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Abstract

Description logic programs (dl-programs) under the anseésemantics formulated by Eiter
et al. have been considered as a prominent formalism for intewyatiles and ontology knowledge
bases. A question of interest has been whether dl-programbe captured in a general formal-
ism of nonmonotonic logic. In this paper, we study the pabsilof embedding dl-programs into
default logic. We show that dI-programs under the strongwaedk answer set semantics can be
embedded in default logic by combining two translationss ohwhich eliminates the constraint
operator from nonmonotonic dl-atoms and the other tra@slatdl-program into a default the-
ory. For dl-programs without nonmonotonic dl-atoms butwtite negation-as-failure operator, our
embedding is polynomial, faithful, and modular. In additiour default logic encoding can be ex-
tended in a simple way to capture recently proposed weakllysupported answer set semantics,
for arbitrary dl-programs. These results reinforce theuargnt that default logic can serve as a
fruitful foundation for query-based approaches to intéggaontology and rules. With its simple
syntax and intuitive semantics, plus available computaticesults, default logic can be considered
an attractive approach to integration of ontology and rules

1. Introduction

Logic programming under the answer set semantics (ASP) &éas fecognized as an expressive
nonmonotonic reasoning framework for declarative probdstwing and knowledge representation
(Marek & Truszczynski, 1999; Niemela, 1999). Recenthgréhhas been an extensive interest in
combining ASP with other logics or reasoning mechanisms @irthe main interests in this direc-
tion is the integration of ASP with description logics (DUs)y the Semantic Web. This is due to
the fact that, although ontologies expressed in DLs andlinl&ASP are two prominent knowledge
representation formalisms, each of them has limitationgsomwn. As (most) DLs are fragments of
(many sorted) first order logic, they do not support defawfijcality, or nonmonotonic reasoning
in general. On the other hand, thought there are some reitentps to extend ASP beyond propo-
sitional logic, the core, effective reasoning methods asighed essentially for computation of
ground programs; in particular, ASP typically does not o@asith unbounded or infinite domains,
nor does it support quantifiers. An integration of the two ofiar features of both.

A number of proposals for integrating ontology and (nonntonit) rules have been put for-
ward (de Bruijn, Eiter, Polleres, & Tompits, 2007; de Bruiffearce, Polleres, & Valverde, 2007;
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Eiter, lanni, Lukasiewicz, Schindlauer, & Tompits, 2008ptik & Rosati, 2010; Rosati, 2005,
2006; Analyti, Antoniou, & Damasio, 2011; Lukasiewicz,120) Lee & Palla, 2011). The existing
approaches can be roughly classified into three categadmethe first, typically a nonmonotonic
formalism is adopted which naturally embodies both firgteorlogic and rules, where ontology
and rules are written in the same language resulting in & tighpling (de Bruijn, Eiter, Polleres,
& Tompits, 2011; Motik & Rosati, 2010; Lukasiewicz, 2010).hd second is a loose approach:
an ontology knowledge base and rules share the same canbtamot the same predicates, and
inference-based communication is via a well-designedfaxte, called dl-atoms (Eiter et al., 2008).
In the third approach, rules are treated as hybrid formulaerevin model building the predicates in
the language of the ontology are interpreted classicalhereas those in the language of rules are
interpreted nonmonotonically (Rosati, 2005, 2006; de jBrei al., 2007).

The loose coupling approach above stands out as quite uniggiét possesses some advan-
tages. In many practical situations, we would like to coretexisting knowledge bases, possibly
under different logics. In this case, a notion of interfasenatural and necessary. The formula-
tion of dl-programs adopts such interfaces to ontology Kedge bases. It is worth noticing that
dl-programs share many similarities with another recetdrasting formalism, calledonmono-
tonic multi-context systemis which knowledge bases under arbitrary logics commueittaough
bridge rules(Brewka & Eiter, 2007).

Informally, a dl-program is a paiiO, P), whereO is an ontology knowledge base expressed in
a description logic, ané’ a logic program, where rule bodies may contain queries t&ribevledge
baseO, calleddl-atoms Such queries allow to specify inputs from a logic prograrthesontology
knowledge base. In more detail, a dl-atom is of the form

DL[S1 0p1 p1s- - -, S 0P Pm; Q) (£)

whereQ(E} is a query toO, and for each (1 < i < m), S; is a concept or a role i), p; is a
predicate symbol if® having the same arity &;, and the operatarp; € {®, ®,S}. Intuitively, ®
(resp.,®) increasess; (resp.,—.S;) by the extension of;, while © (called theconstraint operator
constrainss; to p;, i.e., for an expressiofi © p, for any tuple of constants in the absence qf()
we infer ~S(t). Eiteret al. proposed weak and strong answer sets for dl-programsr (ital.,
2008), which were further investigated from the perspeabiZloop formulas (Wang, You, Yuan, &
Shen, 2010) and from the perspective of the logic of herethek (Fink & Pearce, 2010).

