10

15

Reasoning in the Defeasible Description Logic EL
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Abstract

Defeasible Description Logics (DDLs) extend Description Logics with defeasible concept inclusions. Reason-
ing in DDLs often employs rational closure according to the (propositional) KLM postulates. A well-known
approach to lift this closure to DDLs is by so-called materialisation. Previously investigated algorithms for
materialisation-based reasoning employ reductions to classical reasoning using all Boolean connectors. As a
first result in this paper, we present a materialisation-based algorithm for the sub-Boolean DDL £L , using
a reduction to reasoning in classical EL | , rendering materialisation-based defeasible reasoning tractable.

The main contribution of this article is a kind of canonical model construction, which can be used
to decide defeasible subsumption and instance queries in ££; under rational and the stronger relevant
entailment. Our so-called typicality models can reproduce the entailments obtained from materialisation-
based rational and relevant closure and, more importantly, obtain stronger versions of rational and relevant
entailment. These do not suffer from neglecting defeasible information for concepts appearing nested inside
quantifications, which all materialisation-based approaches do. We also show the computational complexity
of defeasible subsumption and instance checking in our stronger rational and relevant semantics.

Keywords: Description Logics, Defeasible Reasoning, Subsumption, Instance checking

1. Introduction

Description Logics (DLs) are a collection of logics that have formally defined syntax and semantics. Most
DLs are fragments of (the two-variable fragment of) First Order Logic. In DLs concepts describe groups of
objects by means of other concepts (unary FOL predicates) and roles (binary relations). Such concepts can
be assigned names or related to other concepts as sub- and super-concepts in the so-called TBox. Technically,
the TBox can be viewed as a theory constraining the interpretation of the concepts. An important standard
reasoning problem in DLs is to compute subsumption relationships between concepts. Such a relationship
holds between two concepts, if all instances of one concept must necessarily be instances of the other (w.r.t.
the TBox). Information on concrete objects is stored in the so-called ABox, where objects can be related
to each other by roles or can be asserted as an instance of concepts, referring to the concepts defined in
the TBox. Here a standard reasoning task is instance checking, i.e. deciding whether an individual does
necessarily belong to a concept.

While classical DLs allow only for monotonic reasoning, there have been many approaches to extend DLs
to non-monotonic reasoning. Earlier combinations of DLs and non-monotonic reasoning included defaults [I]
or autoepistemic logic [2]. Recently investigated approaches are adaptations of circumscription to DLs [3] and
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defeasible DLs [4H9]. The latter have attracted a lot of research interest over the last years. Most defeasible
DLs allow to state relationships between concepts that can be overwritten by more specific information
and that characterise typical instances of a concept. Here, concepts may not always be consistent with
all the defeasible information, hence some of it is defeated (disregarded) in order to perform consistent
reasoning. There is a close relationship between the notion of typicality and defeasibility: the more defeasible
information can be used for reasoning about a concept, the more typical it is considered.

Usually, the semantics of defeasible DLs are based on a translation of propositional rational reasoning
introduced by Kraus, Lehmann and Magidor (KLM) in [I0] to DLs. Recent investigations are on a typi-
cality operator under preferential model semantics in [9], a syntactic materialisation based approach [4, [§],
characterised with a different kind of preferential model semantics in [7] and extensions of rational reasoning
to the stronger lexicographic and relevant closure in [6] [§].

The idea for lifting preferential and rational entailment from propositional logics [10] to description logics
in [4] is to supply material implications based on defeasible axioms to the current subsumption or instance
query. A known short-coming of this approach is that defeasible information is then only used locally for
instances of the concepts mentioned in the query, but not necessarily for objects related to them by roles.
Thus not all of the available and un-defeated information is used for the computation of consequences. To
remedy this impairment was the main motivation for our investigations in [I1} 12]. There, we considered
subsumption in the DDL &L, first based on rational closure [12] and then on relevant closure [I1]. We
focussed on the DL &L, since it enjoys good computational properties: subsumption and instance checking
can be computed in polynomial time [I3] 14]. In this DL complex concepts are built by conjunctions and
existential restrictions, which are a form of quantification and clearly not expressible by propositional logic.
Despite its moderate expressivity, many applications rely on £, predominantly the Bio-Medical domain and
Semantic Web applications using the web ontology language and its OWL 2 EL profile. In contrast to EL,
its extension ££, can express disjointness of concepts and thus conflicting information. This ability renders
satisfiability testing in the defeasible variant of ££; non-trivial. We consider in this paper non-monotonic
subsumption and non-monotonic instance checking in defeasible ££,. The DLs &L and £L; have the
canonical model property, i.e., such models can be embedded into all other models. Reasoning in logics that
admit canonical models then boils down to computing the canonical models. In these models syntactical
subconcepts from the TBox and, in case of ABox reasoning also the individuals are each represented by
a domain element from the interpretation domain. Once the canonical model has been computed, the
information for deciding subsumption or instance relationships can directly be read-off from this model.

Earlier approaches for computing these two inferences for defeasible DLs use reductions to classical
reasoning with material implications [4} 8]. Generally, such reductions are desirable, since they allow to
employ highly optimized DL reasoners for implementations instead of developing new systems from scratch.
However, in order to remedy the impairment of materialisation, we do not concentrate on materialisation
only, but we develop in this article a new kind of canonical models for the DDL ££, . This kind of models uses
multiple representatives for each concept and thereby represents variations of the same concept satisfying
different levels of typicality, i.e. different amounts of defeasible statements. This new kind of canonical
models is called typicality models.

We investigate in this article reasoning by those typicality models for a range of different semantics which
are determined by two parameters. One of them is the coverage of objects. Materialisation-based approaches
have a propositional coverage of objects, in the sense that defeasible information is not propagated along role-
relationships to other objects. Alternatively, defeasible information can (and should) be used for concepts
appearing nested in existential restrictions or for objects that are related to the object of interest in an
instance check. We extend typicality models to accommodate defeasible information for nested coverage.
The other parameter determning the semantics is the strength of the conclusion. This parameter is in line
with [§], presenting relevant closure, a stronger form of defeasible entailment than rational closure. We
consider all of the semantics determined by the two parameters with two values each:

e strength of defeasible conclusions: relevant or rational

e coverage of objects with defeasible information: propositional or nested.
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We investigate in this paper the reasoning services of defeasible subsumption and defeasible instance checking
under all four combinations of these values. We begin with propositional coverage. The typicality models
that admit propositional coverage, have only role-successors of minimal typicality in common. The canonical
model for this class of models is therefore called the minimal typicality model. In order to be able to
prove that typicality models supply those (defeasible) inferences that materialisation can provide and that
it is not just an orthogonal approach, we first investigate reasoning by typicality models that provide
propositional coverage and show that these can capture materialisation-based reasoning. In a second step,
we extend typicality models to accommodate nested coverage. Typicality models that admit nested coverage
of defeasible information can have many role-successors of maximised typicality in common. This means
that role successors fulfil as much of the defeasible information as possible, as long as consistency is retained.
These models are called mazimal typicality models. We show that reasoning with maximal typicality models
provides not only (strictly) more defeasible consequences, but also successfully allows defeasible consequences
to be derived for quantified concepts and assertionally related objects.

The reasoning methods for deciding defeasible subsumption under propositional and under nested cover-
age have already been investigated by us in [I1},[I2]. The results on instance checking are new contributions
in this article. Our methods on this reasoning task also alleviate the restrictions that earlier approaches
impose on the knowledge base. In [4] the authors give a materialisation-based procedure for defeasible
instance checking under rational closure only for unfoldable TBoxes, i.e. TBoxes that do not admit cyclic
definitions and for ABoxes that fulfil certain syntactic conditions. Our algorithms for deciding the instance
checking problem do not impose these restrictions. Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge we present
the first reasoning algorithm for defeasible instance checking under relevant strength for propositional and
nested coverage.

We investigate the computational complexity of defeasible subsumption and instance checking for the
four different semantics. We obtain completeness results for rational strength and containment results for
relevant strength.

Before we define and study reasoning by typicality models in this paper, we revisit the materialisation-
based approach originally devised for the propositionally complete DL ALC, which extends ££. As mate-
rialisation is a reduction to classical reasoning and thus certainly interesting for practical applications of
defeasible reasoning, we investigate the special case of materialisation in ££, . Materialisation for defeasible
ALC uses all Boolean connectors to express material implications and employs EXP-Time complete ALC
reasoning. Now, for &£, one would like to attain a reasoning algorithm that remains polynomial. Casini
et al. have claimed [4] that, generally, defeasible reasoning in a DDL does not increase the computational
complexity of reasoning compared to its classical counterpart. While this is not hard to see for DLs al-
lowing all Boolean connectors, where reasoning is already exponential, this is not immediately clear for
sub-Boolean DDLs such as ££,. We devise a variant of the materialisation-based approach that does use
only the expressivity of ££; and thus can be handled by reasoners for that DL. Our materialisation for £
gives evidence to the claim that complexity of reasoning need not increase when moving from classical to
defeasible sub-Boolean DLs.

The paper is structured as follows. We introduce the basic notions of Description Logics and discuss
operations on models to prepare the construction of maximal typicality models in Section 2] In Section
we recall and discuss the materialisation-based approach from [4, [8 [15]. We present new variants of
materialisation for the two reasoning problems considered by use of ££) -syntax and reasoning. We describe
typicality models in Section [4] and characterise a canonical model for propositional coverage semantics,
providing the same consequences as materialisation-based reasoning. In Section [5| we proceed to extend the
typicality models to account for ABox individuals and show soundness and completeness of our approach for
instance checking. Finally we investigate the computational complexity of this novel approach in Section [f]
with the result of a strict increase in complexity over classical reasoning. We end the article with concluding
remarks and an outlook towards future work in Section [
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2. Preliminaries

2.1. Preliminaries on DLs

We introduce the basic notions of the (defeasible) DLs ALC and its fragment EL,, as well as their
inferences. Starting from two disjoint sets Ng of concept names and Ny of role names, complex concepts
can be defined inductively. Let C and D be ALC-concepts and r € Ng, then (complex) ALC-concepts are:

o named concepts A (A € Ng),

e the top-concept T,

e the bottom-concept L,

e negations —C,

o conjunctions C M D,

o disjunctions C U D,

o cxistential restrictions 3r.C, and
o value restrictions Vr.C.

The DL L, is a sub-Boolean fragment of ALC allowing the concept constructors conjunction and existential
restriction, as well as the concepts T and L.

The semantics of concepts is given by means of interpretations. An interpretation T = (AZ,.T) consists of
an interpretation domain AT and a mapping function T that assigns subsets of the domain AZ to concept
names and binary relations over the domain AZ to role names. The top-concept is interpreted as the
whole domain (TZ = A7) and the bottom-concept as the empty set (L7 = (}). The complex concepts are
interpreted as follows:

If in an interpretation Z (d, e) € rZ holds, then e is called a role successor of d, conversely, d is called a role
predecessor of e and (d, ) is called a connection (or edge) in r. For concepts C' and role names r, CZ and
rT are frequently called the extensions of C' and r under the interpretation Z. A concept C is satisfied by
an interpretation Z iff CT # (). The expression “C' is satisfied by Z with d € AT”, implies d € CZ.

DL ontologies can state (monotonous) relationships between concepts. Let C' and D be concepts. A
general concept inclusion aziom (GCI) is of the form: C T D. A TBoz T is a finite set of GCIs. A GCIC C
D is satisfied in an interpretation Z, iff C* C D? (written Z = C C D). An interpretation Z is a model of a
TBox T, iff T satisfies all GCIs in T (written Z |= T). The TBox is used to express conceptual knowledge, it
poses as a set of constraints on interpretations. Sometimes, in addition to conceptual knowledge, one needs
to express facts about named individuals (in the world), e.g. entries in a database. The set of individual
names [V; is introduced as a disjoint set from Ng and Ni and we frequently use lower-case letters a,b € Ny
for individuals. The semantics of individuals are given by interpretations, with aZ € AZ. In order to express
facts about individuals, concept assertion azioms C(a) and role assertion axioms r(a,b) are collected in a
finite set, called the ABox \A. An interpretation satisfies a concept assertion C(a) iff aZ € CT and a role
assertion r(a, b) iff (a,b%) € rZ, and it is a model of the ABox A, if it satisfies all the assertion axioms in
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A (written Z = A). The combination of an ABox A and a TBox T is called a knowledge base K = (A, T)
andZ =K iff IET andZ = A.

Based on the notion of a model, DL reasoning problems are defined. A knowledge base K = (A, T)
is called consistent iff there exists a model of K. A concept is consistent w.r.t. a TBox T (or KB K) iff
some model of 7 (resp. K) satisfies the concept. A concept C is subsumed by a concept D w.r.t. a TBox
T (written C T3 D or T = C C D) iff CT C DT holds in all models Z of 7. Two TBoxes 7; and Tz
are equivalent, iff Z = Ty <= Z |= T3 holds for all interpretations Z. A statement C/(a) is entailed by a
knowledge base K = (A, T) (written K |= C(a)) iff aZ € CT for all models Z of K. Instance checking is to
decide whether K |= C(a) holds for given C, a and K.

Note that subsumption w.r.t. a consistent knowledge base is independent of the ABox i.e. (4, 7) | CC
D iff T = C C D. In contrast to this, instance checking depends on a (non-empty) TBox, e.g. K = C(a) and
K = C C D implies K = D(a). Inconsistency of a knowledge base can also be captured with subsumption
as K = T C L or instance checks K = L(a).

We fix some notation for the remainder of the paper to access parts of knowledge bases or concepts. Let
X denote a concept or a TBox, ABox, KB, then sig(X) denotes the signature of X, i.e. the set of concept,
role and individual names occurring in X. We define sigc(X) = sig(X) N Ne, sigr(X) = sig(X) N Ng and
sigr(X) = sig(X) N Ny (the latter is mostly used with an ABox or KB X). We also define the set Qc(X) of
quantified concepts in X as F € Qc(X) 4ff Ir.F syntactically occurs in X for some r € Ni.

In extensions of £L that are in the Horn fragment of DLs, canonical models are widely used for reasoning
[13]. For an L, -TBox T, the canonical model I = (AT7,Z7) of T with ATT = {dr | F € Qc(T )} has
the mapping function satisfying the conditions:

o dp € AT7 iff FC7+ A and
o (dp,dg) € rI7 iff F Cr Ir.G.

Once the canonical model is computed, subsumption relationships between concepts can be directly read-off
from it [I3, [14], i.e. T = C C D iff dc € D*7.

A canonical model Z4 7 can be constructed for a knowledge base K = (A, T) with ATAT = {dp | F €
Qc(K)}U{d, | a € sigr(A)} such that the mapping function satisfies the same conditions as -I7 as well as:

o G/IA’T = Uq,

o d, € ATAT iff (A, T) = Ala),
o (do,dg) € A7 iff (A, T) E (3r.G)(a) and
o (dgy,dy) € rTAT iff 7(a,b) € A.

Entailments of K, including instance relationships, can be read-off from Z4 7, i.e. K = C(a) iff d, € CTAT.

2.1.1. Defeasible Description Logics

In defeasible DLs it can be stated that a concept is subsumed by another concept as long as there is
no contradicting information. A defeasible concept inclusion (DCI) is of the form C' T D and states that
elements of C' are wusually also elements of D. A DBox D is a finite set of DCIs. A defeasible knowledge
base (DKB) K = (A, T, D) consists of an ABox A, a TBox T and a DBox D. When convenient, we skip a
component of the triple and assume that it is the empty set. The definitions for sig(X), sige(X), sigr(X)
and Qc(X) extend to DBoxes or DKBs in the obvious way.

The semantics of DBoxes differ from the ones for TBoxes, since DCIs need not hold at each element
in the model whereas GCIs do. The satisfaction of a finite set of DCIs D for d € AZ is captured by
I,d =D iff VG T H € D.d € GT = d € H®. Intuitively, the more DCIs are satisfied by a domain
element d, the more typical d can be considered. Usually, the semantics of DBoxes is given by means of
ranked /ordered interpretations—called preferential model semantics [7, [0]. Instead of using these, we define
a new kind of model for DKBs (in Sect. {]) that extends canonical models for E£; . The main idea is to use
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several copies of the representatives, such as dg, for each existentially quantified concept, where each copy
satisfies a different set of DCIs from the powerset of the DBox. We want to develop a decision procedure
for (defeasible) subsumption relationships between concepts, say C' and D, and (defeasible) instance checks,
say C'(a), w.r.t. a given DKB K under both, rational and relevant semantics.

For the remainder of the article we make three simplifying assumptions about knowledge bases for the sake
of ease of presentation. We assume w.l.o.g. that

1. concepts C' and D appear syntactically in Qc¢(K) which can be achieved by adding Ir.E C T with
Ec{C,D}toT,

2. all quantified concepts in K are consistent i.e. , VF € Qc(K).F Z7 L and thus L ¢ Qc(K), and

3. every ABox A is conjunction-free, i.e. (CMD)(a) ¢ A for any two concepts C' and D (for every ABox
there exists an equivalent conjunction-free ABox).

Assumptions 1 and 3 obviously preserve generality. Assumption 2 preserves generality, because every KB
can be transformed to a KB where all quantified concepts are consistent by replacing entire existential
restrictions 3r.X by 1, whenever X T+ 1. Clearly the resulting KB is has the same models as the original
one, since X =5 1| = Ir.X =5 L.

2.2. Basic Operations on Interpretations

We introduce operations on interpretations that we need in the technical constructions later on. The
first operation, (cross-)product of interpretations, is a standard notion in classical description logics that is
commonly used in proofs.

Definition 2.1. Given two interpretations Z and J. The product interpretation of 7 and J is defined as
IxJ=(AT x A7 . IXT) where

o ATXT = AT x AT (A € No)
o r%7 = {((a,b),(c,d)) | (a,c) € rT A (b,d) € 77} (r € Ng).

o a7 = (at,a”)

In the description logic ££ , the set of all models of a knowledge base is closed under products [16}, [17].
This often helps us to combine two models that each do not support a certain entailment, e.g. d ¢ C* and
e & DY | in order to obtain a single model not supporting either of the respective entailments, e.g. d ¢ CT*J
and e g DT*7 .

The next notion, lifting set operations to interpretations, is less commonly used in DLs, as some set
operations over interpretations are only useful in very specific cases.

Definition 2.2. For two interpretations Z = (AZ,-1), 7 = (A7,-7) and an operation 1 € {N,U}, we
define

o I 7 = (AT AT I=T) with AT™T = ATq AT (for A € Ng) and r2>7 = rZpard (for r € Ng)

e IC Jiff VAe Ng. AT C AJ V¥r € Ng.r? C r7 and Va € Ny.a? = a7. T is called a sub-interpretation
of J.

Remark 2.3. In this article, we will use the notion of interpretation intersection and sub-interpretations
exclusively on two interpretations over the same domain. The notion of sub-interpretations adapts to strict
inclusion and equality in the obvious way. The intersection of two interpretations over a shared domain
clearly yields the same domain again, the same holds for the union of such interpretations. Eventually, the
union of interpretations is used both, for interpretations over a shared domain as well as interpretations
over arbitrary domains. In case individuals a € sig;(K) are considered, in this article, either only one of the
involved interpretations considers extensions of the individuals, therefore it is clear how to define aZ>, or
every individual is mapped to the same domain element under both interpretations, in which case there is
also only one sensible definition for aZ>7 .
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Sometimes we need to manipulate interpretations and would like to specify the resulting interpretation only
by the change of the interpretation mappings. This can be done by means of substitutions.

Definition 2.4. Let T = (A,-T) be an interpretation. We call substitutions of the kind
e A/Y (withY C A, A€ Ng) concept substitutions, and
o r/X (with X C A x A, r € Ng) role substitutions,
e a/d (with d € A, a € N;) individual substitutions.

Let o be a finite set of role, concept and individual substitutions, where each concept, role or individual
name is substituted at most once. The interpretation Z[o] = (A, -l71) is obtained from Z by applying the
substitutions in ¢ to Z, where

Y itA/Y €o
AZle] = ’ for A € N,
° AT | otherwise (for c)

o rtlol =40 (for r € Ng)

10 _ )X Sifr/Xeo
r* , otherwise

T

d if a/d
.aI[U]{ if a/ E.J(foraéNl)
a® , otherwise

Applying substitutions to interpretations is useful, in particular, because it allows to easily reduce (e.g.
Z[A/0, B/{d}]) or extend (e.g. Z[r/rT U {(d,e)}]) a given interpretation Z, in a succinct and well-defined
way by specifying only the local changes.

A standard notion in DLs is disjointness of interpretations. Two interpretations are disjoint if they have
disjoint domains. An important property for ££, is that the disjoint union of two models of a TBox is again
a model of that TBox. We generalise disjointness of two interpretations by allowing both domains to share
some elements. If certain conditions are met, we can still obtain a property that normally holds for disjoint
interpretations.

Definition 2.5. An interpretation J = (A7, -7) is quasi-disjoint from an interpretation Z = (AT, -T) iff
o VA € No holds A7 N AT =) and
e Vr € Ng holds r7 N (AT x (ATUAT)) =0.

Quasi-disjointness relaxes disjointness in the sense that the shared domain elements do not occur in the
range of interpretation mappings for concepts or roles of 7, i.e. J “attaches no concept or role information”
to shared elements. Thus quasi-disjointness is not a symmetric relation, however it properly generalises
disjointness, as T is quasi-disjoint from J (and the other way around), if AZ is disjoint from A7. Disjoint
unions of interpretations trivially satisfy CT%7 N AT = CZ. That means, one can effectively reconstruct
the original interpretation mapping of Z from the disjoint union Z & J. This property holds already for
(non-disjoint) unions of two interpretations, where one interpretation is quasi-disjoint from the other.

Proposition 2.6. For two interpretations T = (A%, ) and J = (A7 ,-7) s.t. J is quasi-disjoint from T
it holds that
CTInAt = ot

for all EL, concepts C.



PROOF. We prove the claim by induction on the concept C'. The case of C' = L is trivial. In case C = A with
A € Ng, A7 N AT = ) holds by quasi-disjointness of 7 from Z and thus ATY/ NAT = (ATUAT)NAT = AT
Assume as induction hypothesis (IH) the claim holds for the E£, concepts E, F. For C = E M F it holds
that

(ENF)YY 0 AT = FTYI n FI2T AT
— (ETY A AT) O (FTY ( AT)
Y ETAFT
= (ENF)*.

