tobe
precise, we show for every r € II by nested induction that head(r) € fn, <)’X0 implies
head(r) € Cn(T(I1,<)") and moreover, for every ' € TI, that if » < ' then bl(n.) €

Cn(T(IT, <)¥) or ap(ny) € Cn(M(IT, <)¥) or head (n,) € Cn(T(IT, <)¥).

8 As defined in Section 4, rule(-) is a bijective mapping between rule heads and rules.
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i = 0 By definition, 7 {j; _, x0 = 0 = Cn(T(I1,<)").

i > 0 Consider r € II such that head(r) € T ”ﬁl <) X(Z) By definition, we have that r is
active wrt (7 ) x0, X). That is,

1. body™(r)E 7 {;; . x0. By the induction hypothesis, we get body™(r)=
Cn(T(IT, <)Y).

2. body~(r) N X = (. By definition of Y, this implies body ~(r)N'Y = 0.
Furthermore, this implies that a>(r)™ = ap(n,) « ok(n,), body™(r) € T(I1, <)Y .

We proceed by induction on <.
Base Suppose r is maximal with respect to <. We can show the following lemma.

Lemma 7.1
If » € T1 is maximal with respect to <, then ok(n,) € Cn(T(IT, <)¥).

Given that we have just shown in 1 and 2 that body ™ (r) = Cn(T(I1,<)¥) and as(r)* €

T(I1, <)Y, Lemma 7.1 and the fact that Cn(T(IT, <)¥) is closed under M(IT, <)Y

ply that ap(n,) € Cn(T(I1, <)"). Analogously, we get head (r) € Cn(T(I1, <)¥) due to

a;(r)™ € T(T1, <) . We have thus shown that {head (r),ap(n,)} = Cn(T(IT, <)").
Step We start by showing the following auxiliary result.

Lemma 7.2
Given the induction hypothesis, we have ok(n,) € Cn(T(IT, <)¥).

Proof 7.2
Consider " € II such that ¥’ < r”. By the induction hypothesis, we have either bl(n,) €
Cn(T(IT, <)¥) or ap(n») € Cn(M(I1,<)") or head(n,») € Cn(T(IT,<)"). Clearly,
we have (n, <n.) € Cn(T(I1,<)Y) iff ¥ <r”. Hence, whenever 1’ <r”, we obtain
rdy(n., nw) € Cn(T(I1,<)¥) by means of ¢3(+', )", ca(r’,#")F, or ¢s(r', 1) (all of
which belong to T(I1, <)¥). Similarly, we get rdy(n,, n,») € Cn(T(I1, <)¥), whenever
¥ 41" from cy(r,r")". Lastly, we obtain ok(n.)e Cn(T(I1,<)Y) via c¢;(r')t €
T(I,<)Y. 0O
For all rules #’ with r < r’, we have that either
1. 7' is not active wrt (X, 7 (; - x0). That is, we have that either
(@) body™(r) ¢ X. By definition of Y, this implies body ™ (r) & Y.
By definition, b;(+', L*)* = bl(n,) « ok(n,) € ML, <)" for some Lt €
body™(r) such that L* ¢ Y. By Lemma 7.2, we have ok(n,/) € Cn(T(I1, <))
Given that Cn(T(IT,<)") is closed under T(IT,<)', we get that bl(n,.) €
Cn(T(I1, <)").
(b) body™(r) N T xD # 0. By the induction hypothesis, this implies that
body~(r) N Cn("ll“(l'[ <)Yy +£0.
Therefore, by(r,L7)" = bl(n,) « ok(n,), L~ e T(I1,<)Y for some L~ €
body~(r) N Cn(T(IT, <)¥). In analogy to la, this allows us to conclude that
bl(n,) € Cn(T(IT, <)").
In both cases, we conclude bl(n.) € Cn(T(IT,<)"). By the induction assumption,
head(r') € Cn(T(IT, <)Y).
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We have thus shown that either bl(n,/) € Cn(T(IT, <)¥) or head (') € Cn(T(I1,<)¥)
for all ' such that r < r’.
In analogy to what we have shown in the proof of Lemma 7.2, we can now show that
ok(n,) € Cn(T(I1, <)¥).
In analogy to the base case, we may then conclude {head(r),ap(n,)} = Cn(T(I1, <)Y).

“2”-part We have X = Y N .Z. By definition, we have Cy,<)(Y ) = Cn(T(I1, <)¥) and
moreover that Cn(T(IT, <)") = Uy qur m, )”q)' Given this, we show by induction that
( T(H<Y®mf)c(5(n<( )fori= 0.

i = 0 By definition, T, (H<y@ 0 = Cm<)(X).

i > 0 Consider r € I such that head(r) € (Tj’r"(rllI< 0 N #). In view of T(IT,<)¥, this
implies that ap(n,) € (Tj"r(ng)y(b N &) and thus a>(r)* € T(IT, <)¥. The latter implies
that body ~(r) N' Y = (), whence body ™ (r) N X = () because of X = Y N #. The former
implies that body *(r) U {ok(n,)} < T’ ! <)Y(Z) By the induction hypothesis, we obtain that
body™(r) = € (11.<)(X). Consequently, r is active wrt (% 1,<)(X), X).