For the case C' = 3r.F, it holds that »/ N (AI x (AT U AJ)) = ) by quasi-disjointness of J from Z, which
implies r797 N (AT x ATYT) =T (x). Clearly,

(Fr.EYfPT nAT = {d e AT |Fe e ATV (d,e) € 1T Ne € BTV Y.

The pairs (d, e) considered in the condition of this set belong to AT x ATYY (since d € AT) and therefore,
(¥) allows to conclude (d,e) € r%. If (d,e) € 7%, then e € AT and thus e € EZY7 N AT = EZ by the
induction hypothesis. It follows that

{de AT |Fe € ATV (d,e) € 1P Ne € ETYTY
={de AT |3eec Al.(d,e) e Ne € ET}
= (Ir.E)L.
]

Proposition [2.6] allows to characterise certain properties of some interpretation Z, then introduce an
interpretation J that is quasi-disjoint from Z and carry those properties over to ZUJ .

To motivate our approach for reasoning under rational and relevant semantics in defeasible £, , we
recall first earlier approaches for this task and discuss several effects that are inherent for the characterised
defeasible entailment relations.

3. On Materialisation-based Approaches for Reasoning in DDLs

In this section we introduce and discuss reasoning algorithms for DDLs that use a reduction to classical
reasoning to determine (KLM-style) rational and relevant non-monotonic inferences. The reduction to
classical reasoning is obtained by the materialisation of DCIs. What we call the materialisation-based
approach was initially introduced in [4] for defeasible subsumption and instance checking under rational
closure. Deciding defeasible subsumption was lifted to relevant closure (along with a more sophisticated
version for subsumption under rational closure) in [§]. For subsumption under both closures, we refer to [8],
and for instance checking under rational closure, we refer to [4], as it has not been introduced for relevant
closure prior to this article.

The materialisation-based approach proceeds in two steps. First, for a given query, a consistent subset of
the DBox is determined, depending on the chosen strength of the defeasible conclusion (rational, relevant).
This set of DCIs is then materialised, in order to “enrich” the query with defeasible information. For
subsumption, this enrichment occurs syntactically on the left-hand side of the subsumption query, i.e. the
considered domain elements are restricted to those satisfying the materialised part of the consistent DBox
subset. For instance checking, all individuals in the ABox are enriched by the materialisation of a consistent
DBox subset (depending on the individual), using concept assertion axioms to extend the ABox.

Since the formalism introduced as the main contribution of this article relies on the use of the DL &£
we investigate the materialisation-based approach within ££,, which is not a trivial matter, as the main
aspect of materialising DCIs (C' T D ~» —~C'U D) cannot be done while remaining in £, . As the first result
of this article, the consequence of Section [3.2]is that the materialisation-based approach remains polynomial
for the DL ££, as claimed in [4]. This result is not clear from the approach described in [4 [§].

8
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3.1. Revisiting Materialisation-based Defeasible Reasoning

We briefly recall the reduction algorithms for reasoning about defeasible KBs. More precisely, we discuss
subsumption under rational and relevant closure as described by Casini et al. in [§], as well as the reduction
algorithm for instance query answering under rational closure as introduced in [4]. For technical details and
in-depth motivation, we refer the reader to the papers [, [§].

Partitioning of the DBox. To decide defeasible subsumption C' C D w.r.t. a given DKB K = (7, D) under
rational closure the algorithm in [§] uses materialisation of DCIs. The idea is, that an element that belongs
to = E Ll F also satisfies the DCI E C F. A concept C can be enriched with defeasible information, for
instance by considering classical consequences of the concept C' M (—E U F), i.e. consequences that follow
from those elements in C' that also satisfy E T F. To that end, the materialisation of a set of DCIs D is
defined as D = [Npcpep(mE U F). Since C' might be inconsistent w.r.t. the materialisation of the entire
DBox D, the algorithm needs to determine a subset D’ C D whose materialisation is consistent with C' and
T in order to decide whether D’ 11 C T+ D holds. To obtain D’, D is iteratively reduced to that subset
containing all DCIs whose left-hand sides are inconsistent in conjunction with the materialisation of the

current DBox: -
ED)={CCDeD|TEDNCLC 1}

They define £Y(D) = £(D) and £7(D) = £(E7~1(D)) (for j > 1). Using &(), the DCIs in D can be ranked
according to their level of exceptionality, i.e. , rc(G C H) =i — 1, for the smallest i s.t. G C H ¢ £Y(D),
or ric(G T H) = oo if no such i exists. A DKB K = (7,D) is well-separated if no DCI in D has an
infinite rank of exceptionality [7]. Since every DKB (that includes the concept L) can be transformed into
a well-separated one deciding a polynomial number of classical subsumptions, we assume w.l.o.g. that all
DKBs in this article are well-separated. Based on the level of exceptionality ric(), the algorithm from [§]
partitions the DBox D into (Ey, E1, ..., E,) where E; ={GC H € D | /(G T H) =i}, ie. D=, E:.
To find the maximal (w.r.t. cardinality) subset D’ of D, whose materialisation is consistent with C' and T
the procedure starts with D’ = D. If D'11C T+ L, then E; is removed from D’ for the smallest not yet used
1. This test and removal is done iteratively until a subset of D is reached whose materialisation is consistent
with C' and 7. We denote the resulting subsets of D by

where 0 < ¢ < n is the number of iterations that the above procedure was executed. We frequently use the
expression “consider the least ¢ for which D; is consistent with C”.

While rational closure treats inconsistencies with the granularity of the partitions E;, relevant closure
uses a more fine-grained treatment. To illustrate this, let G © H € Ej and assume that C' is only consistent
with D\ Ey (or its subsets). In this situation

(-GUH)ND\E,NC Cy L

need not hold, since the inconsistency may be due to other DCIs in Fy. Still G T H is never used for
reasoning about C. This effect is called inheritance blocking, as it might be possible to include G C H
for reasoning about C, but other DCIs induce some inconsistency and so block the inheritance of property
G  H for C'. Under relevant closure, only DCIs that are relevant for the inconsistency of C' are disregarded,
thereby averting inheritance blocking. General relevant closure and two specific constructions (basic and
minimal relevant closure) are introduced in [§] in terms of justification.

Definition 3.1. Let K = (7,D) be a DKB, J C D, and C' a concept. J is a C-justification w.r.t. K iff
JNCCr Land J’NC Uy Lforall J' C J.

Let justifications(IC,C) = (J1, - . ., Jm) be the function that returns all C-justifications w.r.t. . Such a set
can be computed in exponential time in the size of C and K [18] [19].
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In order to obtain a subset of D that is consistent with C, at least one statement from every justification
has to be removed from D. We focus on the strongest closure introduced in [8], which is minimal rele-
vant closureE| By a preference of exceptionality rank, the removed statements shall be the rank—minimaﬁ
parts of all justifications. For any set of DCIs U C D, let min,, (i) C U contain those DCIs from U
that are minimal w.r.t. (). For K = (7,D), the subset of D that is consistent with a concept C for
justifications(K,C) = (J1,...,Jm) for minimal relevant closure is Do = D\ (U2, min,(J;)). Dx is
therefore uniquely determined by the concept X for a given DKB.

Recall our notation from the Introduction to refer to combinations of different parameters in order to
determine the semantics. We can use {rat, rel} x {mat} to characterise the materialisation-based entailment
relations for subsumption. Let K = (7, D) be a DKB and cons,() a function which determines for a DBox
D and a concept C' a consistent subset of the DBox to be used for reasoning, where the subset is picked
according to the reasoning strength = € {rat,rel}. We denote non-monotonic subsumption entailments
obtained by materialisation-based reasoning as

K E@mat) ¢ C D iff cons.(D,C)NC Cr D.

For rational strength we define cons,.(D, C) = D; for partition(D) = (Ey, ..., E,) where 0 < i < n is the
least ¢ s.t. D; is consistent with C (as considered above). For relevant strength we consider cons,e (D, C) =
D¢, as defined above.

Defeasible Instance Checking. Instance checking by materialisation is only considered under rational closure
[4]. This algorithm requires the following about the DKB:

o T is unfoldable, i.e. only contains axioms of the form A C C, A = C for A € Ny such that each A
occurs at most once on the left-hand side of an axiom and T is acyclic.

o A is complete which means in case of EL :

- (CnND)(a) e A = C(a) e AND(a) € A and
— (Fr.C)(a) € A = Tb € sigr(A).r(a,b) € ANC(b) € A.

The algorithm has a preprocessing phase which performs the well-separation of TBox and DBox and
computes the rational DBox partition as described above. It unfolds the TBox, i.e. replace concept names A
occurring in A and D for AC C € T by CM A’ (fresh A’ € No) and for A=C € T by C. After this step the
TBox can be omitted. Next, the ABox is transformed into a complete ABox. Their actual materialisation
algorithm gets as input the complete ABox A and a DBox partition partition(D).

The main idea is now to find the subset D; of D, for the least i s.t. D; is still consistent with an individual
a € sigr(A). Consistency can be checked by adding the concept assertion of the material implication of D; for
a: A’ = AU{D;(a)} and check for consistency of A’. In case D; is consistent with an individual a, the ABox
is extended by the appropriate material implication concept assertion. However, since two individuals a and
b might be explicitly connected in A, e.g. 7(b,a) € A, enriching individual b with defeasible information can
influence the least ¢ for which D; is consistent with a after enriching b. For example, A = {r(a,b),r(b,a)},
T={AN3r.BLC J_}E| and D = {T T AN B}. The DBox esentially states that everything is typically
in concept A and B and the TBox enforces that no element in A is allowed to have an r-successors to an
element in B. If a is enriched before b, then A(a), B(a) is added to A and b cannot become an instance of
B, since it is already an r-successor of a member of A. Dually, if b is enriched before a, then A(b), B(b) is
the only addition to the ABox.

3When convenient, we omit the word minimal in minimal relevant closure.

4Removing only the rank-minimal parts characterises minimal relevant closure, for a slightly different technique for the
basic relevant closure see [g].

5The example is in EL, , however the TBox is not unfoldable. 7’ = {A C Vr.(=B)} however is unfoldable and semantically
equivalent to T, albeit in ALC syntax.
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This motivates the addition of a sequence of the individuals in sigr(A) as a kind of preference relation
to the knowledge base. This sequence determines in which order the individuals are enriched by defeasible
information, where an element that appears “earlier” in the sequence can potentially be enriched with more
defeasible information, as it is likely that less restrictions have been added to other individuals.

Let s = (a1,a9,...,a,) be a (duplication-free) sequence of all elements in sigr(A). The reduction
algorithm iterates over s and for each individual a; it computes the least j such that A U {D;(a;)} is
consistent and adds D;(a;) to A. The result is a so-called default assumption extension A, which is used
to characterise a consequence relation

K,s E0md Ola) iff A, E Cla).

3.1.1. Analysis and Discussion

The present approach to defeasible KLM-style reasoning in description logics is mainly motivated by
the effect of neglecting quantified concepts when reasoning based on material implications. Moreover,
we thoroughly investigate minimal relevant closure throughout the article, they are somewhat superior
to rational closure w.r.t. the mentioned effect called inheritance blocking. We keep investigating rational
strength at the same time, because resolving inheritance blocking through minimal relevant closure, comes
at the cost of computational complexity, as it takes exponential time in the size of the knowledge base to
compute all justifications of a given concept [I8, [19]. Additionally, the relevant closures are known not
to satisfy all KLM postulates [§], which can be interpreted as relevant entailment relations not being well
behaved in KLM-terms. For practicality, rational closure may be considered strong enough while being
computationally tractable in some sense.

The following example illustrates the problem of inheritance blocking occurring in rational closure, but
not in minimal relevant closure, as well as the neglect of quantified concepts w.r.t. defeasible information.

Example 3.2. Let Key1 = (Tewt, Dex1) with:

Tex1 = {Boss C Worker, Boss 3superior.Worker C 1},
Dex1 = {Worker I superior.Boss, Worker  Productive, Boss C Responsible}, and
partition(Deg1) = (Eg = {Worker T 3superior.Boss, Worker T Productive},
Ey = {Boss T Responsible}).

When computing rational closure, the inconsistency Dey1 1 Boss Cr.., L is detected, but Dey1 \ Eo N
Boss Zr,,, L holds. Thus DKB K1 entails Boss L Worker I Responsible. DKB K1 does not entail
Boss I Productive, even though the DCI Worker T Productive does not cause the inconsistency of Boss.

Under minimal relevant closure, Jy = {Worker T Jsuperior.Boss} is the only Boss-justification w.r.t.

Kez1- Therefore, the largest consistent DBox subset of Dey1 for reasoning about the concept Boss is the set

D' = {Worker C Productive, Boss C Responsible},

providing the consequence D' M Boss C1.., Productive.

Examplealso illustrates the short-coming of materialisation. Materialising the DCI Worker I Productive
to ~“Worker U Productive in conjunction with Jsuperior.Worker yields a concept that is not subsumed
by dsuperior.Productive. The defeasible information is unjustifiably disregarded when reasoning about
quantified concepts yielding uniformly non-typical role successors. Hence, in Example[3.2] both rational and
relevant closure (based on materialisation) are oblivious to the conclusion Worker T Jsuperior. Responsible.

In case of instance checking, the materialisation-based approach can lead to similar problems regarding
the quantified concepts. Since the ABox is unfolded w.r.t. the TBox, new existential restrictions can be
introduced into the ABox. The transformation into a complete ABox ensures that the initially anonymous
role successors are turned into named individuals for which then materialisation is performed. Thus the
(newly) named individuals can, in principle, satisfy defeasible information. Now, since DCIs can introduce
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role-successors by existential restrictions, new anonymous individuals are generated for which materialisation
is not performed. To illustrate this effect, consider A = {A(a)} and D = {A T 3r.C,C  D}. Since A is
complete, the default assumption extension is

Ay =AU{((FAUTr.C)N(-CUD))(a)}.

Clearly, A%,, = 3r.C(a), but A3, £ Ir.D(a) and thus K ET*mat) (3r.D)(a), even though nothing
contradicts this. Hence, the criticism for ignoring quantified concepts persists regarding the materialisation-
based approach.

Disregarding defeasible information for quantified concepts is essentially disregarding the full power of
description logics in the realm of KLM-style defeasible reasoning. Therefore, our goal is devise algorithms
that consider defeasible information fully for quantified concepts when deciding defeasible subsumption and
instance checking. Furthermore, our approach requires less restrictions on the knowledge base for deciding

defeasible instance checks.

3.2. Materialisation Adapted to EL |

Our approach to alleviate the discussed issues relies on the canonical model property of the DL ££,. We
do not want to propose an entirely new (unrelated) semantics for defeasible reasoning in DL. Many semantics
have been discussed in the literature and KLM-style preferential and rational reasoning is widely accepted.
Therefore, we want the present approach to properly extend the results from [4} [§] on materialisation-based
rational and relevant closure. This is achieved by first mimicking materialisation-based closures with our
formalism and then strictly extending their semantic power in terms of coverage of objects with defeasible
information. In order to combine the requirement of ££, and the need to emulate materialisation-based
reasoning. This section presents how to express materialisation-based reasoning in £, syntax, as concepts
such as =C' LU D are not in ££, and we can obtain algorithms that are reduction algorithms using classical
EL ) reasoning. Such reduction algorithms to classical reasoning are desirable in their own right, since they
lend themselves to implementations. Casini et al. claim that materialisation-based reasoning resides in the
same complexity as classical reasoning in the underlying DL, this however only (trivially) applies to Boolean
DLs. The results in this article show that this is also the case for the sub-Boolean EL | .

We use the expressive power of GCIs and augment the TBox to express materialisation in ££,. The
idea is to introduce a collection of new concepts for each original (sub-)concept C' from the TBox, such that
these auxiliary concepts need to satisfy defeasible information in the same fashion as the materialisation
is enforcing it. Several of the results (on materialisation-based defeasible subsumption in ££,) will not be
proven in detail here, as they are published in [I1] 2] and elaborated on in full detail in [20].

3.2.1. Defeasible Subsumption by Materialisation Adapted to EL |

In the presence of the DBox {G T H}, materialisation determines subsumers of a concept F, by comput-
ing the subsumers of (-G LU H) M F. To achieve the same effect, we introduce a fresh concept name Fyqepry
that is intuitively a more typical subsumee of F. We require that

R1 F{gcmy is a subclass of F', i.e. Fygcyy C F is added to 7 and
R2 Figcpy satisfies G © H in all models of the DKB, i.e. Figcyy MG E H is added to T

The extended TBox is satisfied, if all elements in Fygc gy either do not belong to G or do belong to H. We
define an extension of the TBox, in order to be able to characterise the desired (more typical) subclass of F'
w.r.t. a whole set of DCIs D. Let N5“* C N¢ be a set of concept names that do not occur in DKB K.

Definition 3.3 (extended TBox). Let F be a concept, Fp € N%**, T be a TBox T, and D be a DBox
D. The extended TBox of F w.r.t. D is:

To(F) = TU{FpCFYU {FpNGC H|GC H e D). (1)
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In this definition {Fp C F'} ensures that requirement [R1|is fulfilled. The last set of GCIs in Eq. ensures
that every instance of Fp satisfies requirement [R2| for all the DCIs in D. Clearly, the extended TBox Tp(F)
is an &L, TBox if T is one. We want to show that classical reasoning w.r.t. 7p(F') produces equivalent
results to reasoning with defeasible information using the materialisation-based approach.

As a first intermediate result, it holds that the auxiliary concept Fj from the extended TBox Ty(F')
and the concept F' from 7T have the same subsumers w.r.t. the signature of 7 and D. The intuition is
that without any material implications to the extended TBox, reasoning about the auxiliary concept Fj
coincides with reasoning about the original concept F. This property supports the proof of the main result
for equivalence of materialisation-based subsumption in ALC and L, , where it acts as the induction start
for the induction on the size of the set of DCIs D.

Proposition 3.4. Let T be a TBoz and F,G be concepts with sig(G) N NG“* = ().
Then F Ty G iff Fy L7, F) G. O in [20]

It only remains to show that subsumees of a concept Fp (by classical semantics) w.r.t. the TBox Tp (F')
coincide with the classical subsumees of D F for arbitrary sets of DCIs D. Since the definition of canonical
models relies on classical reasoning in ££,, this result provides the means to define a canonical model
using (several) TBoxes Tp(F') and obtain subsumption consequences that are equivalent to those obtainable
through materialisation (c.f. Section .

Lemma 3.5. Let T be a TBox T, D a DBoz, and C, D be concepts, with sig(X) N N&“* = @ for X €
{T,D,C,D}. Then

pIake; C+ D iff Cp ETD(C) D.

PROOF (SKETCH). The lemma is proven by induction on the size of D. The base case is D = () and thereby
Prop. holds. For the induction step, let D’ = DU{G T H} and use the hypothesis that the claim holds
for D. We do a case distinction for (i) DM C C G and (ii)) DM C Z G. For case (i), it can be shown that
reasoning with C' M H, yields the same consequences as reasoning with C. All elements in C' 1 H satisfying
G, already satisfy H. Thus we can remove the introduced DCI G T H without losing any consequences.
Hence, G C H can be removed from D’ and the induction hypothesis holds. In case (ii) we show that the
added DCI has no effect on the reasoning. By the condition of this case, no element in C, satisfying all
DCIs in D, satisfies G. Therefore, the presence of the DCI G T H does not affect the reasoning allowing it
to be removed in order to reduce the induction step to the induction hypothesis. In both cases, both sides
of the “iff” in the claim are reduced to their respective sides of the induction hypothesis individually. The
full proof is fairly long and technical and the interested reader is referred to [20]. O

Lemma directly implies that after determining D' = cons,(D,C) (for querying C' C D under the
strength ), both, the materialisation and the TBox extension approach are capable to produce the same
reasoning results w.r.t. D’. This naturally shows that materialisation-based rational reasoning remains
polynomial for ££, DKBs, which is not a trivial consequence of the approach in [4]. Note that, for computing
rational closure, the consistency of D; is checked in [4] using materialisation as well. In order to remain
entirely in £, the consistency check D; M C C7 L needs to be reformulated to Cp, ETDi ©) L which
clearly yields the same result by Lemma[3.5] For relevant closure, D¢ is simply determined by appropriate
justification algorithms as a preprocessing step to both approaches, hence allowing the same results under
relevant closure, though the computational complexity is dominated by the computation of all justifications
[18, 19].

3.2.2. Defeasible Instance Checking by Materialisation Adapted to EL|

Here we develop an algorithm that yields the same results as the algorithm from [4], but using ££, only.
Our algorithm proceeds by extending the TBox by auxiliary concepts which encode the DCIs from the input
DBox D. These concepts are used to assert in 4 that individuals satisfy the corresponding DCI. Introduce
fresh concept names Dpcp € N5** and let Tp = {Dpcp ME C F | E L F € D}. Clearly, TUTp is a
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conservative extension of T, thus if sig(C, D) C sig(T) then C Ty D iff C Cyyur, D follows. While the
algorithm from [4] extends the ABox by assertions of the form (—F U F)(a), our algorithm extends A by
assertions of the form Dprp(a), ensuring that the GCI Dpcp M E C F “can trigger” for the individual a.
It is important to note that our algorithm for ££; does not require the restrictions on A and 7 that are
imposed in [4] and is thus more general.

Next, we show that a knowledge base that contains a materialisation-based extension of the ABox can
be translated into an equivalent ££, KB using the GCIs and the concept assertions just mentioned. To
address these two kinds of extensions of ABoxes, we introduce some notation. For a given set of DCIs D,
an individual @ and fresh concept names D, define

o A% = {(~EUF)(a) | EC F € D}, and
o A% ={Dpcr(a) | EL F €D}

Lemma 3.6. Let K = (A, T) be a classical EL; KB, D be a DBox, C a concept with sig(C) C sig(A, T),
b € sigr(A) an individual, and 11 : sigr(A) — 2P a function. Then the following two statements are
equivalent

1. (AU U esigr ) Aan(a),T) = C(b)

2. (AUl ) Aoy, TUTp) = C(b).

acsigr

PROOF. The size of the function II is defined as |II| = 3_ ;.- 4) [HI(a)[. We prove the claim by induction

on |II|. The base case for |II| = 0 assigns I(a) = § for all a € sig;(A), it follows that Afi() and ﬁ“n(a)
are empty. Since TUTp is a conservative extension of T, the claim holds for sig(C) C sig(A,T). For the
induction hypothesis, let |II|] = n and assume the claim holds for II. In the induction step there is some
a € sigr(A), s.t. II'(a) =(a) U{E T F} (where E T F ¢ Il(a)) and for all b € sig;(A) b # a, II'(b) = II(b).
Clearly [II'| = [II] + 1 and Afy, ) = Afy,y) U {(mE U F)(a)} as well as Alﬁ,(b) = A}I)I(b) for b # a (analogous

for le\ﬁ, (a)). We show in the induction step (IS) that the following statements are equivalent for arbitrary b
1. (AU UbESigI(.A) Alﬁ(b) U{(—mEUF)(a)},T) E C(b)

2. (AUUesiga) Ay U{Dmcr(a)}, T UTD) = C(b)

We distinguish two cases, depending on whether F(a) is entailed or not.

Case 1: (AUUpesig; () Alb-l(b), T) | E(a). By IH, this is equivalent to (AUUyc40, () .le’-[(b), TUTp) = E(a).
Monotonicity of classical reasoning implies (AU Uy 4, () Alf-l(b) U{(mEUF)(a)},T) = E(a) and therefore
the knowledge base (AU Upeqiq,(a) .All’-[(b) U{(=EUF)(a)}, T) has exactly the same models as

(Au |J Ay UiF@}.T).

besigs (A)

Since no restrictions (other than using £, syntax) were imposed on the ABox A, the induction hypothesis
holds also when using the ABox AU{F(a)}.
Towards reducing Statement 2 of the induction step (IS) to the induction hypothesis, monotonicity and

the case assumption imply (AUUye g4, (a) ,Zl\lﬁ(b)U{DEEF(a)}, TUTp) = E(a). Since DpcpMEC F € Tp, it
follows that the same knowledge base also entails F'(a). Therefore, (AUUje 4, (4) A\bn(b) U{Dgcr(a)}, TUTD)

has exactly the same models as (AU Upe i, () ﬁlﬁ(b) U{F(a)}, T UTp) which reduces Statement 2 of (IS)
to the IH using the ABox AU{F(a)} which shows equivalence of 1 and 2 (IS) in Case 1.

Case 2: (AU Upesig, a) Alﬁ(b),T) = E(a). This is equivalent to (AU Upeqiq,a) .Z%(b), T UTp) & E(a) by

IH. We show that the extension in IT" has no influence on the entailed consequences. The added assertion
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can therefore be removed without changing the set of models, allowing to directly apply the induction
hypothesis. Towards the reduction of 1 in (IS) to the hypothesis, we show that

(Au |J Ay UIEEUR)@ET) ECW) if (AU | Al T) ECO).

besigr(A) besigr(A)

The if direction follows trivially from monotonicity of classical reasoning. For the only-if direction as-
sume for a contradiction that (AU Upegig,(a) Alﬁ(b),T) K= C(b). Then, there must be a model Z of
(AU Upesigr ) .A%(b), T) s.t. bF ¢ CT and by the case assumption a model J of (AU Usesigr () A%(b), T)
s.t. a7 € EY. Since models of E£; knowledge bases are closed under product, Zx.7 is a model of the same
KB s.t. neither C'(b) nor E(a) are satisfied in ZxJ. IxJ clearly satisfies (-E U F)(a) and is therefore a
model of (AU Upesig(a) A%(b) U{(-=E U F)(a)},T) contradicting our assumption (AU Upe, () A’ﬁ(b) u

{EUF)(a)},T) = C0).

Towards the reduction of 2 in (IS) to the induction hypothesis, we show that

(AU | Ay UiDecr(@)}, TUT) ECO) iff (AU | ARy, T U To) = CO).

besigr(A) besigr(A)

The if direction is again trivial by monotonicity and we prove the only-if direction by a contradiction.
Assume (AU Upegigy () .,Zl\%(b), T UTp) = C(b). Again, by the closure of models for ££; knowledge bases

under cross-product, there exists a model 7 of (AU Ujeyig,(4) .Zf-l(b), TUTp) s.t. T}~ E(a) and T (= C(b).

Let J = I[DEEF/D%EF U {a?}]. Since Dpcr only appears in 7 U Tp in the GCI Dpcp M E C F, it is not
hard to see that

° J ’:AUUbGSigI(A) “Zl\%(by
e J = Dgcr(a), and
° j’:(TUTD)\{DEEFﬂEEF}

hold. It also follows from the construction of 7, that X = X7 for £, concepts X with Dgcp & sig(X).
Therefore, a? ¢ EY implies (Dpcrp N E)7 = (Decrp E)? (as well as FY = F7T), showing

JEAU "Zlb'l(b) U{Dpcr(a)}, T U Tp).

besigr (A)

Now, J [£ C(b) contradicts the premise of the only-if direction. From the result that the extension of the
ABox has no effect on the set of entailments (in both sides), it follows that reasoning is equivalent to using
the induction hypothesis, which proves the induction step to be true under Case 2. O

By Lemma we know, given the analogous materialisation-based extensions of the ABox (for ALC and
EL), that classical instance checking, if applied to ££; KBs, using both ABox extensions respectively,
provides the same results. It remains to introduce an algorithm that computes the default assumption
extension ABox from an ££; DKB K = (A, 7, D) by means of classical reasoning in £, . This algorithm
does not require the restrictions on the TBox or the ABox as in the algorithm from [4]. We only assume
w.lo.g. that no conjunction appears on the top-level of concepts in the ABox to simplify notation. We
denote by A2, the ABox obtained from Algorithm |1| for the input K = (A, 7,D) and the sequence s on
sigr(A).

The following lemma shows for materialisation-based rational instance checking for ££; KBs (under the
restrictions imposed on A and T in [4]) equivalence between using ALC for syntax and reasoning as in [4]
and using £L, for syntax and reasoning as introduced above. One can easily produce an example using a
general TBox and a (conjunction-free) ABox which cannot be processed by the procedure introduced in [4].
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Algorithm 1: Computation of default assumption extension A,

Input: £ = (A, T,D) (A is conjunction-free), sequence (aq,...,a,) of all individuals in A,
partition(D) = (Ey, ..., En)

Output: Default assumption extension ﬁﬁat
1 for a; in (a1,...,a,) do
2 for E; in (Ey,...,Ep) do
3 Dj = UZLZJ- Ek
4 if (AU{Dgcr(a;)| EC F €D;}, TUTp) is consistent then
5 A:=AU{Dgcr(a;) | EC F € D;}
6 exit loop
7 end

8 end

9 end
10 return A

Lemma 3.7. Let K = (A, T,D) be an EL, DKB, with a complete ABox A and an unfoldable TBox T . Let

~

Az and AS . be default assumption extensions, and C be an EL) concept with sig(C) C sig(K). Then the
following holds
K, s ratmat) 0(a) <= (A,, T UTp) E Cla).

PROOF. By definition, K, s ="t C'(a) holds iff A2, = C(a) by classical semantics. Let A5, = AW A’
be the ABox extension as obtained from the algorithm described in [4], where A’ contains only assertions
of the form (-mE U F)(a) for E C F € D and a € sigr(A). If T is an unfoldable TBox, A a complete
ABox unfolded w.r.t. 7 and D a DBox unfolded w.r.t. 7, then (A2,,,0) = C(a) iff (A, T) = C(a)
holds and is not hard to check. It is obvious that the two for-loops in Algorithm [I] in Lines [1] and [2] are
the same as in the Algorithm in [4]. Within those for-loops, a set of potential assertions is considered for
extending the ABox in both algorithms. Let this set be A; in Algorithm [I] and Ay in the Algorithm in
[4]. Since both algorithms use the same sequence (ag, . .., a,) and the same partition(D) and thus the same
sequence (Ey, ..., Ey,), it holds that Dpcp(a) € Ay iff (-EUF)(a) € Az. Both algorithms proceed with a
consistency check for the extension of the current ABox with the potential extension Ay, Ay (resp.). This
consistency check has the same outcome in every iteration (for both for-loops), due to Lemma and the

inductive nature of the extension algorithms. It follows that for the final ABox extensions A%, = AW A’
and A}, = A”A”, that (~EUF)(a) € A" iff Dpcr(a) € A”. Then we can apply Lemmaand it follows

(

that (Ale, T) E C(a) iff (Aey, T UTp) E Cla). m

With Lemma we have shown that the Algorithms for deciding instance checking in defeasible £, (w.r.t.
the imposed restrictions) under rational closure from [4] and the one developed in this subsection yield the
same answers. Unfortunately the combination of unfoldable TBoxes and L, syntax is very restrictive, i.e.
disjointness C'M D C L cannot be expressed in 7, hence the consistency checks in the algorithms and thus
the construction of A?,, and A?_, immediately become trivial.

In this section we have developed algorithms for deciding subsumption under rational and minimal relevant
closure and instance checking under rational closure by a reduction to classical E£, reasoning. For rational
closure, both reductions are polynomial in the size of the DKB, whereas for subsumption under minimal
relevant closure, the computational complexity is dominated by the computation of justifications. Instance
checking under relevant closure was never discussed prior to this article (c.f. Section [5). This confirms the
claim from Casini et al. in [4] that defeasible reasoning does not add computational complexity even for
sub-Boolean DLs: our reduction shows that reasoning for defeasible ££, remains polynomial (for rational
closure). Besides this pleasing result, this algorithm still bears the deficits regarding defeasible information
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for the (nested) role successors diagnosed in Section for the materialisation-based approach. This
deficit is what we remedy by reasoning w.r.t. a new kind of interpretation.

4. Typicality Interpretations for Deciding Defeasible Subsumption

In this section we investigate defeasible subsumption in several settings. Again we denote the considered
semantics by a pair over strength and coverage, i.e., a pair from

{rat, rel} x {prop, nest},

where, for instance, (rat, prop) refers to rational semantics of propositional nature and (rel, nest) refers to
relevant semantics including defeasible entailments for nested existential restrictions. We consider entail-
ments obtained by materialisation to be of propositional nature w.r.t. defeasible informationﬂ Now, since
the use of roles (to characterise concepts) is the main asset of DLs, a KLM-style non-monotonic system for
DLs, should allow for defeasible conclusions in nested concepts. There are now 4 combinations from {rat,
rel} x {prop, nest} to be investigated for subsumption which we address in the following order. First we
investigate the simple inferences of propositional coverage and then extend it to nested coverage. Since the
techniques and theoretical results required for relevant semantics are a generalisation of those needed for
rational semantics, we start by investigating the general case of relevant reasoning.

Canonical models for classical ££ have domain elements as representatives for concepts and individ-
uals from the KB. To extend this kind of model to defeasible variants of L, the idea is to use concept
or individual representatives that satisfy different sets of defeasible concept inclusions and thus represent
different “amounts of typicality”. Our goal is to construct the models such that the defeasible subsumption
relationships that follow under the chosen semantics can be directly read-off from the model. We define
such models and show some of their properties in preparation of the investigations for the four varieties of
defeasible subsumption.

4.1. Introducing Typicality Interpretations

The kind of interpretations we introduce has domains essentially structured by a 2-dimensional grid,
where one dimension are the representatives for concepts and individuals and the second dimension captures
sets of DCIs from the DBox and thus represent different amounts of typicality. Depending on the strength of
reasoning considered, different subsets of the DBox are used in such a typicality interpretation. In typicality
interpretations only those points in the grid are instantiated by elements, where the combination of the
concept and the DBox subset are a consistent combination. Observe that this kind of models also captures
the classical case, i.e., if the DBox is empty, then the second dimension has only one entry: the empty set.
This “level of no typicality” is included in every typicality model.

We define typicality interpretations formally. In order to cater for different strengths of reasoning in the
semantics, we distinguish different structures of how the subsets from D relate to each other; this determines
the “shape of the interpretation domain”.

Definition 4.1. Let K = (A, 7, D) be a DKB. The domain AX is a typicality domain over K if all domain
elements are of the form d, or d%, where

e a € sigr(A),
o F e Qe(k),
e U CD,and
e {d%| FcQe(K)} C AL

6This observation is somewhat supported by the translation of propositional KLM postulates to DL syntax without con-
sidering quantified concepts in [4].
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The set of represented subsets of D in AX is T(AY) = {# C D | 3d% € AX}. The shape of a typicality
domain is that of a

e chain, if T'(AX) is totally ordered by C,
e lattice, if no further restrictions are imposed on I'(AX).

A typicality domain consists of only two types of domain elements: concept representatives are associated
with an €L, concept and a subset of the DBox (e.g. d¥) and individual representatives are associated with
an individual from the ABox.

Definition 4.2. An interpretation Z = (AKX, .Z), where AX is a typicality domain over some DKB K, is a
typicality interpretation.

We single out those typicality interpretations whose representatives of a concept really are in the extension
of that concept and elements that belong to existential restrictions really have the required role-successor
(in the required concept) and on the level of no typicality. Thus such a role-successor satisfies at least the
TBox.

Definition 4.3. A typicality interpretation Z = (AX,-T) over a DKB K = (A, T, D) is called standard iff
1. &t e FT for F € Qc(K) and U C D,
2. de (IrE) = (d,d%) €T for E € Qe(K), d € A*

Notice that Condition 2 considers any domain element d, hence d could either be a concept representative
or an individual representative. A crucial consequence for standard typicality interpretations is that they
are well-behaved regarding intersections of interpretations (Definition [2.2)).

Proposition 4.4. Let T = (A, %) and J = (A*,-7) be typicality interpretations over the DKB K.

1. T C J implies CT C C7 for all EL, concepts C,.

2. If T and J are standard, then CT"T = CT N C7 for all EL, concepts C with Qc(C) C Qc(K).
PROOF. We prove Claim [I] by induction on the structure of C. The induction start C = A (4 € N¢) follows

by definition of C for interpretations over a shared domain and is trivial for C = 1. Assume EZ C EY and
FT C FJ. Tt is clear that (EN F)Z C (EN F)7. For C = 3r.E, the premise Z C J implies 77 C r7 and
together with the induction hypothesis we obtain
(Fr.E)f ={d e AF | 3(d,e) € rT.c € ET}
C{de AX|3d,e)er?.ec BT}
= (3r.E)7.
We show Claim [2] also by induction on the structure of C. The case of C = A (A € No) follows from the

definition of ZNJ, i.e. AT"Y = ATNAY and for C = L the claim trivially holds. Assume X*™V = XZNXJ
(X €{E,F})andlet C = ENF. Then

(EN F)INT = gInJT o pIng
= ETnE7 N Ff N F7 by induction hypothesis
=(ENFIn(ENF)T
For C' = 3r.F the following equations are true since 72" = rZ N7

(3r.E)YI" = {d e A* | 3(d,e) € " e € ETV}

={de A’ |3d,e)erTnriec ETNET} (1)
={dec A’ |3d,e)ertec EF}n{dc A* | 3(d,e) € r7.c € BT} (1)
=@r.EYnEr.E)
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The inclusion C from to is easy to see while the other direction D requires the extra conditions
of Z, J being standard typicality interpretations and Qc(C) C Qe(K). Assume d% € (Ir.E)E N (3r.E)7,
then Qc(C) C Qc(K) implies d% € AX and the fact that Z, J are standard implies (d%,d%) € r* and
(d%,d%) € 7 as well as d € ET and d% € EY. Tt is now easy to see that (d,d%) € r2"7 and d% € ET"7
and thus d¥ € (Ir.E)T"N7. O

It follows trivially from Proposition [£.4] that standard typicality interpretations over a shared domain are
closed under intersection.

Corollary 4.5. Let T = (AX, 1) and J = (A*,-7) be standard typicality interpretations. Then TNJ is a
standard typicality interpretation.

4.1.1. Defeasible Entailments by Typicality Interpretations

To define the different forms of entailment for the different semantics, we need the notion of a model and
characterise under which conditions a typicality interpretation satisfies a DKB. For the classical parts (ABox,
TBox), the typicality interpretation should comply with the standard semantics. Concept representatives
that are associated with a subset of the DBox, should satisfy the DCIs in that subset.

Definition 4.6 (model of K). Let K = (A, T, D) be a DKB. A typicality interpretation Z = (A*,.Z) over
K is a model of K (written Z |= K) iff

1. ZE (A T) and
2. Z,d% = U for all d% € AF.

Definition [£.6] characterises basic conditions under which a DKB is satisfied. In classical semantics,
entailments are determined by all models of a given knowledge base. For the non-monotonic semantics
that we want to obtain, we use preferred models and impose further restrictions on the set of models
of a DKB that are considered to determine entailment. More precisely, we want to investigate the four
different semantics, characterised by (x,y) € {rat, rel} x {prop, nest}. The semantics for the strength
of the entailment (i.e., the first component of this pair) are obtained when restricting the set of models
of K to those over one specific domain AX. The second component imposes further restrictions on those
models. For typicality interpretations, we also need to specify when an assertion or a DCI is satisfied,
e.g. Z = C T D. Due to the canonical nature of typicality interpretations, entailments (subsumption and
instance alike) can be determined by considering single domain elements. Which domain element is selected
to decide a subsumption query depends on the underlying typicality domain which in turn depends on the
strength of the desired semantics. Thus we obtain a general characterisation of defeasible entailment with
recourse to (i) the set of preferred models and (ii) conditions under which a typicality interpretation satisfies
a DCI or assertion w.r.t. z. These are made precise later, but we can characterise entailment of a defeasible
query by a DKB K in general. Let

e « be an EL, expression of the form C'C D or C(a) (a € sigr(A)),
e 7 =" a be defined for z € {rat, rel} and

e the set of preferred models of K: Mod(, ,)(K) that are considered in the decision process is to be
defined for (z,y) € {rat, rel} x {prop, nest}.

Entailment of a defeasible query a by a DKB K is characterised as
K=Y o iff T a for all models T € Mod,, .,)(K). (%)

A requirement for the preferred models of K is that Mod, ,) contains only standard models of K.
This restriction is required for all pairs (z,y). Before considering characterisations regarding concrete
instantiations of the components z and y of our semantics, we use this initial restriction to standard models
and Corollary [£.5] to characterise a single model that is canonical for the set of all standard models over a
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typicality domain A®. Note that up to this point we considered both, defeasible instance and subsumption
checking, simply because the general characterisations of these entailments align so well.

From here we restrict our investigations to subsumption checking, where the ABox has no eﬁ"ect[] The
main difference between classical canonical models and typicality interpretations is the multitude of concept
representatives per concept, which entitles the use of the extended TBox introduced in Definition [3.3]in order
to determine materialisation-like entailments based on defeasible information for the appropriate domain
elements.

Definition 4.7. Let K = (7,D) be a DKB, AX a typicality domain over K, and &/ C D. A typicality
interpretation Z = (AX,-T) is a minimal typicality model (denoted as T(AX)) if
e it satisfies the property:
dt e AY = Fy Ly, L (%)
e its interpretation mapping satisfies the following conditions for all d%4 € AX:
— ¥ € ATAS) iff By T, ey A, for A € sigo(K) and
— (d%,d%) € A i By, Cr,r) 3r.G, for r € sigr(K).
Definition [£.7] is general in the sense that no specific typicality domain is fixed, which determines the

strength of the semantics in the z € {rat, rel} component. We show in the following, that minimal typicality
models Z(AX) are canonical for the standard models of K in the sense that

1. Z(A%) = K,
2. Z(AX) is standard, and
3. for all 7 = (AF,.7) satisfying 1 and 2, Z(AX) C J.
The following intermediary result aligns with the considerations for classical canonical models.

Proposition 4.8. For a given well-separated DKB K = (T,D) and the minimal typicality model T(AX)
for a typicality domain AX | the following holds for all d%. € AF:

Z(AF
1. &4 ey
2. d¥ e GTA") iff By Ty G

PRrROOF. Claimis trivial since Fy; € No and by Property in Deﬁnition & € AF «—= Fy oy, r) L

We show [2| by induction on the structure of G. The base case, where G = A (A € Ng) follows by
Definition [£.7] as Fiy € No. The cases for G = T and G = L are both trivial. Assume the property
holds for two concepts D and E, the case of the induction step where G = D M E follows quickly from
the semantics of conjunction and the induction hypothesis. It remains to show the induction step for
G = JIr.F under the hypothesis dlf(/ € ET(A") —y Xu T, (x) E for any dg’(l e Ak e GZ(A®) implies
3% € AR(dY,d%) € 1T A dY e ET(A"). By Definition [4.7) this implies Fyy C7 () 3r.X. By IH,
dg( € ET(AS) s Xp E7y(x) £ and thus, by Proposition X Cg F for a well-separated K. Thus
T € Ty(F) implies Fyy Eg;,(py 3r.E. For the other direction, let Fyy Ty, (py 3r.E, || directly implies that

& € FTAY) and thus d% € (3r.B)TAS) = GT@S), 0
Proposition is the main ingredient for showing that a minimal typicality model Z(AX) from Definition

4.7 is in fact a model of the given DKB K according to Definition [£.6] As a consequence of [I] in Proposition
and Definition it directly follows that Z(AX) is standard.

7Once the ABox A is eventually considered again, all of the definitions and results below apply just the same.
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Lemma 4.9. Let K = (T,D) be a DKB. Then, the minimal typicality model Z(AX) of a typicality domain
AR s a model of K.

PrOOF. We need to show that |1| and |2| of Definition hold for Z(AX).

1. For all GCIs G C H € T and any d4 € AX, d% € GTA") iff Fy Cr., (1 G by Proposition [t.g and
T C Tu(F) implies Fyy Ty, () H, which again by Proposition holds iff d4 € HI(A®),

2. For 2| of Definition we can use a similar argument. For all d% € A* and G C H € U we need to
show d% € GIAS) — d4 e HE(AS), d4 e GZ(A®) iy equivalent to Fyy E7;,(r) G due to Proposition
which implies Fyy =5, (r) Fu M G. G C H € U implies Fyy MG C H € Ty(F), thus Fyy E,p) H
which is again equivalent to d¥ € H Z(A%) by Proposition (]

Using this result and Prop.[3:4] it is not hard to show that a minimal typicality model, restricted to elements
regarding the empty set of DClIs, yields exactly the classical canonical model for the ££; TBox 7.

Before we show canonicity of a minimal typicality model w.r.t. standard models of I over the same
domain, we show an intermediary result connecting satisfaction of K to satisfaction of extended TBoxes

Tu(F).