Suppose there is some ' € I1 with r < r’ such that

1. ¥/ is active wrt (X, € (11,<)(X)). That is,

(a) body™(r) € X and

(b) body™ (r) N €11.4(X) = 0.
2. head(r') & €m,<)(X).

By the induction hypothesis, we obtain from 2 that head (') ¢ TJ N _ypOforj<i
Clearly, we have (n, <nm)€ T”JIT(H <)Y(Z) for i=1 iff ¥ < ¢’ Moreover ok(n,) €
T1lr(111 9 + 0 implies (see above) rdy(n,,n,) € T’ 2 )Y(Z) for all " € II. This and the fact
that head (') ¢ T. ”Il“(l‘l 5 Y(Z) for j < i implies that bl(n, ) € Ti(ﬁ’<)y®.

This makes us distinguish the following two cases.

1. If bl(n,.) is provided by b(r’, LT), then there is some L* € body™ (') such that
L* ¢ Y. Giventhat X = Y N %, this contradicts 11.

2. If bl(n,) is provided by by(r', L), then there is some L~ € body ™ (') such that
L~ € Tl 4 )YQ) By the induction hypothesis, we obtain that L~ € %« (X). A
contradlctlon to 11.

So, given that r is active wrt (%(r1,<)(X), X) and that there is no ' € IT such that r < #’
satisfying 11, 11, and 2, we have that head (r) € 7 (<) x (6 1,<)(X)). That is, head (r) €
CnoX). O

Proof 12 Tt follows from Lemma 7.7 and Lemma 7.8. []
Proof 13 Similar to the proof of Theorem 8. []

By Theorem 4.8 in (Delgrande et al., 2003), it suffices to show the following Lemma 7.4.
Before doing this, we first present a definition. Given a statically ordered logic program
(IT, <) and a set X of literals, set X; = (7 °){py o) x0 for i > 0.
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Definition 16
Let (IT, <) be a statically ordered logic program and r be a rule in I1. X and X;(i > 1) are

as above. We say another rule 1 is a D-preventer of r in the context (X, X;) if (1) r </
and (2) 1’ is active wrt (X, X;) and v’ ¢ rule(X;).

Lemma 7.3
Let (I1, <) be a statically ordered logic program and X a set of literals with ¢{3; .\ (X) = X.
Then, for any r € ' X, there exists a number i such that r € rule(X;).

The intuition behind this lemma is that each D-preventer of a rule in I'n X is a “temporary”
one if €1 (X) = X.

Proof 7.3
On the contrary, suppose that there is a rule r € I'nX such that r ¢ rule(X;) for any i.
Without loss of generality, assume that there is no such rule that is preferred than r.

Since r € I'nX and X = UZ,X;, r will become active wrt (X;, X) at some stage
t = 0. Therefore, it must be the case that there is a D-preventer r’ satisfying r' € I'y X.
This implies that r < " and ¥ € T'n X but ' € rule(X;) for any i, contradiction to our
assumption on r. Thus, the lemma is proven. []

Lemma 7.4
Let (IT, <) be a statically ordered logic program and X a set of literals. Then X is a <P-
preserving answer set of IT if and only if X is a set of literals with (g?n, oHX)=X.

Proof 7.4
Without loss of generality, assume that rule(X;) = {ri1, ..., ri,} fori = 1.

if part Let %?H’<)(X) = X. By Lemma 7.3, I'nX = UZrule(X;). This means that the
sequence A: (Fi1,..., ins 215+ -5 2my---) is an enumeration of I'pX.
It suffices to prove that this sequence of rules in A is <P-preserving with respect to X.
We need to justify the two conditions of <P-sequence are satisfied by A:

C1 For each r; € rule(X;) where t > 0, then r; is active wrt (X;_1, X). This implies that
body™(r;) < {head(r;) | j < i}.

C2 if r < v/, then v’ is prior to r in A: notice that, since X = UZ X, if a rule is active
wrt (X;, X) then it is also active wrt (X, X;). Thus, by Definition 1, r and " can not be
in the same section rule(Xj). If C2 is not satisfied by A, then there are two rules, say r
and 1/, such that r < 1’ but r is prior to ' in A. Without loss of generality, assume that
r € rule(X;) and 1’ € rule(X;) but i < j. Then r" should prevent r to be included in
rule(X;), which means r ¢ rule(X;), contradiction. Therefore, C2 holds.

C3 ifr; < v and ¥ € I1 \ I'nX, then body*(r') & X or v is defeated by the set
{head(r;)|j < i}: Assume that r; € rule(X,), then r' ¢ rule(X;). On the contrary,
assume that body™ (') = X and ' is not defeated by the set {head(r;) | j < i}, then ' is
not defeated by X,_; because X, = {head(r;) | j < i}. Thus, " is active wrt (X, X,_)
and ' € rule(X,_1). This means that r’ is a D-preventer of r; in the context (X, X,_;) and
thus, r; ¢ rule(X;), contradiction. That is, body T (') & X or ’ is defeated by the set
{head(r;) | j < i}.
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only-if part Assume that X is a <P-preserving answer set of I, then there is a grounded
enumeration (r;);c; of I'pX such that, for every i, j € I, we have that:

1. if r; <rj, then j <i; and
2.if r; < ¢ and ¥ € IT1\ I'pX, then either (a) body™ (') & X or (b) body (') N
{head(rj) | j <i} # 0.