Proposition 4.10. Let K = (T,D) be a DKB, F a concept, and J = (AX,-7) be a standard typicality
interpretation over KC. Then it holds that

JEK = Vdf € AR T[Fy/{dE} E Tu(F)

PrOOF. Let J' = J[Fy/{d%}] for simplicity and d% € A*. Clearly, since Fy; & sig(T) it holds that J = T
implies J’ = T. Since J is standard, d%. € F' holds by Definition which implies {d%} = FJ c F7
(since Fy ¢ sig(F)). 1t remains to show for all GCIs Fyy NG T H € Ty(F)\ (T U{Fy C F}) (i.e

G LT H el that 7' = Fy NG C H. Since Fy & sig(D), it holds that G7 = G and HT = Hj

Additionally, for all d € AX it holds that J,d% = U (J | K), which means for all G C H € U, that
e’ = d4e HJ (Def. 4.6). Thus, {d4} = F‘7 implies &% € G iff d% € (F,y 1 G)7, it follows
that d € (Fy NG)? = d4% € HJ which implies j’ = Fyy MG C H, since no other element than d%
may be in the extension of the left-hand side of such a GCI in 7y (F') under J'. O

Equipped with this result, we show that the minimal typicality model Z(AX) is canonical for the set of all
standard models of K over the domain AX.

Lemma 4.11. The minimal typicality model Z(AX) is canonical for all standard models J = (AX,-7) of
the DKB K = (T, D), i.e. the following properties hold

I(AM) E K,
2. T(AX) is standard, and
3. Z(AX) C J for all standard models J = (A*,-7) of K.

PROOF. Property 1 is known by Lemma[d.9]and Property 2 follows from Proposition[4.8|and the definition of
minimal typicality model (Def. . To show Property 3, assume for contradiction that there is a standard
model J = (AX,.7) of K that is not an extension of Z(AX), i.e. Z(AX) ¢ J. The latter requires that
there exists at least one concept or role name, s.t. AT(AS) Z A7 or pI(A%) ¢ r7, respectively. Hence, we
distinguish the following two cases, both leading to contradictions.

Case 1: JA € sige(K). AZ(AK) ¢ A7. There must be an element d4. € AZ(AS) \ A7, d¢ e AT (&%) implies
Fy Eqr () A by Definition By Proposition it follows from J =K and J belng standard, that

T Fu/{dtY] E Tu(F), which Cannot be the case since J[Fy /{d%}] = Fu T, r) A
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Case 2: dr € sigR(IC).rI(AK) ¢ r7. There must be a pair (d%,d%) € (A \ 77 due to the definition of
Z(AX). From Definition it follows that Fyy E,(r) 3r.G. Since J is standard, it follows from Definition
that (dY, d%) ¢ r7 implies d% ¢ (Ir.G)7 . Using the same argument as in the previous case, we know that
J[Fu/{d%}] & Tu(F), which is a contradiction to the assumption because J [Fy/{d%}] = Fyy Cr,py Ir.G
(since Fy & sig(G)). O

Lemma [.11] justifies to read facts off from a minimal typicality model and use them as entailments,
i.e. as formulas that have to hold for all standard typicality models of a given DKB. We are now ready to
obtain concrete semantics for instantiations of our framework, in particular, semantics for (rat, prop) and
(rel, prop), simply by fixing specific typicality domains and defining the specific condition for a subsumption
to hold in the respective typicality interpretation.

4.2. Propositional Subsumption Entailment

To develop a decision procedure for defeasible subsumption for propositional coverage, we use so-called
“minimal typicality” models as introduced in the last subsection. The idea is that all role-successor elements
are from the level of no typicality (e.g. d%) and thus do not need to fulfil any information from the DBox.
This realises propositional coverage of defeasible information as this kind of information stays local to role
predecessors.

4.2.1. Propositional Relevant Subsumption

To fully instantiate the characterisation of defeasible entailment given in (ED (on page , we need to
specify the preferred models together with their domain and the conditions under which an interpretation
satisfies a GCI or assertion.

Definition 4.12 (Relevant Domain). Let K be a DKB. The relevant domain AK| over the K is defined
as AN = {d% | F € Qc(K),U CD,FNU Z L}.

Observe that relevant domains have a lattice shape (according to Deﬁnition. By our initial assumption,
that all concepts in Qc(K) are consistent with the TBox, it is guaranteed that AX, is a typicality domain
according to Definition Furthermore, AX| satisfies the Property (¥) required by Definition 4.7] for a
minimal typicality model. The following example illustrates the minimal typicality model for the previously

used DKB K.1.

Example 4.13 (Minimal relevant typicality model). Consider again the DKB K., from Example
with the consistent subsets of the DBox Dworker = Dex1, and Dposs = {Worker T Productive, Boss

Responsible} w.r.t. Worker and Boss, respectively. The subset-lattice of Dey1 and I(ATK&‘}“) are illustrated
in Figure 1] using obvious abbreviations and omitting labels for clarity. Note, that the domain elements are
grouped in grey boxes according to the subset-lattice indicating which DBox subsets are satisfied by which
domain elements.

According to Definition T(AR<) = Worker T Jsuperior.Boss, as well as T(AN"1) |= Boss C

rel ~ rel

Responsible M Productive, because dﬁ,”o’ﬁ,g’;jr and dgfg;s satisfy Dworker and Dposs, respectively.

As the second component in specifying concrete semantics, we need to determine the conditions for
T E* C T D. Since minimal typical modes are canonical models, one needs to find the representative
element in AX | that is most typical w.r.t. the concept it represents and thus fulfilling as much defeasible
information as possible. In general the most typical concept representative element d%’ of a concept F
cannot be determined by the maximal cardinality of I/ for all representatives of F' in Agl. To clarify this,
consider the relevant domain AX| that contains two elements d4? and d4? with Uy | = |Us|, Uy # Us and no
element d4 with |U| > [U;] is contained in AX. In this scenario, it is not clear which of the DBox subsets
that are consistent with F' and maximal by cardinality are to be used for deciding subsumption. In order
to align our semantics with the entailments contained in minimal relevant closure in [8], the most typical
representative of a concept F' is defined as dgF , where Dp is determined by means of justification (see
Subsection on page . Conditions for a typicality interpretation over the relevant domain to satisfy a

defeasible subsumption is then characterised as follows.
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Definition 4.14 (Defeasible subsumption under relevant strength, ="¢').
Let Z be a typicality interpretation over the relevant domain AX|. Then Z satisfies a defeasible subsumption
C T D (written Z =" C T D) iff d5¢ € D”.

Note that the domain element chosen in Definition (likewise in Definition [£.19) to determine satisfaction
of a defeasible subsumption, determines, together with the shape of the underlying typicality domain, the
strength of the resulting semantics. The coverage of the resulting semantics is determined by the set of
models of K that are considered to decide defeasible entailments. We can now define entailment under the
semantics characterised by (rel, prop) in accordance to the general entailment characterisation in (ED

Definition 4.15. Let K be a DKB. The typicality interpretations Z € Mod y¢; prop) that are considered in
defining entailments based on propositional relevant semantics satisfy the following properties:

1. 7 is standard,
2. T uses the relevant domain AX,.

A defeasible knowledge base K = (T, D) entails a defeasible subsumption C' I D under propositional relevant
semantics (written K =("¢bPror) O C D) iff TE" CC D for all T € Mod (e prop) ().

As a consequence of Lemma [£.11] we can characterise propositional relevant entailment of subsumption

using the minimal typicality model over the relevant domain Afel, i.e.

K =releror) ¢ C D iff T(AK)) =" O C D.

We are now ready to show equivalence of materialisation-based reasoning as described in [§], restricted
to the DL &L, and propositional relevant semantics given by standard typicality models.

Theorem 4.16. Let K be an EL; DKB. Propositional relevant entailment coincides with materialisation-
based relevant entailment, i.e.

K }:(rel,prop) C g D« K 'Z(Tel,mat) C g D.

rel

ie. dgc c DI(ARD. PropOSitionshows that this is equivalent to deciding Cp,, 7o, (C) D. From Lemma
ﬁ this is in turn equivalent to De M C 7 D, which is precisely the definition of K |:(’“81’m‘”) CcCD.

PROOF. From Definition and Lemma we know that K |=("¢4PmP) C'C D can be decided by Z(AKX,)),

A direct consequence and main motivation for this result, is that the same KLM postulates as discussed in
[8] also hold for propositional relevant entailment. As we show next, this is even the case for the inferentially
weaker propositional rational semantics.

W C 3s.B,
WL P,
BCR
|
W C P, WC3s.B,| |WC3s.B,
BCR BL R WP
’BER‘ ’WEP‘ ’WEHSB‘

Kex1
rel

Figure 1: a Subset lattice of Degy1 and b Z(A
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4.2.2. Propositional Rational Subsumption

Despite being inferentially weaker than their relevant counter-part, rational entailment is of interest
mainly for two reasons. First, rational entailment can be considered more well-behaved than relevant
closure in terms of KLM postulates they satisfy. The postulates Disjunction (Or), Cautious Monotonicity
(CM) and Rational Monotonicity (RM) are satisfied by materialisation-based rational entailment but not by
materialisation-based relevant entailment. Second, as it will turn out in our complexity analysis, the nested
coverage semantics come at the cost of an extra non-deterministic guessing step. Therefore, reasoning w.r.t.
nested rational semantics could be more feasible in practice than reasoning under nested relevant semantics.

We proceed in this section as for the relevant semantics before and define a typicality domain whose
granularity of sets of defeasible information is coarser and allows to obtain (only) rational strength.

Definition 4.17 (Rational Domain). Let K be a DKB . The rational domain ALK, over the DKB K =
(T, D) with partition(D) = (Eo, ..., E,) and D; = U;.Z:i E; (0 <i<n)is defined as

AR ={dP | F € Qe(K),FND; Zr 1,0 <i<n}.

By the initial assumption, that all concepts in Qc(K) are consistent with the TBox, it follows that AX, is
a typicality interpretation according to Definition [£.I] and due to the total order of the D; w.r.t. C, it has a
chain shape. The size of the rational domain is polynomial in the size of the input DKB K. The following
example showcases the shape of the rational typicality domain (similar to the presentation of the lattice
domain in Figure 1)) as well as the effect of inheritance blocking.

Example 4.18 (Minimal rational typicality model). Consider again the DKB Kcz1 from Ea:ample
with partition(Degy1) = {E1, By, Es}, leading to the chain of represented DBox subsets (D(AN<=1)) Dy =

rat

Des1, Do = {Boss T Responsible} and Ds = (. The DBox partition and T(AN<1) are dllustrated in
Figure |9 using obvious abbreviations. Note, that the domain elements are grouped in grey boxes according
to the DBox subset chain indicating which DBox subsets are satisfied by which domain elements.

According to Deﬁnition T(ARet) = Worker © Jsuperior.Boss, as well as T(AN<1) |= Boss C

rat rat
Responsible. However, as opposed to the minimal typicality model over the relevant domain, the property
Productive (from Worker T Productive) is not satisfied for the element dgf)ss. This shows once more

how the rough granularity of represented DBox subsets makes the minimal typicality model over the rational
domain subject to inheritance blocking.

Hence, the representative domain elements of the same concept F' are also totally ordered according to the
DBox subset D; they satisfy. In rational semantics it is therefore obvious which of the representatives is
the most typical one and is to be used to read off the information to answer the query. The condition for a
typicality interpretation over the rational domain to satisfy a defeasible subsumption is then characterised
as follows. Recall that this condition determines only the strength of the resulting semantics.

Definition 4.19 (Defeasible subsumption under rational strength, ="%").
Let K be a DKB and Z be a typicality interpretation over AX.. Then T satisfies a defeasible subsumption
C C D (written Z =% C'C D) iff do' € DT for the smallest i s.t. d5¢ € AK

rat*

D1 Dy Dy
Dy Do D3
W, P w w
W L 3s.B, Worker '\\ * /,v°
WL P, 2| BCR |2 0 RN
C ™~
BER Boss . *e B,W
B,W,R

Figure 2: a Partition partition(Deg1) and b I(A’C”I)

rel
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The definition for entailment of a defeasible subsumption by a DKB K w.r.t. propositional rational semantics
is analogous to the relevant case as well.

Definition 4.20. The typicality interpretations Z € Mod(,qt prop) that are considered in defining entail-
ments based on propositional rational semantics satisfy the following properties:

1. 7 is standard,
2. T is defined over AK,.

A defeasible knowledge base KK = (T, D) entails a defeasible subsumption C' T D under propositional rational
semantics (written K =(rtPror) C'C D) iff T =" C' T D for all T € Mod yqt prop)(K).

We can show the equivalence between materialisation-based and propositional rational entailment.

Theorem 4.21. Let IC be an EL; DKB. Propositional rational entailment coincides with materialisation-
based rational entailment, i.e.

K ‘:(rat,prop) C |; D+« K ’:(Tat,mat) C g D.

ProoF. From Definition and Lemma we know that I ("tPoP) €' C D can be decided by
T(AR)), ie. dgo € DA%, Propositio shows that this is equivalent to deciding Cp, Cr;,(c) D- By
Lemma this is in turn equivalent to D¢ M C Ty D, which is the definition of K =("¢b™et) ¢ C D.

Even though we characterised two semantics by defining specific interpretation domains, we can capture
a lot of the results in the remaining paper for general typicality domains. Naturally, those general results
apply to the specific rational and relevant domain just the same.

We continue now to use the typicality interpretation formalism to resolve the criticism of ignoring de-
feasible information for quantified concepts.

4.8. Nested Subsumption Entailment

The main difference between propositional coverage and nested coverage is clearly the treatment of
defeasible information for the role-successors. While propositional coverage is deliberately oblivious of
defeasible information for role-successors, nested coverage tries to use as much defeasible information for
role-successors as preservation of consistency admits. We pursue this goal by characterising the set of
maximal typicality models, where each role successor required by K is chosen such that it satisfies a subset
of DCIs from D that is of maximal cardinality while not causing an inconsistency. This provides us with
a restriction on the models of K (those of maximal typicality) that are considered to decide subsumption
queries of the kind: /C |:($’”35t) C T D. Role edges whose end point is a representative domain element
for a bigger subset of D (than other end points), are considered more typical. Intuitively, we can obtain
typicality models of maximal typicality, by extending non-maximal typicality models with more typical role
edges.

The crucial step in transforming a typicality model into a maximal typicality model is to find the role-
successor of maximal typicality. Suppose, a typicality model has d% as r-successor and we want to find
the maximal typical role-successor caused by the existential restriction dr.F. Now, in order to upgrade
the typicality of the E-representative, an r-edge to an E-representative that satisfies more DClIs, i.e., a
bigger subset of D, is introducedﬁ Obtaining a more typical interpretation by introducing such an edge is
called upgrading the typicality of an interpretation. If we consider from the standard typicality models of a
DKB K only those models that are more typical w.r.t. some set of upgraded role edges, we can potentially
obtain more entailments and in particular those that are missing in propositional and materialisation-based
defeasible entailment relations. Note, that for some upgrades all standard models realising this upgrade

8The “old” r-edge can remain as it does not affect reasoning.
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contain new role edges, e.g. (d4., d%) In our characterisation of maximal typicality, we maximise those new
edges as well.

We implement this idea by a two-step fixpoint construction. Initially, we start from the minimal typicality
model and determine its typicality upgrades in the first step. In general, upgrades of a (minimal) typicality
model are not necessarily models of . However, they can either be completed into models of I or they
cannot, since by the new edge, some disjointness constraint in the TBox can be violated. If a typicality
upgrade can be completed into models of I, it can be done so in a minimal way which is the second step.
Since this model completion could be required to contain role edges that have not been present in the
minimal typicality model, we need to iteratively keep upgrading and (model) completing until none of the
potential upgrades admit a model completion anymore. At this point, maximal typicality is reached. As
it happens, one typicality upgrade (of a certain role-edge) may block another upgrade, i.e. in the presence
of both upgrades no model completion is possible. In this case we need to consider further upgrades of
both typicality models, each containing only one of the two upgraded edges. This shows that it is possible
to reach a variety of maximal typicality models during this iterative upgrade procedure, starting from the
minimal typicality model.

Conceptually, this procedure corresponds to an iterative restriction of the set of standard models that
are considered to decide defeasible subsumption. Initially, all edges that occur in every standard model
(Mod ; prop)) of K are required to be maximal w.r.t. their typicality, i.e. those occurring in Z(A%). New role
edges that are induced by this maximality requirement, are again required to be of maximal typicality, hence
the iterative nature of this process. Eventually, we are able to characterise a restriction on the standard
typicality models of a DKB K, i.e. Mod(; nest)(K) € Mod(y prop) (K), where Mod(y yest)(KC) includes only
those models that are maximal w.r.t. the typicality of the iteratively determined induced role-successors and
the role-successors occurring in all standard models of K.

We begin to develop the two-step fixpoint construction by characterising the upgrades that a typicality
interpretation allows. As before, we remain as general as possible at first, w.r.t. the underlying domain
and considering an ABox, before specifically looking at subsumption and eventually at instance checking in
Section [l

Definition 4.22. Let T = (AXZ,.7) and J = (A7 ,.7) be typicality interpretations for K = (A, T, D).
The set of more typical role edges for a given role r in Z is defined as

TRz(r) = {(d,d%) € ANTx AT\ T | 3U C D.(d,d%) € r* AU CU' C Dy}

J is a typicality extension of T iff

1. ART = ART,

2. AT = AT (for A € Np),

3. a7 = a? (for a € sigr(A))

4. 17 =rT UR, where R C TRz(r) (for r € sigr(K)), and

5. 3r € sigr(K). rT cr7.
The set of all typicality extensions of a typicality interpretation Z is typ(Z).

Note that the starting points of the edges contained in T'Rz(r) can be concept or individual representatives.
Consider the DKB K¢, from Example and the minimal typicality model Z (AKG“) (Figure. From Ex-

rel
ample [4.13] one can see that dLWerker & (Isuperior. Responsible Z(ATE™). Due to the edge (dRworker !
Worker Worker Boss
)CCI . . .
in superior™®:&") | it holds that (dEVVZ;,’C";;",dDB"”) € TRI(A:cml)(supemor) (Def. |4.22). By extending
rel

Boss

the minimal typicality model to contain this upgrade (let J = I(A’Ce“)[superior/superiorI(A:-C:lm1) U

rel
{(diprerker dpBes)}]) we are able to conclude dp¥orier € (Isuperior.Responsible). However, suppose

the extra GCI dsuperior.Responsible T Jcoworker.Worker belongs to the TBox. As a consequence, the
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interpretation J would not satisfy the TBox anymore, because d‘?v"o‘/;l;"e‘;r has no coworker successors. This

showcases how a typicality upgrade by Definition need not satisfy the underlying DKB. Because of
such situations, a completion of an upgraded interpretation may become necessary to make it satisfy the
knowledge base again. The set of all extensions of an upgraded typicality interpretation that are standard
models of K is exactly the subclass of Mod ; ,rop) (K) Where the particular upgrade is contained in all models
of that class.

Definition 4.23. Let K = (7,D) be a DKB and AX a typicality domain over . A typicality interpretation
T = (A*,.T) is a model completion of a typicality interpretation J = (AX -7 iff

1. J <1,
2. TEK, and
3. T is standard
The set of all model completions of J is denoted as mec(J).

Note that mec(J) can also be empty. An interpretation that is a model completion to itself is called a
safe model and obviously satisfies the properties of Definition So, for any typicality interpretation
J, all interpretations in mc(J) are safe models. Observe, that it is no restriction to consider only model
completions of Z that belong to mc(Z), since if me(Z) = @ then no extension of Z will be a model of K.

Naturally, the model completions of a typicality upgrade may introduce new edges. Those edges that
appear in all model completions of a typicality upgrade, are considered necessary w.r.t. the typicality up-
grade, and thus we want to include them in the characterisation of maximal typicality as well. We show
that the model completions of an upgraded typicality interpretation are closed under intersection. This nat-
urally allows to characterise a minimal model completion that is equivalent to the intersection of all model
completions. The iterative upgrade procedure will then proceed to increase the typicality of this minimal
model completion, rather than considering upgrades for all model completionsEI

Proposition 4.24. For a typicality interpretation T = (A, T) over the DKB K = (T, D), the set of model
completions mc(Z) is closed under intersection.

PROOF. Since mc(T) are considered for finite domains A® and it is only necessary to consider the signature of
KC, it suffices for our purposes to show closure under finite intersection. Thus, we show for two interpretations
Ji, T2 € me(Z) that (J1 N J2) € me(Z) holds, i.e. all three conditions of model completions (in Definition
hold for J; N J2. Condition 1 follows quickly from the extension of set inclusion to interpretations
over the same domain. Z C J; and Z C 7, imply Z C J; N J>. Condition 2 follows from Proposition [4.4]
Claim 2| J; = T implies CYi C D7 for all C T D € T for both i € {1,2} and by Proposition Clai
the same holds for 73 N Ja, thus J1 N Je = 7. Condition 2 in the Definition of models is equivalent to

GLHeUd = GIn{df e AF |x =u} C HI n{dy e A* | x =u}. (%)

for U C D and (xx) holds for both J; and Jo. This way, it is not hard to see that, as before, Proposition
implies (J, N Ja), d% = U for all F € Q¢(K) and U C D.
Condition 3 is satisfied by Corollary O

Proposition implies that if there is a model completion for a typicality interpretation 7, then there is
also a unique model completion of 7 that is minimal in the sense that it stems from a minimal number of
extensions.

9This strategy removes an effect that earlier versions of the typicality model approach were still subject to, where some
typicality upgrades could be missed because they were blocked by arbitrary information that can be satisfied when continuing
to upgrade all model completions. Such arbitrary information cannot exist in the minimal model completion.
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Definition 4.25. The minimal model completion, of a typicality interpretation J with me(J) # 0 is defined
as
mme(J) = ﬂ T
Zeme(T)

Recall that the minimal model completion of a typicality extension need not be maximal w.r.t. the
typicality of role successors, as it may introduce new edges that require further typicality upgrades. We
characterise maximal typicality by typicality extensibility. A typicality interpretation Z is said to be typi-
cality extensible, if there exists a typicality upgrade J in typ(Z) such that me(J) # (. Hence, a typicality
interpretation is a maximal typicality interpretation, if it is not typicality extensible. The overall typical-
ity maximisation procedure iteratively performs typicality upgrades and model completions until reaching
maximal typicality. To formalise this process, we introduce some notation and an upgrade operator.