A set A of rules is discrete if there is no pair of rules r and 7’ in As. t.r < r'.
We define recursively a sequence of sets of rules as follows.
Define A, as the largest section of (r;);c; satisfying the following conditions:

1. A, is discrete;
2. r e A1;
3. body(r) = @ forany r € A;.

Suppose that A, is well-defined and T'm, 15 the last rule of A;, we define Ai+1 as the largest
section of {r;);e; satisfying the following conditions:

1. Ai+1 is discrete;

2. Tmt1 € Aigr; B B

3. body(r) = {heqd(r_’) | 1" € Ui_yA,} for any r € Ay
4. disjoint with U;_oA;.

Denote X; = {head(r) | r € U_yA;}. Then we have the following fact:

ifr € Aipy such that Xi—; = body™(r) and no rule ¥' € A; with v < v, then we can
move r from Aiy1 to A;, the resulting sequence of rules still is <P-preserving.

Without loss of generality, assume that our sequence (A;) is fully transformed by the
above transformation. Since U, X; = X, we can prove U2, X; = X by proving X; = X;
for every i € I. Thus, it suffices to prove A; = rule(X;) for every i € I. We use induction
on i:

Base Ay = rule(Xy) = 0.

Step Assume that A; = rule(X;), we want to prove A; | = rule(Xii1).
AH»I < rule(Xi;1): For any r; € Ai+1, by the condition 3 in the construction of Aiﬂ, T
is active wrt (X;, X). And for any " such that r, < " and ' is active wrt (X, X;) then
body™(r') = X and r' is not defeated by X;. By induction, U, - head(r;) = X; = X;, thus
1" is not defeated by Uy head(r;). By Definition 3, it should be the case that ' € I'n X,
which implies that ' € A; = rule(X;). Therefore, r’ is not a D-preventer of r,. That is,
re € rule(Xit1).
rule(Xiy1) S Ajy1: For r € rule(X;y1), we claim that r € A, ;. Otherwise, there would
exist t > i+ 1 such that r € A,. Notice that, by induction assumption, body*(r) = X;.
Thus, it must be the case that there is at least one rule ' € U;;} 17ule(X;) such that
¥ < r.But r is active wrt (X, X;;1), which contradicts to r € rule(X;;1). Therefore,
rule(Xit1) € Aipr. O

Proof 15 Similar to the proof of Theorem 11. []

Proof 16 1t follows from the following Lemma 7.7 and Theorem 12. []
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Lemma 7.5
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program over .# and let Y be a consistent answer set of
Ff{n)” <). Denote X = Y N &. Then, we have for any r € I1:

1. ok(n,) € Y; and
2. ap(n,) € Y iffbl(n,) ¢ Y.

Proof 7.5
We prove the two propositions by parallel induction on ordering <.

Base Let r be a maximal element of <.

1. By assumption, » < r/ for any ' € II. This implies that rdy(n,,n-) € Y for any
r" € TI. Thus, ok(n,) € Y.
2. There are two possible cases:

e body(r) is satisfied by X: Since a»(r) € T(IT, <)", we have ap(n,) € Y.
e body(r) is not satisfied by X: The body of at least one of by(r, L*) and by(r, L™)
is satisfied by Y, thus bl(n,) € T(IT,<)¥.

Step

1. Consider r € I1. Assume that ok(n,-) € Y and either ap(n,/) € Y or bl(n.) € Y for
all ¥/ with r < r. In analogy to the base case, we have rdy(n,,n-) € Y forall ' € IT
with r < 7.
For ' with r < 1/, by the induction assumption, we have either ap(n.) € Y or
bl(n,/) € Y. Hence the body of at least one of c3(r, ") and c4(r, ') is satisfied by Y.
This implies rdy(n,,n.) € Y.
So, we have proved that rdy(n,,n,) € Y for any #' € I1. Thus, ok(n,) € Y.

2. Analogous to the base case. [

Given a statically ordered logic program (I1,<) and a set X of literals, set X; =
(fw)zn’<),X(Z) for i > 0 and ugr(X;) = {r € I'nX \ ugr(X;—1) | either r applied in pro-
ducing X; \ X;_; or head(r) € X;_,} for i > 0. Intuitively, ugr(X;) is the set of the gener-
ating rules that are used at stage i.

Definition 17

Let (I1, <) be a statically ordered logic program and r be a rule in IT. X and X;(i = 0) are
as above. We say another rule " is a W-preventer of r in the context (X, X;) if the following
conditions are satisfied:

1. r <7 and
2. r'is active wrt (X, X;) and head (') ¢ X.

Lemma 7.6
Let (I1, <) be a statically ordered logic program and X a set of literals with % ; _)(X) = X.
Then, for any r € I'j X, there exists a number i such that r € ugr(X;).

The intuition behind this lemma is that each w-preventer of a rule in ['f X is a “temporary”
one if 67 (X) = X.



596 T. Schaub and K. Wang

Proof7.6

On the contrary, suppose that there is a rule r € I'yX such that r ¢ ugr(X;) for any
i. Without loss of generality, assume that there is no such rule that is preferred than r.
Since r € I'mX and X = UZ,X;, r will become active wrt (X;, X) at some stage t > 0.
Therefore, it must be the case that there is a W-preventer 1’ satisfying ' € I'nX. This
implies that »r < #' and ' € I'nX but ¥ ¢ ugr(X;) for any i, contradiction to our
assumption on . Thus, the lemma is proven. []

Lemma 7.7

Let (I1, <) be a statically ordered logic program and X a set of literals. Then X is a <V-
preserving answer set of IT if and only if X is a set of literals with ‘é("ﬁ oX)=X.