Definition 4.26. The set of all safe models P(AX) of a typicality domain AX over a DKB K is
P(AR) ={T | T = (&%, 7) A T € me(T)}-
The typicality upgrade operator T : 9P(A%) 5 9P(A%) ig defined for S C P(AX) as:
1. T(S) = S\ {Z} U {mmc(T) | T € typ(Z) Amc(T) # 0}, if T € S is typicality extensible,
2. T(S) =S, otherwise.
For a given set of model completions S C P(AX); the fizpoint of T is Tpn(S) if T} (S) = Tpny1(S) with
o Tp(S) =S and
o T(S) = T(T;1(8)) (i > 0).
The set of maximal typicality extensions of the typicality models in S is typ™®*(S) = T, (5).

Note, that P(AX) is finite, when considering only the finite signature given by the DKB K and finite
typicality domains AF. Typicality upgrades may block each other due to disjointness constraints in the
TBox. The following example illustrates how such a typicality extension can lead to multiple different
maximal typicality interpretations, starting from a single interpretation.

Example 4.27. We extend the DKB from Example to DKB Keyzo = (Tew2, Dex1) with the TBox

Tex2 = Tew1 U {Isuperior.Isuperior. Responsible T 1 }.

KGI - .
Let the role edge (dRr o pors @oyorrer) € superior™Aed™) be upgraded to (A5, pors Airorier) and likewise

Kezx . . .
(AR o rkers A%..0) € superior™ i) to (AR, dEBes=). If both of these upgrades exist in the same typi-

cality extension J, it does not admit to a model completion, as an inconsistency would be caused by

dR, o € (3superior.Isuperior. Responsible)” .
The typicality upgrade (d?vorker, d{BV:SZTkeTEPMd“the}), however, is “allowed” to occur in a typicality exten-
sion, leading to the entailment of Worker I Jsuperior.(Boss N Productive). This shows that inheritance
blocking can be remedied even for quantified concepts when upgrading typicality of successors in a lattice do-
main, as the granularity of considered DBox subsets, allows to “individually disregard” contradicting DClIs.
In the rational domain, only an even less typical (not satisfying Worker C Productive) Boss representative
would be allowed as a superior successor of a Worker representative.
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The different maximal typicality interpretations are the reason why the iterative T-operator has to consider
sets of typicality interpretations .S instead of single interpretations. Since we want to characterise semantics
that are usually described as cautious, we want to maintain all mutually exclusive upgrade sequences and
eventually end up with a variety of maximal typicality models. How does this correspond to restricting the
set of standard typicality models of a DKB K? Each of these maximal typicality models characterises a
subset of all standard models of K for which a particular (maximal) set of typicality upgrades is satisfied.
For cautious semantics we want to reason over the union of those restrictions of Mod , prop)(K). Such
entailments can be characterised by considering only the set of all maximal typicality models, starting from
a minimal typicality model Z(AX), for Mod(; pest)(K).

4.8.1. Nested Relevant Subsumption

Most of the prerequisites for the semantic characterisation of nested relevant entailment were introduced
already in a general way. We consider as a foundation again the relevant domain Afel from Definition
and hence the entailment =" as introduced in Definition The set of considered models for nested
relevant entailment coincide with the maximal typicality models obtained from the minimal typicality model
over the relevant domain.

Definition 4.28 (Defeasible subsumption under nested relevant semantics, |=("¢"¢st)),

Let Mod(retnesty(K) = typ™™ ({Z(AK))}). A defeasible knowledge base K = (7,D) entails a defeasible

subsumption C' C D under nested relevant semantics (written K =("¢7est) C' C D) iff T =" C C D for
all 7 € MOd(rel,nest) (IC)

Our main goal of this article is to develop a reasoning method that computes defeasible subsumptions
such that typicality of objects described by nested existential restrictions is regarded. Our claim is now
that reasoning under (rel, nest) semantics does remedy the short-coming of materialisation-based reasoning
which does not regard typicality of objects described by nested existential restrictions. So, it remains to
show that reasoning with maximal typicality models supports strictly more entailments than reasoning with
all typicality models, hence materialisation-based reasoning—in particular when it comes to role successors.

Theorem 4.29. For two EL, concepts C, D and an EL; DKB K the following holds:
1. K |:(rel7mat) C C D — K ):('rel,nest) C C D, and

2 K ':(rel,mat) C C D <# K ):(rel,nest) C C D
PrOOF. Claim 1 follows from the fact that the minimal typicality model Z(AX)) is included (according to
Definition in all maximal typicality models of Z(AK)), i.e. J € typ™>({Z(AK)}) = Z(AK) C J.
Claim 2 can be shown by using Example as a counter-example. In preparation to do so, let s denote
the role superior, and W, B, R denote the concepts Worker, Boss and Responsible respectively, also let
K =Kez1, T = Tex1 and D = D, for brevity and recall that Dy, = D. It needs to be verified, that

VT etyp™ ({Z(A%)}-T E W L 3s.R

It is not hard to see that this claim holds if (d,,dp?) € s7 for all J € typ™*({Z(AK)}).
In order to show that V.7 € typ™>*({Z(AKX)}).(dR,,d5") € s7 holds, we proceed by contradiction and

rel
assume that 3Z € typ™>*({Z(AX))}).(dR,d5) ¢ s, then the interpretation 7' = Z[s/s” U {(d,,d5")}] is
clearly in typ(Z) where XZ = XZ' for every left- and right-hand side X of inclusion statements in 7 and
D,ie. I' E K, hence ' € me(Z'), i.e. me(Z') # 0. Therefore Condition 1. for typicality upgrade operators

from Definition applies to Z, contradicting that Z € typ™>*({Z(AX)}). O

rel

The counter-example used in this proof gives evidence to the claim that nested relevant subsumption is
stronger than its materialisation-based counter part. Whether this is also the case for the inferentially
weaker nested rational subsumption is to be answered next.
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4.8.2. Nested Rational Subsumption

Analogous to the case of nested relevant entailment, we need to characterise nested rational entailment
for a DKB K, based on the rational domain ALY, from Definition and the set of maximal typicality
models obtained from the minimal typicality model over AX

Definition 4.30 (Defeasible subsumption under nested rational semantics, =" "¢st)),

Let Mod(rat nest)(K) = typ™™ ({Z(AK,)}). A defeasible knowledge base K = (T, D) entails a defeasible
subsumption C' C D under nested rational semantics (written K ("t C' C D) iff T =" C T D for
all 7 € MOd(rat,nest) (]C)

It remains to show that reasoning with maximal typicality models supports strictly more entailments
than reasoning with all typicality models, hence materialisation-based reasoning under rational closure.

Theorem 4.31. For two EL, concepts C, D and an EL, DKB K the following holds:
1. K lz(rat,mat) C CD = K ):(rat,nest) C C D, and
2. K ':(rat,mat) CLD <= K }Z(rat,nest) CCD

PROOF The proof works analogous to the proof of Theorem @ Claim 1 simply follows from Theorem
and the fact that Z(AK,) C J for all J € typ™>*({Z(AK,)}). Claim 2 can be shown with ey
from Exampl using the same abbreviations as before. Theorem and the consequences discussed

in Example 3.2 show that d5' € RO Assume for a contradiction, 7 € typ™>*({Z(AKe1)1) with
(dBe,d5) ¢ sT. Tt is easy to see that the interpretation J = Z[s/s7 U {(d5°,d5")}] is a safe model of Ku1,
contradicting the maximality of Z. Therefore all maximal typicality models 7 € typ™*({Z(AXe1)}) need

rat
to satisfy (di°,d5") € s7 and therefore,
J = Worker T Jsuperior. Responsible, i.e. Kez1 I:(mt’”“t) Worker T Jsuperior. Responsible.

However, as covered before, Kep1 ™) Worker T Isuperior. Responsible. O

In this subsection we defined defeasible subsumption under new semantics, namely under nested coverage
combined with either relevant or rational strength. These semantics are based on maximal typicality models
that we have originally introduced in [IT], 12] and that make use of the “typicality dimension” of typicality
domains to accommodate different subsets of the DBox D. Now having achieved these results for termi-
nological reasoning, a natural question is how the computational complexity of such reasoning is. This is
answered in Section [6] Another follow-up question is how to extend this approach to assertional reasoning.
This defeasible instance checking is what we address next.

5. Typicality Interpretations for Defeasible Instance Checking

In this section we want employ typicality interpretations to decide defeasible instance checking under the
four semantics considered in the last section. We develop algorithms for the four semantics as for defeasible
subsumption. Again, we begin with propositional coverage, but, here, first together with rational and then
with relevant strength. Then we turn to nested coverage of defeasible information and again combine it first
with rational and then with relevant strength. The starting point of our investigation on defeasible instance
checking is the materialisation-based approach by Casini et al. in [4] and our variant of it adapted to L
in Section

First we want to “recreate” materialisation-based instance checking by means of typicality interpretations
to achieve methods for deciding defeasible instance checking under (z, prop) semantics. Then we apply our
mechanism for achieving typicality upgrades on the conceptual information about individuals. For example,
for (3r.A)(a) we can apply defeasible information to individual a and check whether @ is perhaps related
via r to a typical instance of A. This kind of consequence from DClIs for role successors is not supported by
Casinis approach.
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For DLs that allow reasoning based on canonical models, it is a common technique to translate the
ABox into an interpretation. In order to do so, we impose (as in Section the property that ABoxes
are conjunction-free, i.e. conjunctions do not appear on the top-level of any concept. This is merely a
requirement to ease presentation, but not a restriction, as the conjuncts of a conjunction can be asserted
for an individual one by one. So, we assume w.l.o.g. every ABox is conjunction-free. Recall that, given
an E£; DKB K = (A, T,D), the ABox A can be translated into an interpretation Z over the domain
{da | a € sigr(A)} U{dg | E € Qc(K)} as follows:

o Ala) € A = d, € AT,
e (Ir.E)a) e A = (d,,dg) € r* and
e 7(a,b) € A = (da,dp) € L.

In general this particular translation does not yield a model of the whole knowledge base, as the concept
representative elements dz do not necessarily belong to EZ. However, due to the construction of a minimal
typicality model (and Proposition , it holds for concept representatives, that d% € ET(AY) for any
U C D (and d% € AX). Our approach to obtain a canonical model for the whole DKB K = (A, T, D) with a
non-empty ABox A is to combine the interpretation obtained by translation from the ABox with a minimal
typicality model for (0, T, D).

The role edges such as (d,,dg) in the classical model leave a degree of freedom in a typicality inter-
pretation for choosing the role-successor element among all representatives of E with differing typicality.
Those edges (initially) point to those representatives that make the least assumptions about typicality. We
use (dg, de), in order to characterise another kind of minimal typicality model. After that we show that
propositional rational instance checks are equivalent to the materialisation-based approach. We can then
use the same typicality upgrade technique as before to obtain not only strictly more inferences than are
contained in the rational closure, but also to introduce propositional and nested relevant instance checking.
The method for instance checking in defeasible DLs under relevant semantics presented here is the first one
for this task.

The ABox interpretation Z 4 7, is constructed using classical reasoning over (A, 7), much like classical
canonical models or minimal typicality models.

Definition 5.1. Let K = (A, 7,D) be a DKB. Define the ABox interpretation a7 = (ATAT TAT)
where

o ATAT = (d, | a € sigi(A)} U{d% | E € Qe(K)},

o a?AT =d, for a € sig;(A),

o ATAT ={d, | (A, T) E A(a)}, and

o 1TAT = {(dy, dp) | r(a,b) € Ay U{(ds,d%) | (A, T) = (3r.E)(a)}.
for all A € sige(K), r € sigr(K) and E € Qc(K).

ABox interpretations for I = (A, T, D) are defined such that they are quasi-disjoint from typicality inter-
pretations over (), 7, D). This enables the use of Proposition ABox interpretations are clearly typicality
interpretations according to Definition We distinguish the following kinds of typicality interpretations:

e typicality interpretations over an empty ABow, if its domain contains only concept representatives, i.e.
as considered in Section 4l

e ABox interpretations contain essentially no information about concept representatives, but only indi-
viduals.

o typicality interpretations over the full DKB (or over a non-empty ABox) are unions of a typicality
interpretation over an empty ABox and an ABox interpretation.
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For an arbitrary typicality interpretation J = (AX,-7) over K = (), T, D) and the ABox interpretation
Za.7, the common part of both domains is AX N AT4T = {d% | F ¢ QC(IC)} Since the extensions of
concept names in the ABox interpretation do not contain concept representatives and no role edges have
a concept representative as the origin (Def. , quasi-disjointness holds. Therefore, we can consider the
union J UZ4 7, for which the property of Proposition ie. CIYTaT N AR = 07 is satisfied. For such
a union of a typicality interpretation over an empty ABox and an ABox interpretation, the extension of
individual names is clearly taken from the ABox interpretation, i.e. a7V TA7T = gZAT,

An instance relationship C(a) is satisfied in a typicality interpretation Z just as in the classical case, i.e.
T |= C(a) iff a¥ € CZ. However, to use our notation in a consistent way we say Z |= C(a) iff T "% C(a)
iff T =" C(a). The following lemma shows that our construction is capable of classical reasoning in the
same way a classical canonical model is, regardless of the specific typicality domain that is being used in
the minimal typicality model.

Lemma 5.2. For a DKB K = (A, T,D), a minimal typicality model T(AX) = (AX, ~I(AK)) over KC and the
ABoz interpretation T 7 = (ATAT . LAT) it holds that

(A.T) E Cla) ff Z(AF) UZa7 |= Cla)
for EC1 concepts C with Qc(C) C Qc(K) and a € sigr(A).

PrROOF. We begin by proving the only if direction, w.l.o.g. for C = A1 M---MA, N 3r;.E1M---M3ry, . E,y,. For
alll<i<nand1l<j<m, (AT) | C(a) implies (A, T) = Ai(a) and (A, T) = (3r;.E;)(a). It follows
by Definition [5.1|that d, € AZ-IA’T and (dg, dij) € rfA’T Therefore, by the definition of U for interpretations,

= )C
also d, € Aiz(A WIAT and (dg, d%j) € rf(A JYIAT By Propositions and and the fact that Z4 7 is
K

quasi-disjoint from Z(AX), it holds that d%j € E]-I(A JYTAT hence d, € (ﬂrj.Ej)I(AK)UZAvT for 1 <j<m.
Therefore d, € CT(AIVTaT

We prove the if direction by structural induction on concept C'. For the induction start, C = A (4 € Ng),
I(AMUZ 4 7 = A(a) means d, € ATA7T. By Deﬁnition (A, T) = A(a) must hgld. The induction step for
conjunction is trivial and for C' = Ir.E, assume for some b € sigr(A), d, € ETAIVIAT iff (A, T) = E(b).
From d, € (Hr.E)I(AK)UZAvT we know that there is some e € A* U ATA7T for which (d,,e) € pE(AUTa, T
and e € ETAVIAT e distinguish two cases for e either being a concept or an individual representative.
Case 1: e represents an individual in AXUAZA.7, This means in AZA7 w.l.o.g. e = dj,. By the induction
hypothesis, d, € EZANVIAT i equivalent to (A, T) = E(b) and from Deﬁnition (dg,dy) € rTAIVTaT
implies 7(a,b) € A. Combining both observations, it is implied that (A, 7) = (Ir.E)(a).
Case 2: e represents a concept in A® U AZ4.7, By the construction of Z4 7+ we know w.l.o.g. that
e= d%. By Proposition and the fact that Z 4 7 is quasi disjoint f}gom T(AF), it holds that de € EIAS),
Then Propositions [3.4{and 4.8/ imply F C7 E. From (d,,d%) € rZ(A")YTAT and Def. we know (A, T) =
(3r.F)(a) and with F C7 F, it is clear that (A, T) | (3r.E)(a). O

The interpretations obtained from union of the ABox interpretation and the minimal typicality model are
canonical for instance relationships. They are indeed models for the classical components of the DKB: the
ABox and the TBox.

Proposition 5.3. For a minimal typicality model Z(AX) = (AKX, Z(A™)) oper K = (A, T,D) and the ABox
interpretation T 7 = (ATAT . TAT) it holds that

I(AK) UIAJ— ': (.A, T)

10Recall, that we can assume w.l.o.g. that Qc(K) = Qc(T)—as discussed in Section
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PRrOOF. By Proposition and Definition we know that CZ(ANUTar 0 AK = 0T(A"), Therefore, the
known property d¥. € F' Z(A%) (Proposition i is equivalent to d% € F° T(AMUIAT  We prove satisfaction of
the ABox and TBox separately, beginning with A.

First, observe that for any a € sig;(A), aZ@)VTar = gZa7 = d, since I(AX) does not consider
individuals. Therefore, we need to check the following three conditions for A to be satisfied by Z(AX)UT, AT

L r(a,b) € A = (da,dp) € TI(A}C)UI.A,T’
2. A(a) € A = d, € ATAIVTaAT and
3. (Ir.B)(a) € A = d, € (Ir.ByFADTAT,

Towards 1, it holds that r(a,b) € A implies (d,,d) € 7747 by Deﬁnitio and due to the union of
interpretations, (dq,dp) € pZ(AUTaT 9 and 3 follow directly from Lemma

By Lemma and Proposition it is clear that 7T is satisfied w.r.t. domain elements in AX| it remains
to show for C E D € T that d, € CTAMVIar — dy € DIAMUZAT olds for a € sigr(A). d, €
CLAMVIAT ig equivalent to (A, T) E C(a) by Lemma and for C C D € T, this implies (A, T) = D(a)
which in turn is equivalent to d, € DT(AUTaT, O

For typicality interpretations over the full DKB obtained by union, this result, together with the canonicity
for instance checking (Lemma and the canonicity of the minimal typicality model for subsumption
(Lemma7 means that this kind of interpretations admit classical reasoning. Furthermore, the canonicity
of the model Z(A®) U T, A, 7 W.r.t. classical instance checking allows us to reach an equivalent entailment
relation for defeasible rational instance checking as in [4] on the ABox level.

We proceed in the order for rational and relevant semantics opposite to earlier sections, as [4] only
characterises defeasible instance checking under rational closure and, since, to the best of our knowledge,
answering defeasible instance queries under relevant semantics has never been considered before this paper,
introducing it requires more effort.

5.1. Propositional Rational Instance Checking

In Section [3| we have already shown how to construct an extended ABox (to be precise, an extended
knowledge base) in ££,, to obtain equivalent classical entailments as when using (an ££,) ABox and
extending it with material implication assertions (c.f. ALC, [4]). In the first part of the present section,
we have shown minimal typicality models in conjunction with quasi-disjoint ABox interpretations to be
canonical w.r.t. classical consequences. From Lemmas [3.7 and [5.2] we immediately obtain that our semantic
characterisation of propositional rational instance containment is equivalent to the materialisation-based
approach. Recall that for a typicality model J over a full DKB, J =" C(a) iff J = C(a) iff a7 € CY,
just as in the classical case.

Definition 5.4 (Defeasible instance checking under propositional rational semantics).

For a DKB K = (A, T, D), a sequence s over sigr(A), the rational domain ALY, and the default assump-
tion extension A%, (for EC, ), propositional rational instance containment (written K, s [=("24ProP) C(a)) is
characterised as Z(AK,) U Ix  TuTo Eret Cla).

The main result is a direct consequence of the aforementioned lemmas.

Theorem 5.5. Materialisation-based rational instance checking coincides with propositional rational in-
stance checking, i.e. for an EL;, DKB K = (A, T,D) (over a complete ABox and unfoldable TBoz), and a
sequence s over sigr(A),

IC,S ):(rat,mat) C(CL) ijl‘ IC,S ':(Tat,prop) C(a)
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5.2. Propositional Relevant Instance Checking

This is new territory, as it has never been discussed in the literature. The semantics for IC, s )z(’“el’pmp)
C(a) are obtained analogous to those for (rat,prop), by swapping the underlying domain of the minimal
typicality model (over an empty ABox), and using Z(AX)). It remains to devise an ABox extension that is
appropriate to obtain relevant consequences.

A first idea would be to adapt the direct construction of sets Do C D for K = (A, T, D) and a concept
C from Section [3] considering justifications for individuals instead of concepts. Recall that inconsistency
of a concept with a subset of the DBox is checked by classical reasoning and materialisation of D, e.g.
DNC Cy L. Based on this notion of inconsistency, the set of all C-justifications (minimal subsets of D)
is computed and the rank-minimal part (w.r.t. partition(D)) is removed from each justification to obtain
the maximal subset of D, consistent with C, called D¢. In this approach, the two consistent DBox subsets
D¢, Dy of two different concepts C' and H are more or less unrelated, determining one does not rely on the
otherE The set of all justifications can be determined with so-called axiom pinpointing techniques (££: [21],
ALC: [19]), for subsumption and instance checks alike [I8]. We do not enter the excursion into the realm of
determining justifications in this article, even though some tailoring to consider defeasible concept inclusions
is required but can be discovered with little effortlEI We define minimal justifications for individuals in the
lines of Definition B.11

Definition 5.6. Let £ = (A4,7,D) be a DKB, J C D, and a € sigr(A). J is an a-justification w.r.t. I,
iff (AU{Dgcr(a) | EC F e J},TUTp) is inconsistent and (AU{Dgcr(a) | EL F € J'}, TUTp) is not
inconsistent for all 7' C J.

We extend the definition of justifications() to allow for a € sigr(K) and return justifications(KC,a) =
(Jis. -y Tm), all a-justifications w.r.t. K. The maximal subset of the DBox D in K = (A,7,D) that is
consistent with an individual a, is then denoted as Dx , = D\ U;~; min,(J;). The reason why we carry
K into the notation for consistent subsets of D when considering individuals, comes from the issue with
explicit edges between individuals 7(a, b) € A, discussed and illustrated in Section [3] The consistent subset
of D for an individual a may be different after having “enriched” another individual b. This is precisely the
reason why the naive idea to simply enrich every individual in the given sequence with its relevance based
consistent subset of D is not compatible with the goal to extend rational semantics. Consider for example
K =(A,T,D) with A= {A(a),r(b,a)}, T={ANXC 1L, BMN3IrBC 1} and D={T T B, TC X} and
the sequence of individuals (a,b). When determining the consistent subset of a w.r.t. K as it is initially
given, the minimal relevant approach would determine Dx o, = {T C B}, as T © X is the only DCI causing
an inconsistency with a at that point. For the same reason, rational semantics would not allow any DCIs
to be satisfied for a, since both DCIs are of the same exceptionality rank (partition(D) = (D)). When
considering enrichments for the individual b, the DCIs that a is (actively) satisfying have to be taken into
account. At this point, B(a) holds for relevant semantics, but not for rational semantics. Therefore, T C B
would cause an inconsistency for b in the current state of ABox extension in relevant semantics. As a result,
B(b) can be obtained from rational semantics but not from relevant. This is problematic as the goal of
relevant reasoning is to extend rational reasoning (i.e. extend obtained consequences) while “removing” the
effect of inheritance blocking. Without at least obtaining rational consequences from relevant semantics, the
two become nearly incomparable and thus difficult to put in perspective. For this reason, we propose that
the relevant ABox extension needs to build on top of the rational ABox extension, in order to guarantee
strictly stronger entailment. Overall, the ABox extension can then be seen as a two-step enrichment. First,
defeasible information is added in a rough, DBox-ranked-partition style (including inheritance blocking),
and in a second pass over the sequence of individuals, consistent DCIs are determined in a more fine-grained
way, in order to combat inheritance blocking.

HNote, that for C C H it is could be that Do C Dy (not obvious), however since the order in which the DBox subsets
are computed is irrelevant, they are deemed unrelated w.r.t. their construction.

I2Finding justifications for K | DM C C 1 produces subsets of K not of D, with our TBox extension however, testing
Tp(C) E Cp C L, one could isolate the part of the justifications containing GCIs Cp M E C F' to obtain a subset of D.
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Algorithm [2| makes clear how the ABox extension is computed based on relevance w.r.t. a given sequence

~

over the individuals in sig;(A). Recall that A2, is the extended ££; ABox returned by Algorithm

Algorithm 2: Computation of default assumption extension .Zf,el (relevant)

Input: Sequence s on sigr(A), w.lo.g. s = (ai,...,an), K= (AT,D)
Output: Default assumption extension A7,

~

1 Ag = A,

2 for a; € (ai,...,a,) do

8 | Aii=Ai1U{Decu(ai) | GT HEDu,_, 704}
4 end

5 return A,

In the following, we denote the returned ABox from Algorithm [2[ as ﬁiel and we show superiority (in
terms of number of consequences obtained) of relevant over rational semantics.

Definition 5.7 (Defeasible instance checking under propositional relevant semantics).
For an &£, DKB K = (A,7T,D), a concept C, an individual a € sigr(A) and the extended ABox A?

rel
obtained from K and s using Algorithm [2] propositional relevant instance query entailment is characterised

as follows:
K, s Eebrror) Cla) iff T(AK) Uz 7uTo = Cla).

~

We show the following example to illustrate how the default assumption extension A?_,, computed based

on relevant semantics, does not exhibit inheritance blocking as the rational extension of the ABox does.

Example 5.8 (Minimal Typicality Model with non-empty ABox).

Consider the DKB Kezs = {A, Tex1, Dea1}, extending Ker1 by the ABox A = {Worker(bob), Boss(alice)}.
We use obvious abbreviations of concept and role names once more to improve readability. Clearly, as
bob and alice are not related, any default assumption extension of A will be independent of the sequence of
individuals s. The default assumption extension A3, extends A by the assertions Dycas. g(bob), Dy p(bob)
and Dpcr(bob) for the individual bob. For alice, only Dpcr(alice) is added, because the concept assertion
Dyycas.(alice) leads to the knowledge base (AU {Dywcas.p(alice)}, Tez1 U Tp,,,) to be inconsistent. The
rough granularity of the considered DBox subsets in rational semantics then also leads to the exclusion of the
assertion Dycp(alice) in Aj,;. A2, then extends (by Algorithm@ A2 in two iterations. Processing the
individual bob may not lead to further extensions, as bob already has all the corresponding DCI assertions
from Dey1. Processing alice however, extends A3, by the assertion Dwcp(alice), because no (minimal)
alice-justification w.r.t. (A%,,, Tes1 UTp,,,) contains Dycp(alice).

Since Boss & Worker, Boss(alice) and Dycp(alice) are then contained in the “relevant extension” of
Kez1 but not in the “rational extension”, we can conclude

rel

T(AK:) UZg  7omure,,, = Productive(alice)

however,
I(Aft) U Ia:  1..u7s, , P& Productive(alice).

exl

Figure|5 shows the minimal typicality model I(Af;l“) in union with the ABox z'nterpretationIAie“TwlUTD

exl

The granularity of the default assumption extension for the ABox allows to illustrate which concept assertions
have been added in the extension by (visually) associating individual domain elements (dgiice, dpob) with one
of the DBox subsets. For the rational domain (c.f. Fig. @), one can imagine an analogous visualisation.
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Theorem 5.9. Propositional relevant instance checking is strictly stronger than propositional rational in-

stance checking i.e.
’C,S ':(rat,prop) C(CL) — IC,S ':(rel,prop) C’(a),

the converse does not always hold.

PROOF. After applying the definitions of both semantics, we need to show that Z(AX )+ 5. ruts E Cla)
rat?
implies Z(AX ) +Z 5. ruts E Cla). By Lemmaand monotonicity of classical semantics, this implication
rel?

holds if ﬁfat C A7,,. It is easy to see in Algorithm |2 that A; € A; for all 1 < ¢ < j < n, hence
Al =A0 C A, = A2,
Example provides a counterexample for the converse. O

This is a strong result, that aligns with the superiority of relevant semantics over rational semantics for
defeasible subsumption. A default assumption extension of the ABox based on minimal justifications has
been named as an open problem in [§] but has not been introduced in the literature since. We are positive,
that the default assumption extension that we introduce here can be adapted to the materialisation-based
approach in order to lift propositional-style semantics to the more expressive DL ALC. As for the semantics
of subsumption, eradicating inheritance blocking alone does not mitigate the issue of neglecting quantified
concepts in propositional style (materialisation-based) semantics. We investigate typicality upgrades of
minimal typicality models over non-empty ABoxes next.

5.83. Nested Instance Checking

The investigation towards nested instance checking semantics can afford to be rather small, due the
general definitions regarding the upgrade procedure in Section [4] while presenting a major advancement in
defeasible KLM-style reasoning. Not only are relevant semantics for instance checking introduced for the
first time, but both rational and relevant semantics are properly lifted to the Description Logic ££, with
the nested coverage. The upgrade procedure as described in Section [4] applies to the typicality interpreta-
tions Z(AX)) U I-AAfvez’TUTD and Z(AK,) U Lz . TuTp Just the same. Only a slight adjustment is required.
Individual representatives are not syntactically associated with a DBox, hence model completions w.r.t.
K= (A3, T,D) do not force individual representatives to keep satisfying DCIs after a typicality upgrade.
At the same time, assertions such as Dpcp(a) hold no meaning in the extended ABox without considering
Tp. Therefore, for the input DKB K = (A, T, D), the typicality upgrade procedure w.r.t. e.g. rational
semantics always needs to consider (.Zﬁat, T UTp, D) as the input. Now, everything required to characterise
both types of nested semantics and show their superiority over the propositional-style semantics, exists.

Figure 3: The minimal typicality model Z(A’feel“) UZgzs

rel’

Tex1YTD

exl
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5.3.1. Nested Rational Instance Checking
It only remains to define defeasible instance checking under nested rational semantics and show that the
resulting entailments properly extend those obtained by propositional style semantics.

Definition 5.10 (Defeasible instance checking under nested rational semantics).
For a given &£, DKB K = (A, T,D), a concept C, an individual a € sigr(A) and a sequence s over
the individuals in sigs(.A), nested rational instance checking is defined as follows. Let Mod(rqtnest)y =

™ (Z(AS,) Ug, o b
ICaS ':(rat,nest) C(a) Zﬁ VT € MOd(rat,nest)'j ':rat C(a)

We characterise superiority of these semantics over propositional-style semantics through implication of
entailment as follows.

Theorem 5.11. Nested rational instance checking is strictly stronger than propositional rational instance

checking, i.e.
IC,S ':(rat,prop) C(CL) — IC,S ):(rat,nest) C’(a),

the converse does mot hold in general.

PROOF. For all interpretations [J € typ™>({Z(AK,) UIﬁiat,TUTD})’ it is clear that Z(AL,) UZz 7um S

J, since typ() and mmec() only ever extend the minimal typicality model over the full DKB as well as
AT = ATBRIVTa; T BRIy, o By Proposition Z(AKHUZ; E C(a)
: 3 rat) YL 4s TUTD
then clearly implies J |= C(a). To disprove the converse, consider Example with the obvious concept
and role name abbreviations. It can be readily seen, that since A does not contain any role-assertions, the
domain element dp.;, “behaves” the same as dﬁ, w.r.t. model completions and typicality extensions. Therefore,
an analogous argument as in the proof of Theorem shows that (dbob,d?) € 57 must be true in all
maximal typicality models J of Z(AXs1) U Iﬁiel%mUval’ hence K.y3, s = (Isuperior. Responsible)(bob)
holds for all sequences s over sigr(.A), which cannot be derived by propositional rational semantics. O

a7 and a7 =

5.3.2. Nested Relevant Instance Checking

It only remains to define defeasible instance checking under nested relevant semantics and show that the
resulting entailments properly extend those obtained by propositional style semantics. Analogous to nested
rational semantics, we define nested relevant semantics based on the relevant domain and the relevance-based
ABox extension A? ;.

Definition 5.12 (Defeasible instance checking under nested relevant semantics).
For a given ££, DKB K = (A,7T,D), a concept C, an individual a € sig;(A) and a sequence s over
the individuals in sig;(A), nested rational instance checking is defined as follows. Let Mod(reipest)y =

typmax({I(Afel) U Iﬁiel,TUTD }-
K, s |:(rel,nest) C(a) iff VT € Mod et nest)-J |:7’el C(a)
The following main result naturally aligns with Theorem [5.11]

Theorem 5.13. Nested relevant instance checking is strictly stronger than propositional relevant instance
checking, i.e.

’C,S ':(rehprop) C(a) — IC7S ):(rel,nest) C(a),

the converse does not hold in general.
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PROOF. Proving the implication is analogue to the first part of the proof of Theorem [5.11] To disprove the
converse, consider Example with the obvious concept and role name abbreviations. With an analogous
argumentation as in the proofs of Theorem and we conclude that (dyop, d5") € s7 must be true in

all maximal typicality models J of I(AKG“) UZz 7 U7 o hence Keps, s = (Jsuperior.(Responsible M
rel® ' €T exl

rel
Productive))(bob) holds for all sequences s over sigr(A), which cannot be derived by propositional relevant
semantics. 0

The final remark in the proof of Theorem also shows how defeasible conclusions derived for quantified
concepts are generally not subject to inheritance blocking under nested relevant entailments.

6. Complexity of Nested Defeasible Entailments

In this section we are investigating the computational complexity for deciding the entailments under
nested rational and relevant semantics. Since propositional semantics coincide with the materialisation-
based approach, our results from Section prove the claim in [4], that the complexity of materialisation-
based (and propositional) reasoning resides with the underlying DL. It is thus polynomial for £, w.r.t.
rational semantics. The complexity of materialisation-based and propositional relevant semantics appears
to be dominated by the computation of all justifications (worst-case exponentially many in the input). The
discussion is cut short in [§], since for ALC this observation might be enough, as classical reasoning in ALC
is EXP-Time complete [22]. For ££, it might be worth investigating whether a consistent subset of the
DBox can be computed without enumerating all justifications, but simply determining whether a single
DCI belongs to some justification for every DCI. The latter is shown to be NP—compl. in [I8]. Since this
investigation would lean too far into the subject of axiom pinpointing, we leave this open for future work.

We shall investigate upper bounds for defeasible subsumption and instance checking under nested ratio-
nal and relevant semantics by describing algorithms to compute minimal model completions and maximal
typicality models, based on a non-deterministic guess of typicality upgrades. In the second part of this
section, we present a reduction from the NP—compl. (1-in-3)-positive 3SAT satisfiability problem to non-
entailment of defeasible subsumption under nested rational semantics. This lower bound also translates
to defeasible instance checking under nested rational semantics with a simple argument. Unfortunately,
this lower bound does not immediately translate to the stronger relevant semantics. Finding an appropriate
bound on defeasible subsumption and instance checking under nested relevant semantics is highly non-trivial
and therefore left as an open question.

As a foundation for our investigation of the computational complexity, we introduce the notion of a size
of a DKB and of its components. Let IC be a DKB, A an ABox, T a TBox, D a DBox and let C' and D be
concepts. The size of these is:

o |A| =1for A€ Ng,

Tl =1Lr=1

lc Dl =[Cl + D] + 1,

IBr-Cl =l +1,
Ic E Dl =< D= [Cl+ D],

[C(a)] =lCl +1,

[r(a,b)] =3,

Il = Y c@yealC@N+ 2, 0 peallr(a b,
171 =>cecper IC E D,

1Pl = Y ccpep IC & DI, and
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o IXI=1AI+171+1P.

In the course of this section, we use both, the size of the encoding | - || and the standard set cardinality | - |
to be precise. Note that for the input DKB K, the size of I (|K|) is polynomial in the cardinality of K
(IK]), hence whenever some result is polynomial (exponential) in |K[, it will be in polynomial (exponential)
also in | K||.

6.1. Upper Bounds for Nested Rational and Relevant Semantics
As by the previous strategy throughout this article, we introduce general algorithms to do the following;:

1. Compute the minimal model completion of some typicality interpretation (be it based on a chain or
lattice domain), and

K

2. Compute a maximal typicality model, starting from some minimal typicality model (be it Z(A};,

Z(A)):

) or

We can show termination, complexity and correctness of both procedures depending on the size of the
underlying typicality domain. Finally, it only remains to determine the size of AKX, and AX| and instantiate
the general results from the main part of this section.

We present Algorithm [3] to decide the existence of the minimal model completion of a given typicality
interpretation Z = (AX,-Z) over DKB K, that satisfies Condition 1 of standard typicality interpretations
(from Definition . The algorithm is constructive; it computes the minimal model completion if it exists.

Algorithm [3] takes as an input an interpretation satisfying Condition 1 of Def. {3 and a DKB K =
(A, T,D) and has the goal to extend Z, such that all GCIs (for all d € AX) and all DCIs (all & C D for
every dt € AX) are satisfied for the appropriate domain elements, in a completion-like fashion. It utilises
the functions Unresolveds () and Unresolved; () to determine a kind of ToDo list of GCIs and DClIs that
are currently violated. One iteration of the main while loop (Line E[) selects one domain element with
an unresolved GCI (DCI) and extends “the current” interpretation to then satisfy this GCI (DCI). Note,
that the algorithm does not consider ABox assertions. Recalling the approach to decide defeasible instance
queries under nested semantics, you can see that the construction of an ABox-interpretation uses classical
reasoning to eventually satisfy the ABox assertions (i.e. Z(A®)UZ4 7 = A). During the typicality upgrade
procedure, only extensions of the minimal typicality model are considered, hence no assertions in .4 can be
violated during the upgrade phase.

Proposition 6.1. Let T = (AX,.2) be a typicality interpretation (over DKB K) that satisfies Condition 1
of Definition . Algom'thm@ (Minimal Model Completion) terminates in polynomial time in |AX| on the
inputs I, KC.

PROOF. It is clear that (i) at any given point in Algorithm[3] © C AX x (TUD), which has |AX|+(|T|+|D|)
as an upper bound, i.e. it is polynomial in the size of AX. Lines are well-defined, as E;, E € Qc(K)
for 1 < j <, hence de,»’ d% exist by the definition of a typicality domain. Note, that in the following, the

domain element d, can be either a concept (d4%) or individual (d,) representative. For (d,G<H) € © at
iteration z, for H = A; M ---M A, M 3ry.Ey N --- M3, E;, it holds that d € AiIIJr1 for all 1 < i < k, by
the construction of oy (Line . Because the input Z satisfies Condition 1 of Definition (d% € FT) and
it holds that Z, C Z,41 (x > 1), we know that dQEj € E],Izﬂ (Proposition . Due to the definition of

oo (Line it then follows that d € (Hrj.Ej)I“l for all 1 < j <1 and thus d € HZ=+1. Hence, (ii) each
iteration of the while loop resolves one unsatisfied GCI or DCI for one domain element in A*. That means,
once the selected pair (d, Gi<t H) has been treated in the while loop (say at iteration z), d always belongs
to both GZv and H%v (y > x) because the substitutions defined in Lines only extend Z,. Combining
observations (i) and (ii), we can see that the while loop can be entered at most |AX|x (| 7]+ |D|) times. The
sets returned by Unresolveds () and Unresolved; () can each be computed in polynomial time in the size
of both inputs (i.e. |AX| and ||K||). Therefore, Algorithm |3|terminates in any case after polynomial time in
1A + |K]. D
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Algorithm 3: Minimal Model Completion

1 Function Unresolved¢ (7, K)

Input: J = (AX,-7): a typicality interpretation, K = (A, T, D): a DKB
return {(d%4,G<H) € A* x (TUlU) |d% € GI NdY ¢ HT}
3 Function Unresolved; (7, K)
Input: J = (AX,.7): a typicality interpretation, K = (A, T,D): a DKB
4 return {(d,,GC H) € A x T |d, € GT Nd, ¢ H}
5 Algorithm Minimal Model Completion
Input: Z = (AKX, .T): a typicality interpretation satisfying Condition 1 of Definition
K= (A,T,D): a DKB
Output: mmc(Z)
6 © := Unresolveds (Z, K) UUnresolved; (Z, K)
7 Il =7
8 z:=1
9 while © # () do
10 if 3(d,GC L) € © then
11 ‘ return false
12 end
13 Select (d, G H) from ©.
14 Wlog H=A1MN---NA,N3Ir.E10--- N3 Ep for A; € sige(K) and
E;€Qe(K)(1<i<k 1<j<l).
15 o1 = {AZ/A?’ U{d}|1<i<k}
16 o9 1= {rj/rjzw U {(d, dej)} [1<j<Ii}
17 o3 = {r/rTlo1vel g {(d,dY) | d € (Fr.B)Tl1V2] B € Qe(K)} | r € sigr(K)}
18 Tot1 :=T[01 Uos][os]
19 © := Unresolvedc (Z,41,K) UUnresolved; (Z,41,K)
20 rz:=z+1
21 end
22 Liin =1y
23 return Zyg;,

Next we show soundness and completeness of Algorithm 3] More precisely, we show that Algorithm [3]either
computes the minimal model completion or returns false, if no model completion exists. For an interpretation
J to be a model completion of the input Z to Algorithm [3] it has to satisfy in particular A, for the input
K = (A, T,D). As described before, this algorithm will only be used during the typicality upgrade phase,
hence eventually, the input Z will always be an extension of a minimal model completion (over the full DKB).
That such a minimal typicality model satisfies A follows directly from Lemma [5.2] therefore any extension
of a minimal typicality model satisfies A as well (Prop. [4.4)). Of course the complexity of computing the
minimal typicality model as well as an ABox model will be discussed in the specific sections for rational and
relevant semantics, here we focus on general results for the typicality upgrade procedure.

Proposition 6.2. For a typicality interpretation T = (AX,.T) over the DKB K = (A,T,D) satisfying
Condition 1 of Definition and I |= A, either me(Z) = 0 or Zg;, as returned by Algorithm @ s the
minimal model completion of L.

PROOF. Since Z = A, Proposition and Z C Z, (x > 1) imply Zy;n |= A, hence, in order to show that
Ztin = K, we need to show that Zy;,, = T and Zpp, d% = U. For Ij;, to be a model completion of the
input Z, we also need to show that Z¢;,, is standard.

We begin by proving an intermediate claim that will aid us in proving this proposition. We claim that the
set of model completions of the input Z and all extensions Z, (z > 1) computed during a run of Algorithm
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on Z and K, is the same throughout the run. Eventually this allows to conclude that if Z¢;, is a model
completion of itself, it is the minimal model completion w.r.t. its set of model completion and therefore the
minimal model completion of the input Z.

Claim: mc(Z,) = me(Zp41) for (x > 0).

The “D” direction follows from the fact that Z, C 7,1, which is easy to see from Lines [T5] to [T8] in
Algorithm 3] For “C” we have to show that one application of the while loop on Z, preserves all model
completions for Z, ;. For J € mec(Z,) it holds that Z,, C J by 1 in Def. Because d € GZ= holds
for all (d, G H) € Unresolvedq (Z,) U Unresolved; (Z,) it follows from Claim [1|in Proposition
that d € G7. Since J = K (Def. , in either case, GC H € T and G T H € U (if applicable for
d= d%), d has to satisfy G H in J, and since d € GY it must hold that d € HY. We distinguish
two cases for the concept H:

1. H=A;1---MAM3ry.Ey M-+ -M 3 Ep (this structure can be assumed w.l.o.g. if H £ 1, which
is covered by the second case)
In this case, d € A;7 foralll1 < ¢ < kandd € (Elrj.Ej)J for all 1 < j < I. Hence, by
Condition 3 of model completions (Def. it holds that (d, d%j) € 7"3-7 . The element d%j
exists in the typicality domain by its definition and the fact that E; € Qc(K). The difference
between 7, and Z,1 is only determined by Lines [I5}[I7, which is in the first step, adding d to
the extension of all A; (1 < i <k, Line i and adding role successors (d, dej) to the extension
of all 7; (1 < j <, Line . At this point, it is shown that Z,[o7 U o2] € J holds. Therefore,
Proposition implies (3r.E)%=1902] € (31 E)7 for all r € sigr(K) and E € Qc(K). Since J
is standard, all edges (d,d%) that are being added to Z,[o1 U 09] by o3 already exist in 7, hence
Iy[o1 Uos][os]) = Zy+1 € J, and therefore, 7 € me(Zypq1).

2. H=1.
Using the same argument as before, all model completions J of Z, have d € G7 and must
therefore satisfy d € 1.7 . Since the latter is not possible, there cannot be any model completions
of 7, and thus extending it in any way, in particular extending it to Z, 1 does not allow for new
model completions. It follows that mc(Z,) = me(Z,11) = 0.

This concludes the proof of the claim.

By allowing z to be any iteration in this claim, it is clear that mc(Z) = me(Zz) = ... = me(Z,) for
all > 1 until termination of Algorithm [3] which is ensured by Proposition [6.1] The claim implies two
things: first, when there is an iteration x such that (d,G C 1) € Unresolvedq (Z,) U Unresolved;(Z,),
then mc(Z,) = 0 and thus mc(Z) = 0. And secondly, assume there is no iteration z with (d,G C 1) €
Unresolvedc (Z;) U Unresolved;(Z,). Upon termination, Unresolvedc (Z¢;,) = Unresolved; (Zy) = 0
which implies Z;, = T as well as Zyiy,,d% = U, hence Iy, = K, since Zy, = A has been established in
the beginning.