Proof 7.7
Without loss of generality, assume that ugr(X;) = {ri1,..., 1y} fori = 1.

if part Let (6("{-[,<)(X) = X. By Lemma 7.6, I'nX = UZ ugr(X;). This means that the
sequence A: (Fig,..., insT21s-- - 2my,---) is an enumeration of I'pX. Tt suffices to prove
that this sequence is <Y -preserving with respect to X.

We need to justify that the three conditions of <V-sequence are satisfied by A:

C1 Foreach r; € A, either r; is active wrt (X, X) or head(r;) € X, for some ¢t > 0. Thus,
Condition 1 in Definition 8 is satisfied.

C2 If r < 1, then 1’ is prior to r in A: Notice that X = U® X, if a rule is active wrt

(X;, X) then it is also active wrt (X, X;). Thus, by Definition 1, r and r’ cannot be in the
same section ugr(Xy).
If C2 is not satisfied by A, then there are two rules, say r and r/, such that r < ' but r
is prior to 1’ in A. Without loss of generality, assume that r € ugr(X;) and r’ € ugr(X;)
buti < j. Then ' should prevent r to be included in ugr(X;), which means r ¢ ugr(X;),
contradiction. Therefore, C2 holds.

C3 On the contrary, suppose that Condition 3 in Definition 8 is not satisfied. That is, there
are two rules r; and #’ such that r; </, " € I1 \ I'nX and the following items hold:

1. body™(r') < X,
2. ' is not defeated by the set {head(r;) | j < i},
3. head(r') ¢ {head(r;) | j < i}.

Without loss of generality, assume that r; € ugr(X;), then ¢’ is not defeated by X, ;
because X, < {head(r;) | j < i}. Thus, ' is active wrt (X, X,_1) and 1’ & ugr(X,_;).
This means that 1’ is a W-preventer of r; in the context (X, X,—1) and thus, r; & ugr(X,),
contradiction.

only-if part Assume that X is a <V-preserving answer set of I, then there is a grounded
enumeration (r;);c; of I'pX such that the three conditions in Definition 8 are all satisfied.

A set A of rules is discrete if there is no pair of rules r and 1’ in A such that r < r’. We
define recursively a sequence of sets of rules as follows.
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Define A; as the largest section of (r;);c; satisfying the following conditions:

1. A is discrete;
2.1 € Al;
3. body(r) = () for any r € A,.

Suppose that A, is well-defined and ¥m, s the last rule of A;, we define AHI as the largest
section of (r;);e; satisfying the following conditions:

1. A;yq is discrete;

2. Fmi+1 € AH»I;

3. Either body(r) = {head(r') | ' € Ui_oA;} or head(r) € {head(r') | r' € U;_4A;}
for any r € Aj4.

4. Disjoint with U'_A;.

Denote X; = {head(r) | r € U_ij=0A i} Then we observe the following fact:

Ifr € Aiyq such that body™ (r) is satisfied by X;_; and no rule v' € A; withr < v', then
we can move r from Aiy to A;, the resulting sequence of rules is still <Y -preserving.

Without loss of generality, assume that our sequence (A;) is fully transformed by the
above transformation. Since U, X; = X, we can prove U2 X; = X by proving X; = X;
for every i € I. Thus, it suffices to prove A; = ugr(X;) for every i € I. We use induction
on i
Base Ay = ugr(Xo) = 0.
Step Assume that A; = ugr(X;), we want to prove Aiy = ugr(Xii).

1. Aii1 < ugr(Xiy): For any r; € A1, by the condition 3 in the construction of A,
either r, is active wrt (X;, X) or head(r;) € X;. If head(r;) € X;, it is obvious that
r € ugr(Xir1). Thus, we assume that r, is active wrt (X;, X). For any #’ such that
r, < r and 1’ is active wrt (X, X;) then body™(r') < X and r’ is not defeated by
X;. By induction, Uy head (r;) = X; = X;, thus ’ is not defeated by Uy head (ry).
By Definition 8, it should be the case that ¥’ € ' X, which implies that ' € A; =
ugr(X;). Therefore, 1’ is not a W-preventer of r, in the context of (X;, X). That is,
re € ugr(Xiy1).

2. ugr(Xiy1) € Aipq: Forr € ugr(Xis1), we claim that r € A;y;. Otherwise, there
would exist t > i+ 1 such that r € A,. Notice that, by induction assumption,
body™*(r) = X; (Note that head(r) € X; is impossible because we assume that
re A andt > i+ 1). Thus, it must be the case that there is at least one rule
r e U_’]-;% 41ugr(X;) such that " < r. But 7’ _is active wrt (X, X;,1), which contradicts
to r € ugr(Xiy1). Therefore, ugr(X;11) € Aiyr. O

Lemma 7.8
Let (IT, <) be an ordered logic program over % and let X and Y be consistent sets of
literals. Then, we have that

1. if X is a <V-preserving answer set of I1, then there is some answer set Y of TV (I1, <)
suchthat X = Y N .¥;
2. if Y is an answer set of TV(I1, <), then X is a <V -preserving.
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Proof 7.8
1 Let X be a <V-preserving answer set of I1. Define

Y = {head(r) | r € T'nX}
U{ap(n,) | reT'nX}U{bl(n)|r¢TI'nX}
U {ok(n,) | r € TT} U {rdy(n,,n,) | r,r' € I}
U{n<np |r<r'}U{=(n<ny)|r£r'}

Notice that L € X iff L € Y. We want to show that Y = Cn(T(IT, <)¥) by two steps:

“2”-part For any s € TV(II, <), if st € M(IT, <)Y and body ™ (s) = Y, we need to prove
head(s) € Y by cases.