It remains to show that Zy;, satisfies Condition 3 of In general, consider any typicality interpretation
J satisfying Condition 1 ofDeﬁnitionand o= {r/r7U{(d,d%) | d € (3r.E)7 ,E € Qc(K)} | r € sigr(K)}
(Line [T7). It clearly holds that J[o] is a standard typicality interpretation. As discussed before, Zy;y, also
satisfies Condition 1 of Definition and since it has been obtained by applying o3 (Line [17) to some
previous interpretation, it must be standard.

Finally, it holds that Zt;, € mc(Zys4y,), which implies Zy;, € J for all J € me(Zy4y,) and thus Zp,, =
mmc(Zyip). Since me(Z) = me(Zyiy) (by our claim), it holds that Zy;, = mme(Z). O

The following corollary combines the results from Propositions [£:24] and [6.1]

Corollary 6.3. For a standard typicality interpretation T = (A*, 1) over the DKB K = (A, T,D) (satis-
fying the ABox A), the minimal model completion mmc(Z) can be computed in polynomial time in the size
of AKX, if it exists. Likewise, its existence can be decided in polynomial time.

41



1480

1485

1490

1495

1500

1505

1510

To construct the minimal typicality model for both the rational and relevant typicality domain (over
the empty ABox), we need to decide the subsumptions Fyy E7;,(p) A and Fyy C;, () 3r.E for all d% e Ak
(x € {rat,rel}), A € sigc(K), r € sigr(K) and E € Qc(K). These are

|AF ] * (Isige (K)| + |sigr(K)]  [Qe(K))),

i.e. polynomially many classical subsumption checks in |AX| and ||| (|7 (F)| is linear in |K[). For K =
(A, T, D), the interpretation Z 4 7 has a domain of size |sigr(A)| + |Qc(K)], i.e. linear in |K|. A number of
classical instance checks (A, 7) = A(a) and (A, T) = (3r.E)(a) are required for every element d, € ATAT.
To be specific, the number of classical entailment checks required to construct the ABox interpretation is

(Isige ()] + (Isigr(K)| + |Qe(K)1)) * [sigr (A)],

i.e. polynomially many in |K|. When combining a minimal typicality model Z(AX) over an empty ABox
and an ABox interpretation for the same knowledge base K = (A, T, D), the size of the combined domain is
dominated by the size of A’C fe. AT(AMUIaT jg only linearly (in |KC|) bigger than AX. Recall that, both
Z(AR) and Z(AX) U Z4 7 are considered minimal typicality models for A over K = (A4, T, D).

Proposition 6.4. The number of mazimal typicality models for a given minimal typicality model T =
(AKX, .T) is at most exponential in |AX|.

PROOF. Every maximal typicality model (obtained with the fixpoint of the T-operator) is a minimal model
completion of some typicality interpretation. Secondly, the maximum number of role edges in A* using only
role names from sigr(K) is |AX x AX||sigr(K)|, which is polynomial in |A*| (and ||K||). Hence, the upper
bound on the number of minimal model completions using distinct role edge sets is therefore exponential
in |[AX| (all subsets of all possible role edges) and the size of typ™@({Z}) is clearly contained in this upper
bound. O

This upper bound on maximal typicality models seems high, but it shall suffice for showing the overall
upper bound on the complexity of deciding nested defeasible subsumptions as well as instance checks. For
exponentially many maximal typicality models, it takes at least exponential time to compute and iterate
over all maximal typicality models and check whether the queried subsumption is entailed by all of them.
The alternative is to guess a maximal typicality model of the minimal typicality model Z (be it Z(AX) or
Z(AR) U T4 7 if applicable), which is a structure of polynomial size in |AX| and check whether it does not
satisfy the query. This provides a procedure for deciding the complement of our initial problem, i.e. non-
entailment of a defeasible subsumption query or instance check. Due to the intricate interplay between the
“operations” typicality extension and minimal model completion for constructing typ™*({Z}) it is difficult
to decide whether a guessed extension J of Z has been obtained using only these operations, i.e. does
not contain arbitrary (not obtained through typicality extension or minimal model completion) role edges.
Therefore instead of guessing a maximal typicality model, we iteratively guess one typicality extension and
compute its minimal model completion in polynomial time (in |A*|) using Algorithm 3 until we reach a
maximal typicality model.

Proposition 6.5. For a minimal typicality model T = (A*,-T) over the DKB K = (A, T, D), Algorithm
terminates in polynomial time in |AX| for the inputs T, K.

PROOF. Every iteration of the while loop in Algorithm [ strictly extends the current interpretation, i.e.
Ji C Ji+1, by at least one role edge. That is, there exists an r € sigr(K) such that rJi c pJi+1. Since there
are only |AX|2 x |sigr(K)| distinct role edges possible in Z, such an extension can be constructed at most a
polynomial number of times in |AX].

13 As long as the size of AX is not sub-linear in ||K||.
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Algorithm 4: Guess the construction of a maximal typicality model

Input: Z = (AX,-7): a minimal typicality model, K = (A, T, D): a DKB
Output: A J € typ™>*({Z})

1 jo =17

2 1:=0

3 while J; is typicality extensible do

4 Guess a J/ € typ(J;) such that me(J/) # 0
5 | Jiv1:=mme(J))
6
7
8
9

i:=1+1
end
jfin = s71

return Jy;,

Since computing a model completion (Line has been shown to require polynomial time in |A*| (Propo-
sition , it remains to show that the condition for the while loop can be checked in polynomial time in
|AX|. For every typicality interpretation 7, there are only polynomially many (in |AX|) covering inter-
pretations in typ(J), i.e. the ones minimal w.r.t. C. For each one, Algorithm [3| can check in polynomial
time whether they admit a model completion. If none of them does, it is clear that no other (even bigger)
typicality extension admits a model completion. O

Proposition [6.5 shows that Algorithm [4]runs in polynomial time. Because it executes a non-deterministic
guessing step, it is an NP algorithm. It remains to show that the minimal model completion that is finally
returned by Algorithm [4 is actually a maximal typicality model of the input.

Proposition 6.6. For a minimal typicality model T = (AX,.T) over the DKB K = (A,T,D) and the
interpretation Jrin as returned by Algorithm over the inputs I, IC, it holds that Jyin € typ™>({Z}).

PROOF. First of all, the guessing step in Line [4] is sound. The condition for the while loop ensures that an
appropriate typicality extension exists for J;. After termination, Jy;, is not typicality extensible, i.e. -3J" €
typ(Tpin)-me(T') # 0. In case T is not typicality extensible, Jyi, = Z and clearly Jyi, € typ™>({Z}).

It remains to show that there is a k > 1 s.t. Jpin € TH({Z}).

Let n—1 be the final iteration of Algorithm i.e. Tfin = Jn. We show that for every J; (1 < i < n), there
exists a k > 1 s.t. J; € T*({Z}) by induction on i. For i = 1, let ) be the guessed interpretation in typ(Z)
with me(J3) # 0. Applying the T-operator to a singleton set is deterministic and under the assumption that
7 is typicality extensible, we obtain the set T({Z}) = {mmc(T) | T € typ(Z) Amc(T) # 0}, clearly showing
that for the guessed Jj, J1 = mmc(J}) € TH({Z}). For the induction step, assume 3k > 1.7; € T*({Z})
and that J; is typicality extensible. J; has to be selected by the definition of the T-operator at some “time”
| > k before reaching the fixpoint of 7. Tt is not hard to see that T({J;}) € T'({Z}), thus the argument
from the induction start shows that J;.; = mme(J/) € T({J;}) € T'({Z}). From the induction step, it
directly follows that a k > 1 such that Jyi, € TF({Z}) exists for Jjin as well. Jp,, not being typicality
extensible then implies that Jpi, € T™({Z}) for all m > k, in particular Jy;,, € typ™>({Z}). O

Using Algorithm [] we can describe a simple procedure for checking the complement of defeasible sub-

sumption query entailment and defeasible instance checking. A defeasible subsumption query C' C D is
not entailed by a DKB K under rational (relevant) semantics iff 37 € typ™*({Z(AK,)}).d5¢ ¢ DI for
the smallest i with do' € AKX, (3T € typ™*({Z(AK))}).d2° ¢ D7 for relevant semantics, respectively).
Likewise, an instance check C(a) is not successful w.r.t. a DKB K = (A, 7,D) under rational (relevant)
semantics, iff 37 € typ™>*({Z(AM) U T 7075 }).T = C(a) (rational: AF = AKX A
AR = Aicel’ A= Aiel)'

After having established the general results for minimal model completion and maximising typicality
based on the size of the typicality domain, we can investigate this size for both rational and relevant semantics
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and show the specific upper bound on both problems for defeasible instance checking and subsumption
entailment.

6.1.1. Entailment under Rational Semantics

The problem of deciding rational entailment (defeasible subsumptions and instance checks under nested
rational semantics) has as an input a DKB K = (A, T, D) and a defeasible subsumption query K [=("etmest)
C C D or instance check K [=("%0"¢5t) C(q). Using the same argument as in [20] we can assume that C' and
D are syntactically contained in K. Therefore we consider only the size of I in the investigations towards
the complexity of this problem.

In the beginning of this article, we proved a claim from [4], showing that the complexity of computing
the partition of the DBox for rational semantics resides in the same complexity class as deciding classical
subsumption in the underlying description logic, even for ££, . Here, classical subsumption entailment can
be decided in polynomial time, as we are restricted to £, [14].

Proposition 6.7. The partition(D) = (Ex, ..., E,) can be computed in polynomial time and n < |D|.

Using this result, we show that for a DKB K as the input (assume the query to be syntactically contained
in K), the size of the rational domain is polynomial in |KC||. This size determines the overall complexity of
nested rational semantics based on the previously obtained general results. We essentially instantiate the
previous results with a specific domain. .:

Proposition 6.8. For a given DKB K = (A, T, D) and partition(D) = (Eu, ..., Ey,), the size of the rational
typicality domain A, = {d2' | 1 <i <n,D; = Uj=i Ej, F € Qe(K),D; N F Ly L} is polynomial in |K|
and can be computed in polynomial time in |K||.

PROOF. It is not hard to see that |AX, | < |Qc(K)||partition(D)|, where |Qc(K)| < ||K|| and |partition(D)| <

D, thus the size of |AL,] is at most quadratic in the size of the input. Furthermore, AK,; can be computed
using at most a polynomial number of classical entailment checks of the type D; M F [Z1 L, each of which

can be computed in polynomial time using Lemma and [14]. O

We show the complexity upper bound for both defeasible instance and subsumption checking under
nested rational semantics.

Theorem 6.9. For a DKB K = (A, T,D), entailment of a defeasible subsumption query C T D and a
defeasible instance check C(a) can be decided in CO-NP-Time under nested rational semantics.

PROOF. The minimal typicality model Z(AX,) can be constructed in polynomial time in ||| by doing a
polynomial number of classical subsumption checks for a number of domain elements that is polynomial in
1| (Proposition. The ABox extension A?,, can be computed with at most |sigy(A)|x|partition(D)| (at
most quadratic in || K||) consistency checks (polynomial for E€ ) and its size is at most |A|+ (|sigr(A)|*|D]),
i.e. quadratic in |K|. Hence, the consistency checks are based on a knowledge base that is at most quadratic
in the input DKB (c.f. Alg. [1). The extended TBox T U Tp is of size |T| + |D| (linear in |K[). Let K’ =
(A%, T UTp,D). K is at most quadratic in |K|. Additionally, sigr(K') = sigr(K), sigr(AS,,) = sigr(A)

has a domain of

and Qc(K') = Qc(K) (|sige(K')| = [sige(K)| + |D]). The ABox interpretation Z z,
size |sigr(A)| + |Qc(K)|. Therefore, it requires at most

|sigr (A)| * (Isige (K)| + |sigr(K)| * |Qe(K)])

many classical entailment checks (using K') to compute Z 3. TUTp- Lo summarise, the minimal typicality
rat?
model Z(AK

rat

(dominated by AK,). A maximal typicality model of Z(AK,) UZ ;. TuT, Can be constructed using Algo-
rat?

rithmin NP-Time by Proposition Note, that model completions are constructed w.r.t. (7p, D), which
is linear in the cardinality of K. Finally, checking non-entailment of C' T D or C(a) for a given typicality
interpretation is linear in the size of the domain, hence providing an overall co-NP-Time procedure for
deciding nested rational entailment. O
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6.1.2. Entailment under Relevant Semantics

The main differences between nested rational and nested relevant semantics are the underlying typicality
domains and the respective default assumption extensions of the ABox. The relevant typicality domain con-
tains O(2/Fl) domain elements. Any of the discussed inferences requires to construct the minimal typicality
model (empty ABox) over AX | which uses an exponential number of classical subsumption checks (in [|K]).
The maximum number of possible role edges over the relevant domain is = |AK |2 % [sigr(K)|, which,
for an exponential number of domain elements, is double exponential in |K|. A constructive enumeration
of all maximal typicality models would therefore run in 2-EXP-Time. Alternatively, the guess and check
approach can be used here as well to determine non-entailment of defeasible queries. Still, the construction
of a maximal typicality model of exponential size (number of role edges) will be guessed using Algorithm
[ Luckily this does not result in a 2-EXP-Time procedure, but it requires to compute a minimal model
completion (exponential in [|KC||, for the exponential AX ) up to 7 times. Deciding defeasible instance checks
based on nested relevant semantics, requires always to compute the minimal typicality model over Aﬁl first,
as well as maximise a typicality interpretation that contains Z(AK)), i.e. is always at least as complex as
deciding defeasible subsumption.

Proposition 6.10. The relevant domain AN, = {d% |U C D,UNF [Z1 L} is of size exponential in ||K||
and can be computed in exponential time in |K|.

PrROOF. We have |AK| < |Qc(K)| x 2/P!, due to an analogous argument as in Proposition The expo-
nential comes from the fact that we allow representative domain elements for any subset of D. Determining
which subsets of D are consistent with every F' € Qc(K) requires exponentially many classical subsumption
checks, each of which can be determined in polynomial time. O

Theorem 6.11. For a DKB K = (A, T, D), defeasible entailment of a subsumption query C I D and an
instance check C(a) can be decided in CO-NEXP-Time under nested relevant semantics.

PROOF. The minimal typicality model Z(AX,) can be constructed in exponential time in || by doing a

linear number of classical subsumption checks (P—time) for a number of domain elements exponential in || K|

o~ o~

(Proposition [6.10). The extended ABox Az, (Alg. [2) is constructed on top of A?,, (polynomial time and
size in |K|), using |sigr(,A)| many extension steps that each require the computation of a maximal subset

of D that is consistent with an individual, D4/ 7U75),e, Which is exponential for ££; knowledge bases
(A", TUTp). A has the same size-bound as A7, which in turn, is the same upper bound as for the size of

o~

Aj,: (at most “all of the DBox” added for every individual). The remaining deliberations for Zz, .. are
rel? D

rel

analogous to the proof of Theorem Thus Z(AK)UZ 3. U7, 18 of exponential size in |K|, dominated by
rel?
Aﬁl. A maximal typicality model of Z (Agl) Uz A, TUT, CAN be constructed using Algorithm |4 in NEXP—

Time by Proposition Note, that model completions are constructed w.r.t. (Tp, D), which is linear in the
size of K. Finally, checking non-entailment of C' T D or C(a) for a given typicality interpretation is linear
in the size of the domain (exponential), hence providing an overall CO-NEXP-Time procedure for deciding
nested relevant entailment. O

6.2. Lower Bound on Deciding Rational Entailments

We prove co-NP-hardness for deciding nested rational subsumption entailment by a reduction from (1-
in-3)-positive 3sAT, which is known to be NP—compl. [23]. Satisfiability of a (1-in-3)-positive 3SAT formula
is reduced to non-entailment of a defeasible subsumption query under nested rational semantics, hence the
cO-NP-hardness. We consider only non-entailment of defeasible subsumption at first, and add a comment
to how this reduction proof applies to non-entailment of defeasible instance checking under nested rational
semantics in the end.
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The reduction from (1-in-8)-positive 3SAT. A (1-in-3)-positive 3SAT problem is given with a propositional
formula ¢ in conjunctive normal form with clauses of size 3. The general representation for a (1-in-3)-positive
3SAT problem with n clauses and k propositional variables V = {z1,..., 2} is ¢ = A\I_; (@i, T4y, T4y) S-t.
i1,42,93 € {1,...,k} (i1 # iz #i3) for all 1 <4 <mn. (x;,,2i,,xi,) is called a clause in . Such an instance
 is satisfied by a truth assignment if in every clause in ¢ there is exactly one propositional variable that is
assigned to true (note, all variables occur as a positive literal). More formally, an assignment for a formula
¢ is a function o : V — {T, L} that assigns every propositional variable occurring in ¢ either T or L. o is
extended to apply to a (1-in-3)-positive 3SAT formula s.t. 5(¢) = T 4ff for all s € {1,...,n} there is ezactly
one x;; (j € {1,2,3}) s.t. o(x;;) = T. Satisfiability for (1-in-3)-positive 3SAT is NP—compl. [23] and thus,
if successfully reduced to non-entailment of defeasible subsumption, shows CO-NP-hardness of our decision
problem.

Given ¢ an instance of (1-in-3)-positive 3SAT, we reduce satisfiability to unsatisfiability of a query under
nested rational entailment. We construct the defeasible knowledge base K, with

No ={A,B,X}U{C;|1<i<n} (2)
Ng ={s,71,...,71} (3)

where k is the number of distinct propositional variables occurring in ¢ and n is the number of clauses
occurring in ¢. W.l.o.g. we assume a linear order on the clauses in ¢, simply to reference them by indices
1 <4 < n. Domain elements that are referenced in the following occur in the rational domain, which is
shown after the full construction of K,. The main idea is to let upgrades of role edges r; correspond to
the assignment of the propositional variable z;. o(x;) = T translates to a specific ; edge (d%,d%) to be
upgraded to (dg, dg), where for a satisfying assignment o, our specific query is not entailed. The DBox

shall be rather small
D={TCX} (4)

while the remainder of the reduction can be achieved using the TBox and the query. It is easy to see that
the partition of the DBox according to [4] contains only E; = D, hence the chain of decreasing DBox subsets
Do = D and D; = (. This means that the resulting typicality interpretations has two levels of typicality.

%)
rat

The structure of the resulting minimal typicality model Z(A %) is mostly influenced by

7—struct = {HSA C T, (5)

ANXC1, (6)

AL 3s.B, (7)

AC3r.BMN...N3r,.B} (8)

where ensures that the representative dg occurs in Aﬁf, @ is optional but makes things easier later

on by ensuring that df ¢ Agj. (7) is required “in the end”, to ensure that the query is not entailed iff ¢

is satisfiable and prepares the maximisation procedure by introducing all r; edges from dg to d% into

7z (Aif) We continue with two kinds of TBoxes capturing information about each clause of ¢.

S et =13, XNy, X L, (9)
E'T'iz.X I E'T’l'3.X E J_, (10)
E'Til.X 1 E"I"iS.X E J_} (11)
and
cilause = {Elril'X - Cia (12)
E'TiQ.X E O,L', (13)
HTiS.X E Ci } (14)
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where iy, 12,43 € {1,...,k} and the indices correspond to those from the i-th clause in ¢. T ., describes the

disjointness constraints for the typicality upgrade procedure. For instance the clause (z1, 3, x5) prohibits
any pair of these three variables to be set to T at the same time. Likewise the constraints Jr;. XM3r;. X C L,
Jr3. XM3Irs. X € L, 3r. X M3r5. X C L prohibit two role upgrades of the roles 1,73, 5 to occur at the same
time, since the typical concept representatives satisfy T T X. The TBox Cilause creates a kind of marker at
the domain element dg. For a maximal typicality model Z, dg € CF holds iff for clause i in ¢ at least one
of its variables is assigned T. Together 77 ., and T, .. ensure that C,...,C, are satisfied by dg when
every clause in ¢ has at least one and at most one (i.e. exactly one) variable set to T (i.e. role upgraded to

contain (d%,dB)).

K
The role edge (d?ﬂ17 d%) € sT(Awt) is used to invert the query entailment, to be explicit, the query is

AT 3s.X (15)

and the inverting is ensured by the following disjointness constraint
To={3s.XncCyn---NC, C L}. (16)

Tq ensures that the s successor (d%,d%) can only be upgraded if not all clauses are satisfied. Overall, we
define

n
ICLP = (7-5757‘71615 U U (7;’Lonst U 7-cllause) U TQ? D) (17)
i=1
As stated before, Cq, ..., C, are satisfied by dg in a maximal typicality model that corresponds to a satisfying

assignment of the variables in . All C;s being satisfied at dg then prohibits the edge (dg, d%) € SI(A)rCaf) to
be upgraded, resulting in non-entailment of the query. Of course the s edge could be upgraded prematurely,
simply prohibiting some r; upgrade, however to show non-entailment, the existence of one maximal typicality
model as a counterexample is sufficient.

Complezity and Correctness of the Reduction. We proceed by showing that this reduction is linear and that
satisfiability of ¢ corresponds to non-entailment of the constructed query under nested rational semantics.

Proposition 6.12. |IC,|| is
1. linear in || and
2. can be constructed in linear time (in |¢|).

ProoOF. For ¢ = A, (zi,,®i,, T4y ), || = 3 xn. For the constant part in Ky, note that |D|| = 2 and the
query |A C 3s.X|| = 3. The TBox parts Tstruet and Tg are linear in |pl, as || Tstruet| = 2k + 10 for k, the
amount of propositional variables used in ¢ and || 7| = n + 3. The TBox parts T2, ,, and T.,,.. have
the constant size |72, = 15 and [|T},,..| = 9 for every i. Therefore the total size of 7 amounts to
[T =2k+10+n-(15+9) +n+ 3 =22n+ 2k + 13 which (since k < |y|) is clearly linear in |¢p].

The algorithm constructing K, needs to iterate over every clause in ¢ exactly once, therefore covering
the second claim. O

We continue to prove the main claim required for the desired hardness result.
Lemma 6.13. Formula ¢ is satisfiable iff K, ETebmes) AC 3s.X.