Casel ay(r) : head(r) < ap(n,). Since a;(r) = a1(r)", a;(r) € TAT, <)Y . If ap(n,) €
Y, thenr € I'nX. This implies head(r) € Y.

Case2 ay(r) : ap(n,) < ok(n.),body(r).If ok(n.) € Y, body™(r) < Y and body(r)n
Y = 0, then body ™ (r) < X and body(r)N X = (. This implies that » € 'y X and thus
ap(n,) €Y.

Case3  by(r,L") : bl(n.) « ok(n,),not LT.Ifok(n,) € Y and L™ ¢ Y, then L* ¢ X.
That is, r ¢ 'y X and thus bl(r) € Y.

Cased by(r,L7) : bl(n,) « ok(n,),L~.If ok(n,) € Y and L~ € Y, then L™ € X.
That is, r ¢ 'y X and thus bl(r) € Y.

Case 5  For the rest of rules in TV(I1, <), we trivially have that head(s) € Y whenever
st e T(I1, <)Y and body™(s) = Y.

“="-part Since X is a <V-preserving answer set of I, there is an enumeration (r;);c;
of I'n X satisfying all conditions in Definition 8. This enumeration can be extended to an
enumeration of IT as follows:

For any r ¢ I'n X, let r; be the first rule that blocks r and r; be the last rule s. t. r < r;.
Then we insert r immediately after r,,(; j;. For simplicity, the extended enumeration is still
denoted (r;);c;. Obviously, this enumeration has the following property by Definition 8.

Lemma 7.9
Let (r;);cs be the enumeration for IT defined as above. If r; < r j» then j < i.

For each r; € I1, we define Y; as follows:

{head(r;),ap(n,,) | rieTnX,iel} U {bl(n,)|ri¢ nX,icl}
U {ok(m,) |iel) U {rdy(n,.n,,) | i,j €1}
U {n,,<nrf |r<r/} U {—|(n,,<nr,)|r7tr/}.

We prove Y; = Cn(Z (I1)Y) by using induction on i.

Base Consider rp € II. Given that X is consistent, we have ro « r for all r € Il by
Definition 8(3). Thus, —(n,, <n,) € Y for all r € I1. Consequently,

(o, 1)t rdy(n,,, n,) < € T(I1, <)Y forallr e II.

This implies rdy(n,,, n,) € Cn(T(I1,<)¥) for all r € T1.
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Let IT = {ro,r1,...,rk}. Since
ci1(ro) = ci(ro)t - ok(ny,) < rdy(n, ny,), ..., rdy(n.,n,) € T(I1, <)Y, (11)

thus ok(n,,) € Cn(T(I1,<)"). We distinguish two cases.
Case 1 If ro € 'y X, we have body ™ (ro) = 0 by Definition 8(1), and body ~(ro) N X =
() which also implies body ~(r9) N Y = (). Thus
ax(ro) = ax(ro)™ : ap(ny,) « ok(ny,) € T(IL, <)". (12)

Accordingly, we obtain ap(n,,) € Cn(T(11, <)Y) by ok(n,,) € Cn(T(I1, <N
Furthermore, from

ai(ro) = ai(ro)" : head(ny,) < ap(n,,) € T(IL, <)", (13)

we obtain head (rg) € Cn(T(IT, <)¥).

Case2 If ry € I1 \ I'yX, we must have body™(ry) ¢ X by Definition 8. That is,
body™(rg) & Y. Then, there is some L™ € body™ (ro) with LT ¢ X. We also have
L™ ¢ Y. Therefore,

bl(VOs L+) = bl(r0>L+)+ : bl(nr[)) «— Ok(”ro) € T(H, <)Y- (14)
Since we have shown above that ok(n,,) € Cn(T(IT, <)" ), we obtain
bl(n,,) € Cn(T(IT, <)").

Step Assume that Y; = T(II, <)Y forall j < i, we show Y; < T(IT, <)Y by cases.
o rdy(n,.n,,) € Cn(T(IT,<)"):
If r; <rj, thenn, < ny, € Y and j < iby Lemma 7.9.
By the induction assumption, either ap(n,;)€ Cn(T(II, <)) or bl(n,,) €
Cn(T(I1, <)V). Since ¢3(r;, rj), ca(ri, ;) are in T(II, <)¥, we have

rdy(n;,,n,,) € Cn(T(I1, <) whenever r; <7; .
If r; £ rj, then —=(n,, <n,;) € Y and thus
CZ(rio rj)+ : rdy(nri, nr,) — € ’]T(Ha <)Y'

Consequently, for all j € I, rdy(n,,, n,;) € Cn(T(I1, <)Y).
e ok(n,,) € Cn(T(I1, <)¥): It is obtained directly by c;(r;)* = ¢;(r;) € Cn(T(I1,<)¥).
e Ifr; € I'nX, then {ap(r;), head (r;)} = Cn(T(IT, <)¥).
By Definition 8, body ™ (r;) < {head(r;) | r; € TnX, j < i}
or head(r;) € {head(r;) | rj € I'mX,j < i}. By the induction assumption,
body*(r;)) = Cn(T(IT,<)Y). Also, r; € I'yX implies body ~(r;) N X = @. Thus
body~(r)NY =0.
This means that

ar(r;) = as(r;))" : ap(n,,) < ok(n,,), body ™ (r;) € T(I1, <), (15)

As shown above, ok(n,,) € Cn(T(I1,<)¥). Therefore, ap(n,,) € Cn(T(IT,<)").
Accordingly, we obtain head (r;) € Cn(T(I1,<)") due to a;(r;)™ € T(I1, <)¥.
e Ifr; € 1\ I'nX, bl(n,,) € Cn(T(IT, <) ): We consider three possibilities.
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1. body™(r;j) & X: then there is some L* € body™(r;) with LT ¢ X.
Also, L™ ¢ Y. Thus,

bi(ri, LT) = by (r;, L‘*)Jr : bl(n,,) < ok(n,,) € T(I1, <)Y, (16)

By ok(n,,) € Cn(T(IT, <)), we have bl(n,) € Cn(T(IT, <)").

2. body~(r) N {head(r;) | rj € I'nX,j < i} # O: then there is some L~ €
body~(r;) with L™ € {head(r;) | r; € I'nX,j < i}. That is, L~ = head (r)
for some r; € I'y X with j < i. With the induction hypothesis, we then obtain
L~ € Cn(T(IT,<)Y). Since ok(n,) € Cn(T(I1,<)¥), we obtain bl(n,) €
Cn(T(I1, <)¥).

3. head(r;) € {head(r;) | rj € T'nX,j < i}: this is obtained directly by the
induction assumption.

2 Let Y be a consistent answer set of TY(Il, <) and X = Y N %. To prove that X is a
<W-preserving answer set of I1, it suffices to prove that the following two propositions P 1
and P2:

P1 X is an answer set of IT: that is, Cn(IT¥) = X.

1. Cn(IT*) < X: Letr € IIs. t. hody™ (r) < X and body (r)N X = 0.
Then body™(r) < Y and body (r)N'Y = (. By Lemma 7.5, ok(n,) € Y and
thus a>(r)™ € T(I1, <)Y . Since Y is closed under T(I1, <)¥, ap(n,) € Y and thus
head(r) € Y. This means head(r) € X.

2. X < Cn(IT¥): Since X = Y N % = (Uio T{r(n’<)y® N %, we need only to show by
induction on i that, for i > 0,

(T 9N Z) € Cn(ITY). (17)

Base It is obvious that T%(H <)y(b = 0.
Step Assume that (17) holds for i, we want to prove (17) holds for i + 1.

If L Tq’p('ll[ <)y0, then there is a rule r € Il s. t. head(r) = L, ai(r)",ax(r)" €
T(I1, <)" and {ap(n,), ok(n,)} Ubody ™t (r) = Tiir(n o (. This also means body ~(r) N
Y = (. By the induction assumption, body " (r) € Cn(IT%). Together with body ~(r) N

X = 0, we have r € IT¥ and thus head (r) € Cn(I1¥). Therefore, X = Cn(IT¥).

P2 X is <Y-preserving: Since Y is a standard answer set of TV (I, <), there is a grounded
enumeration (sx)rek Induction of I'rwm)Y . Define (r;)ic; as the enumeration obtained

from (sx)rek by

e deleting all rules apart from those of form ay(r), by (r, L), by(r, L7);
e replacing each rule of form ay(r), by(r, LT), bo(r, L7) by r;
e removing duplicates’ by increasing i.

forr € I and LT € body™(r), L~ € body ™ (r).

? Duplicates can only occur if a rule is blocked in multiple ways.
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We justify that the sequence (r;);e; satisfies the conditions in Definition 8:

1. Since (si)rek is grounded, Condition 1 is satisfied.

2. If r;<rj, we want to show j<i. Since rdy(n;,n;) €Y, at least one of a(r;),
bi(rj, LT), ba(rj, L™) appears before any of a(r;), by (ri, L), by(ri, L™). Thus, j <i.

3. Letr; < r and ¥ € IT \ I'yX. Suppose that body™(r) <= X and head(r) ¢
{head (r) | k <i}. Since body~(r) N X # 0, there is some L™~ € body(r) s. t.
L~ € X.Then L™ € Y. Without loss of generality, let L™ is included in Y through
rule sy,. Furthermore, we can assume that there is no k€’ < ko such that sp is
before sy,, head (s') € body™(r) and head(sy) € X. Since ok(r;) € Y, we have
rdy(n;, n/). This implies, bl(n/) € Y and b,(r;, L™) appears before ay(r) in (si)kex -
Thus, L™ € {head(ry) | k <i}. O

Proof 17 See the proof of Theorem 19. []
Proof 18 Similar to Proof 8. [

Proof 19
Throughout the proofs for Theorem 19, the set X; for any i > 0 is defined as in Definition 9.
By the definition of & x (I, <), we observe the following facts:

F1 X is a standard answer set of (I1, <) iff X is a standard answer set of & x (I, <).