ProOF. For K, = (T, D) it is obvious that partition(D) = (D), hence we investigate two levels of typicality
and domain elements satisfy either D or (). Clearly, df ¢ I(Afaf) (since AN (-TUX) Cr,,..., L). Thus, d’
is the most typical concept representative of A (i.e. least i € {1,2} for D; = D, Dy = 0 s.t. do' € Aﬁf) and
therefore the right-hand side of the equivalence in this lemma is determined by investigating the element
d?i“ ie.

A7 € typ™ ({Z(ARD)-d% & (Fs.X)7. (18)
To prove this lemma, we show both directions,
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(i) If ¢ is satisfiable then

(ii) If ( . then there is a satisfying assignment for ¢

I(Ar;g) is uniquely determined, it has the following definitions due to the construction of K,
Qc(Ky) = {A, B, X}) and it is depicted in Figure

(note

o« AL :{d(’% dR, d}, d, d3}
AZ( AL {d }

o BT = {d%,dz}

;yﬂAmdgf{d 2. dB}

° tI(A:Caf) = {(d%d%)} (te{s,r,...

JTkY)

One can verify that the minimal typicality model for K, = (7, D) is the same as that for K’ = (Tstryet, D)
and due to the simple nature of 74,4 it is not hard to check the respective extensions of concept and role
names above to be correct.

All interpretations in typ™>*({Z(A rat)}) extend I(Araf) and therefore have the same domain. Thus, we
consider only this domain in the following. Towards proving (i), assume the assignment o to satisfy ¢. We
define several “partial” interpretations that, when combined (union), play certain roles. We call them partial
because they only contain the difference between the minimal typicality model for K, and some extension

of it exhibiting desired features, as such they are not models of K, themselves.

We begin with J3 = (Aﬁf, -Ji1) such that
oo [A@dB) () =T
! 0 otherwise

for 1 < i < k (for an example see Figure [5). Everything in sig(KC,) that not explicitly defined, is
interpreted as (), which is also the case for the remaining interpretation constructions in this proof.

It is easy to see that Jg contains only role edges that belong to TRZ(AW)(TZ) for some r; € sigr(K)

(c.f. Definition [4.22) and therefore I(Arat) UJg € typ(I(Araf)) clearly holds. Furthermore, if o is a
satisfying assignment for ¢, for each clause (z;,,z;,,z;,) (j1,72,753 € {1,...,k}) ezxactly one of the three
roles r;,,7j,,7j, have a edge from dg to dg in J3. The second “partial” interpretation we are using is

K o .
jﬁmmc = (ArafV 'Jmmc) with

° C]J’z’m = {dg} for all clause indices 1 < j <n

D 0 D 0
B,X B B,X B
B ° ° B ° °
Ts,rl, Tk )‘B,XTS,TL. , Tk
E)
A ° A A ).j-. 0 A Ch,...,Cp
Vi?”g,r&.
P
X ° ] X ° °
X X X X

Figure 4: Minimal typicality model Z(Af;f) (left) and (an example of) the maximal typicality model J5 (right)
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; , for all variable indices 1 <1 < k.

o 7t
0 otherwise

Time _ {{(di‘i‘,d‘é’()} if o(z;) =T

Tme exhibits two features, it satisfies the concept C; for the j-th clause in <,0 with dg for all clauses
(because o is assumed to satisfy ). Secondly, T e contains the edge (d%,d%) for exactly the same
roles as were used in J5. We show that I(Arat) UJTZ U TG me = mme(Z(A rM) U J3). Condition 1
of Definition El is trivially satisfied, i.e. I(Arat) UJg < I(Agt) UJG YIS e It is not hard to check
whether Z(AL5)UTFUT.. is a standard typicality interpretation. Condition 1 of Deﬁnition (standard

interpretation) holds because of 7 (Arat) cT (Amt) UJ3UIzg,,.. and Proposition The only role edges
that have to be inspected for checking Condition 2 of the standard property are those added by J9, since

the others already exist in I(A #) which is known to be standard. Each edge (dg,dg) for some 7; in

rat
JG vesults in d% € (3r;. X )I(Arat WA Since J2,,. contributes for each such edge exactly one new edge
(d,

d% ), Condition 2 of Definition is clearly satisfied. It remains to show that I(Aﬁf) UJTG U Tome
satisfies K, and that it is minimal w.r.t. all those properties. The DBox subsets are clearly still satisfied for
the respective domain elements and Tyt 1S satisfied as well since the extensions of A and X remain as in
7 (Arat) To verify that T, .. is satisfied for every clause index 1 <1 < n, we can see that
dg c (El’rij~ )I(Amt YUTAVT e
Ko o -
iff (dg, dg) c Tin(Arac WIAVT e

iff o(xi,) =

(%)

T by the construction of J3.

Under the assumption that o satisfies ¢, this holds for exactly one r;; (1 < j < 3) per clause index 4, thus
dQ is required to belong to the extension of each C; (1 < i < n), which it does by the construction of J2,,.-
For T2, d% € (3ry,. X N3, X )I(Arat VIV 5me holds with an analogous condition as for (¥)), which, for
o satisfying ¢, can never be the case for any clause index 1 < ¢ < n and (4,1) € {(1,2), (1, 3), (2, 3)} because
otherwise there would be a clause with more than 1 variable mapped to T under o. 7 remains satisfied

because dg has no s successor to an element belonging to the extension of X in Z (Aﬁf) UTZU TG e Also,

no other domain element belongs to the extension of any C;.

In order to check for minimality of 7 (Arat YUTZUITG . among mc(Z (Aﬁi) UJYg), we can only attempt
to remove role edges or dw from C;s 1ntroduced with J72.,.. because otherwise Condition 1 of Def. would
be violated. If we removed the edge (d%,d%) from the extension of some 7; (1 < i < k) then we know that
for that i, dw € (I X)I(Arat JUT4 due to the construction of J5 - It follows that the standard property
would not be satisfied for the reduced interpretation. Likewise, removing dg from the extension of some C;

(1 < j < n) results in the fact that 77 is not satisfied because d% € (3r;,.X )I(A
1 <1 < 3 due to the construction of 7, and the fact that o satisfies (.

rai )UTA for exactly one

D @ D0 D 0
B ° ° B ° ° B ° °
%
"& Ci,....Ch
A e A ° A .
ir277'57 %
X ° ° X ° ° X ¢V o

Figure 5: Examples for (from left to right) 775, J%m. and J5
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It can be readily seen that 7 (Arat YUTZUTS, .. is typicality extensible, hence we define 73 = (A f;t’, Jiz)
with

oo (@R ifoa) =T
! 0 otherwise

forall 1 <i<k.

J% contains exactly those role edges upgrading the edges (d%,d%) in I(Arat) UJguJ jn‘;mc Let J5 =
I(Af;t’) UTZUTG e TS, With the construction of J3, is easy to see that J, € typ(Z(A rat ISV Uj,j‘lmc)

Since dg)( belongs to exactly the same extensions as d¥ (in all of the discussed interpretations Z(A rat) I3,
TS, T2 ..), it can be seen that for all concepts C with Qc(C) C Qc¢(K,,), the extensions in 7, coincide with
those in I(Arat) UJS UT o me Since I(Arat) U J5 U TS satisfies Conditions 2 and 3 of Definition m

(model completion), so does J,, which implies J, € mc(J,) which immediately implies J, = mmc(Jy).
With the construction of 7, and the definition of the T-operator, we can see that there must be some
[ > 2 such that J, € T'({Z(A mt)}). By showing that J, is not typicality extensible, we would have
shown that it remains in T™({Z(A fat)}) for all m > I and thus J, € typ™>*({Z(A rat)}). Observe that
TRz, (s) = TRy, (r;) = {(d%,dB)} for all those 1 < i < k where o(z;) = L. It is enough to check
for any single potential typicality upgrade whether it admits a model completion. W.l.o.g. we investigate
T = T,[ri/r” U {(d%,dB)}] for any (single) 1 < i < k s.t. o(z;) = L. In ¢ there exists some clause
1 <1 < n where z; occurs together with some x; such that o(z;) = T, for o satisfying ¢. Since the
edge (dg,dg) exists in 7“37 ° by the construction of J, such an upgrade would therefore have the effect
that d% € (3r,.X M 3r;.X)7" which makes it impossible for J’ and any extension of J' to satisfy T2, ;.
Extending J, to J" = J,[s :== s7 U{(d%,dB)}] results in the fact that d% € (35.X)7" which together
with the already established property of 7, that dg belongs to the extension of every C; (1 < i < n)
makes it impossible for J” or any extension of J” to satisfy Tg. Concluding the proof for (i), we have
shown that J, € typ™*({Z(A rat)}) and for the most typical representative of A, i.e. dY, it is obvious
that dm ¢ (35.X)7>, thus we have effectively constructed a counterexample to the entaﬂment of the query
AL HS.X .
For showing (ii), assume 37 € typ™>*({Z(A mt)}) d’ ¢ (35.X)7 and construct the assignment o from
J with
oq(x) =T iff (d%, dB) e ¥ (19)

for all 1 <4 < k. We continue the proof by contradiction. The assignment o7 does not satisfy ¢ iff there
is a clause in ¢ with index [ € {1,...,n} such that

(a) og(@) = og(z,) = 0g(215) = L, or
(b) two or more of the variables x;,, 2;,, 2;, are mapped to T by o7.

First, observe that (dg, dB) ¢ s7 (otherwise, J would satisfy A C 3s.X) and no typicality extension of J can
be completed into a model because otherwise J would not be maximal, especially 7’ = J[s/s7 U{(d%,dP)}].
The reason for me(J’) = 0 can only be d% € (3s.XNC 1 M---MC,)Y (ie. J' ¥ Tg), which implies d € Cf
for all 1 <1 < n. Assuming there is a clause index [ for which o has the property proposed in (a), it is
not hard to see that J[C;/0] still satisfies T} since d ¢ (3ry,,. X)7 for m € {1,2,3}, contradicting

clause
that J was reached with the T—operator (i.e. the typicality extension of I(A’C“") with the exact same set

rat
of role edges as in J has a minimal model completion that is strictly smaller than 7), hence contradicting

J € typ™({Z(ALi)D).
For (b) it follows immediately that J cannot be a model of TL s because d% € (3ry,, . X 1 3r;,. X)7 (for

some 1 < m < o < 3), again contradicting J € typmax({I( i) })-
Since both (a) and (b) have lead to the contradiction of J being a maximal typicality model, it follows
that o7 is a satisfying assignment for ¢, thus concluding the proof of (ii). O
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H Rational \ Relevant

Propositional || P—compl. in EXP
Nested || cO-NP—compl. | in co-NEXP

Table 1: £, complexity results for reasoning under the DDL semantics characterised by {rat,rel} x {prop,nest}.

Consider a slight change in K, where 3s.A C T is not contained in 7gryct and the ABox A = {A(a)}
is added. Immediately, the representative dg will not be contained in the rational domain anymore. It is

possible to imagine how the domain element d, in I(Af;ﬁ) UZ4 7, belonging to the extension of A in the
minimal typicality model, now behaves exactly as the element d’; did before. Therefore, non-entailment of

the defeasible instance check (3s.X)(a) would correspond to satisfiability of LpE
Theorem 6.14. Deciding nested rational entailment (subsumption and instance checking) is cO-NP—hard.

PROOF. If it would be possible to solve the complement of nested rational entailment in less than NP—Time,
Lemma implies that we would have a faster way of solving (1-in-3)-positive 3SAT which contradicts its
NP-completeness. The proof of Lemma [6.13] is easily adapted to defeasible instance checking. If the
complement of nested rational entailment is NP-hard, then nested rational entailment is of course co-NP-
hard. O

As a consequence of Theorem [6.9and Theorem [6.14] we have the following corollary and one of the main
results of this article.

Corollary 6.15. Deciding nested rational entailment is CO-NP—compl..

As a result of this section, we present the overview of known complexities for deciding defeasible entail-
ments (subsumption and instance checking alike) in ££; w.r.t. the discussed semantics as characterised by
pairs from {rat, rel} x {prop, nest} throughout the article in Table As usual, the “in” notation expresses an
upper bound and “-c” denotes completeness. The completeness for propositional rational reasoning is shown
in Section [3| as a confirmation to the claim in [4]. The upper bound on propositional relevant reasoning
comes from the worst-case exponential number of justifications [21] that have to be enumerated to determine
consistent DBox subsets. Lower bounds for propositional (materialisation-based) relevant reasoning in ££;
have not been discussed in the literature, to the best of our knowledge. The complexity results for reasoning
under nested semantics are new and have been shown in this article. Discovering the precise lower bound
on nested relevant reasoning remains a non-trivial and open problem.

7. Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper we have investigated the defeasible Description Logic ££, for the reasoning problems of
subsumption and instance checking. Starting from earlier work on the same DDL, we have illustrated the
issue of neglecting all defeasible information for quantified concepts that occurs from materialisation-based
approaches. The prominence of rational reasoning in DDLs achieved by materialisation-based algorithms
and the adaptation of the propositional KLM postulates to DLs, provides a solid motivation to investigate
solutions that are appropriate for DLs as they resolve the mentioned issue regarding quantification. We
initially had introduced the typicality model approach to alleviate the insufficiency of materialisation for
defeasible subsumption under rational and relevant closure in [11], 12].

New contributions of this article are characterisations of standard inferences under non-monotonic se-
mantics for defeasible Description Logics w.r.t. two parameters, namely different strength and coverage.

14Even though in classical reasoning, a lower bound on subsumption checking immediately translates to a lower bound on
instance checking, such a consequence is not trivial in DDL semantics.
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This includes the investigation of existing materialisation-based algorithms (subsumption, instance checking
[4]) as well as the new reasoning task: defeasible instance checking under relevant semantics which has not
been investigated so far. We showed for both reasoning problems that semantics of propositional cover-
age coincide with materialisation-based approaches and that semantics with nested coverage of defeasible
information properly extend the sets of obtained inferences. Furthermore, nested coverage provides con-
clusions regarding defeasible information for quantified concepts that were criticised to be missing under
materialisation. For a thorough characterisation of the discussed semantics, we presented complexity re-
sults for defeasible subsumption and instance checking under propositional and nested, rational and relevant
semantics.

As an initial result, we provided a materialisation-based reduction to classical reasoning in the tractable
sub-Boolean DL ££,. This certifies that propositional coverage need not become intractable for ££, as
conjectured in [4]. Tractability of computing propositional rational closure in defeasible ££, has been
independently and in parallel investigated by the authors Casini, Meyer and Straccia since 2015. The first
accessible manuscript of their results is currently only available as a technical report on arXiv [24].

It is common in the development of semantics for non-monotonic reasoning, that authors provide counter-
intuitive or artificial examples supposedly showing weaknesses of the discussed semantics. It is hardly
possible to rule out the existence of such examples for the typicality model approach. While our approach is
carefully designed to extend the materialisation-based approach, the satisfaction of the propositional KLM
postulates as well as the discovery of strictly stronger postulates that capture the nature of DL reasoning
and that are satisfied when reasoning with maximal typicality models is left for future work. As the study
of DDLs is a very active research area, it also remains to put the typicality model approach into perspective
with other recent non-monotonic extensions such as overriding [25], role-defeasibility [26] and context-based
defeasibility [27]. Immediate extensions of our formalism could be achieved on the logic level, i.e. investigating
more expressive DLs that also satisfy the canonical model property.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Pavlos Marantidis and Antoine Mottet for helpful discussions and comments
on drafts of this paper, as well as the anonymous reviewers for helpful comments on the initial submission.

References

References

[1] F. Baader, B. Hollunder, Embedding defaults into terminological knowledge representation formalisms, J. Autom. Rea-
soning 14 (1) (1995) 149-180.
[2] F. M. Donini, D. Nardi, R. Rosati, Autoepistemic description logics, in: Proceedings of the Fifteenth International Joint
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI 1997, 2 Volumes, 1997, pp. 136-141.
[3] P. A. Bonatti, M. Faella, L. Sauro, Defeasible inclusions in low-complexity DLs, J. Artif. Intell. Res. (JAIR) 42 (2011)
719-764.
[4] G. Casini, U. Straccia, Rational closure for defeasible description logics, in: Proceedings of 12th European Conference on
Logics in Artificial Intelligence (Jelia’10), 2010, pp. 77-90.
[5] G. Casini, U. Straccia, Defeasible inheritance-based description logics, in: IJCAI 2011, Proceedings of the 22nd Interna-
tional Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2011, pp. 813-818.
[6] G. Casini, U. Straccia, Lexicographic closure for defeasible description logics, in: Proceedings of the Eighth Australasian
Ontology Workshop, 2012, pp. 28-39.
[7] A. Britz, G. Casini, T. Meyer, K. Moodley, I. Varzinczak, Ordered Interpretations and Entailment for Defeasible Descrip-
tion Logics, Tech. rep., CAIR, CSIR Meraka and UKZN, South Africa (2013).
[8] G. Casini, T. Meyer, K. Moodley, R. Nortjé, Relevant closure: A new form of defeasible reasoning for description logics,
in: Proceedings of the 14th European Conference on Logics in Artificial Intelligence (JELIA’14), 2014, pp. 92-106.
[9] L. Giordano, V. Gliozzi, N. Olivetti, G. L. Pozzato, Semantic characterization of rational closure: From propositional logic
to description logics, Artif. Intell. 226 (2015) 1-33.
[10] S. Kraus, D. J. Lehmann, M. Magidor, Nonmonotonic reasoning, preferential models and cumulative logics, Artif. Intell.
44 (1-2) (1990) 167-207.
[11] M. Pensel, A.-Y. Turhan, Making quantification relevant again—the case of defeasible ££,, in: R. Booth, G. Casini,
I. Varzinczak (Eds.), Proceedings of the 4th International Workshop on Defeasible and Ampliative Reasoning - DARe,
CEUR-WS.org, 2017.

52



1855

1860

1865

1870

1875

1880

(12]

13]

(14]

[15]
[16]

[17]
(18]

[19]
20]
21]
[22]
23]
[24]
[25]
[26]

(27]

M. Pensel, A.-Y. Turhan, Including quantification in defeasible reasoning for the description logic ££ , in: M. Balduccini,
T. Janhunen (Eds.), Proceedings of the 14th International Conference on Logic Programming and Nonmonotonic Reasoning
- LPNMR, Springer, 2017, pp. 78-84. [doi:10.1007/978-3-319-61660-5_9!

S. Brandt, Polynomial time reasoning in a description logic with existential restrictions, GCI axioms, and—what else?, in:
R. L. de Mantaras, L. Saitta (Eds.), Proceedings of the 16th European Conference on Artificial Intelligence (ECAI-2004),
2004, pp. 298-302.

F. Baader, S. Brandt, C. Lutz, Pushing the ££ envelope, in: Proceedings of the Nineteenth International Joint Conference
on Artificial Intelligence IJCAI-05, Edinburgh, UK, 2005.

G. Casini, U. Straccia, Defeasible inheritance-based description logics, J. Artif. Intell. Res. (JAIR) 48 (2013) 415-473.

C. Lutz, R. Piro, F. Wolter, Description logic tboxes: Model-theoretic characterizations and rewritability, in: IJCAI 2011,
Proceedings of the 22nd International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2011, 2011, pp. 983-988.

C. C. Chang, H. J. Keisler, Model Theory, Vol. 73 of Studies in logic and the foundations of mathematics, 1973.

R. Penaloza, B. Sertkaya, Understanding the complexity of axiom pinpointing in lightweight description logics, Artif.
Intell. 250 (2017) 80-104.

M. Horridge, Justification based explanation in ontologies, Ph.D. thesis, University of Manchester (2011).

M. Pensel, A.-Y. Turhan, Including quantification in defeasible reasoning for the description logic ££,, LTCS-Report
17-01, Chair for Automata Theory, Institute for Theoretical Computer Science, Technische Universitdt Dresden, see
http://lat.inf.tu-dresden.de/research /reports.html (2017).

F. Baader, R. Penaloza, B. Suntisrivaraporn, Pinpointing in the description logic EL", in: KI 2007: Advances in Artificial
Intelligence, 30th Annual German Conference on Al, KI 2007, Osnabriick, Germany, September 10-13, 2007, Proceedings,
2007, pp. 52-67.

F. Baader, I. Horrocks, C. Lutz, U. Sattler, An Introduction to Description Logic, Cambridge University Press, 2017.

M. R. Garey, D. S. Johnson, Computers and Intractability; A Guide to the Theory of NP-Completeness, W. H. Freeman
& Co., New York, NY, USA, 1990.

G. Casini, U. Straccia, T. Meyer, A polynomial time subsumption algorithm for nominal safe ££0 ; under rational closure.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.08201

P. A. Bonatti, M. Faella, I. M. Petrova, L. Sauro, A new semantics for overriding in description logics, Artif. Intell. 222
(2015) 1-48.

K. Britz, I. J. Varzinczak, Introducing role defeasibility in description logics, in: Logics in Artificial Intelligence - 15th
European Conference, JELIA 2016, Larnaca, Cyprus, November 9-11, 2016, Proceedings, 2016, pp. 174-189.

K. Britz, I. J. Varzinczak, Context-based defeasible subsumption for dsroiq, in: Proceedings of the Thirteenth International
Symposium on Commonsense Reasoning, COMMONSENSE 2017, London, UK, November 6-8, 2017., 2017.

53


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-61660-5_9
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.08201
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.08201

	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Preliminaries on DLs
	Defeasible Description Logics

	Basic Operations on Interpretations

	On Materialisation-based Approaches for Reasoning in DDLs
	Revisiting Materialisation-based Defeasible Reasoning
	Analysis and Discussion

	Materialisation adapted to ELbot
	Defeasible Subsumption by Materialisation Adapted to ELbot
	Defeasible Instance Checking by Materialisation Adapted to ELbot


	Typicality Interpretations for Deciding Defeasible Subsumption
	Introducing Typicality Interpretations
	Defeasible Entailments by Typicality Interpretations

	Propositional Subsumption Entailment
	Propositional Relevant Subsumption
	Propositional Rational Subsumption

	Nested Subsumption Entailment
	Nested Relevant Subsumption
	Nested Rational Subsumption


	Typicality Interpretations for Defeasible Instance Checking
	Propositional Rational Instance Checking
	Propositional Relevant Instance Checking
	Nested Instance Checking
	Nested Rational Instance Checking
	Nested Relevant Instance Checking


	Complexity of Nested Defeasible Entailments
	Upper Bounds for Nested Rational and Relevant Semantics
	Entailment under Rational Semantics
	Entailment under Relevant Semantics

	Lower Bound on Deciding Rational Entailments

	Conclusion and Future Work