F2 X is a <®-preserving answer set of (I, <) iff X is a <®-preserving answer set of
éax(n, <).

F3 X is a standard answer set of T®(I1, <) iff X is a standard answer set of T(& x (1, <)).

Having the above facts, we can assume that (I1, <) = &x(I1, <). Thus, we need only to

prove the following Lemma 7.10 and Lemma 7.14. [

Given a statically ordered logic program (I1,<) and a set X of literals, set X; =
(ﬂ'B)an),X(Z) fori > 0.

Lemma 7.10

Let (IT, <) be a statically ordered logic program over % and let X be an answer set of II.
Then, the following propositions are equivalent.

1. X is a B-preferred answer set of (I1, <);
2. %E’HX‘X)(X) =X.
To prove Lemma 7.10, some preparations are in order.
Definition 18
Let (IT, <) = (r{,r2,...,r,) be a totally ordered logic program, where r;1 < r; for each i,

and let X be a set of literals.
We define

Xo=0 and fori >0
(1) riyq is active wrt (X, X)) and
(2) thereisnorule s’ € IT with riyy <1’
X =X, U< head (ris1) such that
(a) ' is active wrt (X, X;) and
(b) head (') ¢ X

Then, Z(r1,<)(X) = Uiz Xi if U;so X, is consistent. Otherwise, %1, <)(X) = Lit.
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If we want to stress that X is for ordering <, we will also write it as X ,< . We assume the
same notation for X;.

Lemma 7.11

Let (I, <) be an ordered logic program. X; fori > 0 is given as above and IT is prerequisite-
free. Then X; = in for some non-decreasing sequence {ki}i>0 with 0 < k; < -+ <
ki S e

Proof7.11

Without loss of generality, assume that Xo = --- = X, Xj,41 = - = X),, .... Then by

a simple induction on i, we can directly prove that
Xo=Xo. X1 =X 415, Xi = Xp15.... O

Lemma 7.12
The conclusion of Lemma 7.10 is correct for ordered logic program (IT, <) if IT is
prerequisite-free and < is total.

Proof 7.12

Since I1 is prerequisite-free, we have that [1y = I1. By Lemma 7.11, it is enough to prove
that X = UX; iff X = UX; (see Definition 9). For simplicity, we say a rule r is applicable
wrt (X, X;) (only in this proof) if r satisfies the conditions in the definition of X ;.

if part If X = UX;, we want to prove that X = UX. It suffices to show that X; = X; hold
for all i = 0. We use induction on i = 0:

Base X, = X, = 0.
Step Assume that X;_; = X;_;, we need to show that X; = X.
1. X,’ c X;:
If X; = X,_1, the inclusion follows from the induction assumption;
If X; # X,_1, then r; is applicable wrt (X, X;_1).
Thus, r; is not defeated by X by Definition 18.
2. X; € X;: If X; = X;_1, the inclusion follows from the induction assumption; Let
X; # X,_1, that is, head(r;) € X;. Then we can assert that head(r;) € X.
Otherwise, if head(r;) ¢ X, there will be two possible cases because IT is
prerequisite-free:

e r; is not active wrt (X, X): then there exists a literal [ € body~(r;) such that
I € X. On the other hand, since head(r;) € X;, r; is not defeated by X; | =
Xi_1, so we have | ¢ X;_;. This implies that there exists t < i such that
I € X,\ X,_{. Thus, | = head(r;) and r, < r;. Notice that r; is active wrt
(X,Xi—1) = (X,Xi_1) and head(r;) ¢ X, thus r; is active wrt (X, X,_1) and
head(r;) ¢ X,_;. This implies that r; is a preventer of r;. Therefore, head(r,) &
X, and so by X = UX, head(r,) ¢ X, contradiction.

e There is a rule ' € IT with r; < # such that #' is active wrt (X, X;_;) and
head (') ¢ X. Since there are only a finite number of rules in IT which are
preferred over r;, so this case is impossible.

Combining the two cases, we have X; ;| < XHI- Thus, X; = X for all i > 0.
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only-if part Suppose that X = UX; and X is an answer set of I1, we want to prove that
X =UX;:
1. We prove X; < X by using induction on i.
Base X, =0c X.

Step Assume that X; = X. If head(riy1) € X1y, then r;,; is not defeated by X and
thus not defeated by X;. Thus head(riy1) € Xit1.

2. X < UX;: it is sufficient to show that X; < X; by using induction on i.

Base X, =0 = X,.

Step Assume that X < X for k < i, then we claim that X; = X;. On the contrary,
assume that head(ri;1) € Xiy1 \ Xi1. From X = U X;, we have head(riy;) € X.
Notice that X is an answer set of I1, so we can further assume that r;; is active
wrt (X, X). Therefore, head(r;;1) ¢ X, implies that there is a number t <
i such that r, is active wrt (X, X;) but head(r;) ¢ X,. Thus, r; is active wrt
(X, X;—1) by induction. This forces head(r;) € X and r, is not active wrt (X, X),
contradiction. []

Lemma 7.13
The conclusion of Lemma 7.10 is correct for ordered logic program (IT, <) if IT is
prerequisite-free and < is a partial ordering.

Proof 7.13
if part Suppose that X is an answer set of IT and X = UX l<
Let <, be any total ordering on IT satisfying the following three conditions:

1. If r < 7' thenr <; r'; and

2. If r and 1’ are unrelated wrt < two rules and they are applied in producing X; and X |
respectively (i < j), then r’ <, r.

3. If

e risactive wrt (X, X) and
o 1’ is active wrt (X, X;) with head(r') ¢ X; for some i and
e 1 and ' are unrelated wrt <,

thenr’ <, r.

Notice that the above total ordering <, exists. We want to prove that X = UX l-<'. By the
condition (3) above, there will be no new preventer in (I, <;) for any rule r though there
may be more rules that are preferred than r. Thus, UX i<’ = UX 1< That is, X = UX i<'.
Since < is a total ordering, X = UX i<’. Therefore, X is a BE-preferred answer set of
(I1, <).

only-if part Suppose that X is a BE-preferred answer set of (I, <), then there is a total
ordering <, such that X = UX™. By Lemma 15, X = uX i<r. We want to prove that
uX i<’ = UX l< On the contrary, assume that this is not true. Then UX ,< R=10)'¢ l< That is,
there is a rule r € II such that head(r) ¢ UX ,»<‘ = X but r is active wrt (X, X). On the
other hand, since X is an answer set of I1, head(r) € X, contradiction. Therefore, X =

<

uX:. 0O
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Proof 7.10
If IT is transformed into & x(I1), then IT may be performed two kinds of transformations:

1. Deleting every rule having prerequisite [ such that I € X: this kind of rule can be
neither active wrt (X, X) nor a preventer of another rule because it is not active wrt
(X, X;) forany i > 0.

2. Removing from each remaining rule r all prerequisites.

Suppose that r is changed into 1’ by this transformation. Then

e ris active wrt (X, X) iff #’ is active wrt (X, X);
e 1 is a preventer in (I1, <) iff 7’ is a preventer in & x (I1), <).

By Lemma 7.13, Lemma 7.10 is proven. [

Lemma 7.14

Let (I1, <) be a statically ordered logic program over .# and let X be an answer set of II.
Then X satisfies the Brewka/Eiter criterion for IT (or equivalently for &x(IT)) according
to (Brewka and Eiter, 1999) if and only if X is a <g-preserving answer set of I1.

To prove this theorem, the following result given in (Brewka and Eiter, 1999) is required.

Lemma 7.15

Let (IT, <) be a statically ordered logic program over . and let X be an answer set of II.
Then X is a B-preferred answer set if and only if, for each rule r € IT with body™(r) = X
and head(r) ¢ X, there is arule i’ € I'p X such that r < ' and head(r') € body~(r).

Proof 7.14
if part Let X be a <g-preserving answer set of I1.

Assume that X is not a B-preferred answer set, by Lemma 7.15, then there is a rule
r € II such that the followings hold:

1. body™(r) € X;
2. head(r) ¢ X and
3. For any rule v’ € 'y X with r <1, head(r') does not defeat r.

Then, head(r') & body~(r). Thus ' € I1 \ 'y X. This contradict to the Condition 2 in
Definition 15. Therefore, X is a B-preferred answer set of I1.

only-if part Suppose that X is a B-preferred answer set of I1. Then X is also a B-preferred
answer set of (IT, <) where <’ is a total ordering and compatible with <. Notice that the
ordering < actually determines an enumeration (r;);c; of I'nX such that r; <" r; if j < i.
Thus, this enumeration of I'i; X obviously satisfies the condition 1 in Definition 15.

We prove the Condition 2 is also be satisfied. Let r; < r’ and ¥’ € IT1 \ I'n X. Suppose
that body™ (') = X and head(r') ¢ X. By Lemma 7.15, there is a rule r; € I'y.X such that
¥ < rjand head(r;) € body™(+'). Thus, the Condition 2 is satisfied. [

Proof 20

Under the assumption of the theorem, we can see that 7 .y X = 7y .,y X for any
sets X and Y of literals, which implies (gFH,<)(X) = %V{IK)(X) for any set X of literals.
Thus, the conclusion is obtained by Theorem 14. [
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Proof 21
By comparing Condition II(b) in Definition 1 and 6, we get

T oy X (7 )m<yX.

This means ‘68—L<)(X) < %,<)(X). If X is a D-preferred answer set of (I1, <), it follows
from Theorem 14 that %?HK)(X) = X. Thus, X € %(11<)(X). On the other hand, since
a D-preferred answer set is also a standard answer set, we have %11 <)(X) € CnX = X.
Therefore, X = €n<)(X). O

Proof 22
By comparing Condition I in Definition 1 and 13, we get

(T moryX € T (noyX.

This means 6 (n.<)(X) < %y, o(X). If X is a W-preferred answer set of (I, <), then
X = Gm<«(X). Thus, X < %?HK)(X). On the other hand, since X is also a standard
answer set, we have (gfn’<)(X) € CnX = X. Therefore, X = $n«)(X). O

Proof 23 Tt follows directly from Theorem 21 and 22. []

Proof 24

By Theorem 13, the ordered program (I1, <;) has the unique D-preferred answer set X™.
Since < < <, X" is also a D-preferred answer set of (Il, <). On the other hand, each
stratified logic program has the unique answer set (the perfect model), ie. o7 ¥ (I1) = {X™}.
By Theorem 23, we arrive at the conclusion of Theorem 24. [
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