The interest in dl-programs is also due to a technical aspietias been a challenging task to
embed dl-programs into a general nonmonotonic logic. Famgte, MKNF (Lifschitz, 1991) is
arguably among the most expressive and versatile formslfemintegrating rules and description
logic knowledge bases (Motik & Rosati, 2010). Although Mkodind Rosati were able to show a
polynomial embedding of a number of other integration fdremas into MKNF, for dl-programs
they only showed that if a dl-program does not contain thesttamt operator, then it can be
translated to a (hybrid) MKNF knowledge base while presenits strong answer setsThe em-
bedding into quantified equilibrium logic in (Fink & Pear@§10) is under the assumption that all
dl-atoms containing an occurrencesfare nonmonotonic. They do not deal with the case when a
dl-atom involving& may be monotonic. The embedding into first-order autoapistéogic (AEL)
is under the weak answer set semantics (de Bruijn, Eiter, &pits, 2008). For the strong answer

1. The theorem given in (Motik & Rosati, 2010) (Theorem 7.8lyalaims to preserve satisfiability. In a personal com-
munication with Motik, it is confirmed that the proof of theetbrem indeed establishes a one-to-one correspondence.
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set semantics, it is obtained by an embedding of MKNF int¢-&rder autoepistemic logic together
with the embedding of dI-programs into MKNF. Thus it only dé&s the dl-programs without the
constraint operator.

In this paper, we investigate the possibility of embeddilhgrdgrams into default logic (Reiter,
1980), under various notions of answer set semantics. Qerrest in default logic is due to the
fact that it is one of the dominant nonmonotonic formalisget, despite the fact that default logic
naturally accommodates first-order logic and rules (dé&sguturiously it has not been considered
explicitly as a framework for integrating ontology and mul&ince the loose approach can be viewed
as query-based, the question arises as whether defadldagibe viewed as a foundation for query-
based approaches to integration of ontologies and rules.

We shall note that the problem of embedding dl-programsdefault logic is nontrivial. In fact,
given the difficulties in dealing with dl-programs by oth@pesssive nonmonotonic logics, one can
expect great technical subtlety in this endeavor. Espggctak treatment of equality is a nontrivial
issue.

A main technical result of this paper is that dl-programs bartranslated to default theories
while preserving their strong and weak answer sets. Thighseaed in two steps. In the first,
we investigate the operators in dl-programs and obsertehbeaconstraint operatap is the only
one causing a dl-atom to be nonmonotonic, and a dl-atom nilapestmonotonic even though it
mentions the constraint operater. To eliminates from nonmonotonic dl-atoms, we propose a
translationr and show that, given a dl-prograif, the strong and weak answer setskotorre-
spond exactly to the strong and weak answer setg kf), respectively, i.e., when restricted to the
language ofc, the strong and weak answer setsr¢k) are precisely those d€, and vice versa.
An immediate consequence of this result is that it improvessalt of (Motik & Rosati, 2010), in
that we now know that a much larger class of dl-programs, ldmsmfnormal dl-programscan be
translated to MKNF knowledge bases, where a dI-programrisalaf it has no monotonic dl-atoms
that mention the constraint operater

For the weak answer set semantics, the translation abovbecaglaxed so that all dl-atoms
containinge can be translated uniformly, and the resulting translaggeolynomial. However, for
the strong answer set semantics, the above translati@s k@i the knowledge whether a dl-atom is
monotonic or not. In this paper, we present a number of resedfarding the upper and lower bounds
of determining this condition for description logi${Z F andSHOZN (Eiter et al., 2008). These
results have a broader implication as they apply to the wb(kiak & Pearce, 2010) in embedding
dl-programs under strong answer sets into quantified eguiin logic.

In the second step, we present two approaches to transtitrgpgrams to default theories in
a polynomial, faithful, and modular manner (Janhunen, 189bhe difference between the two is
on the handling of inconsistent ontology knowledge basethd first one, an inconsistent ontology
knowledge base trivializes the resulting default theotyilevfollowing the spirit of dI-programs, in
the second approach nontrivial answer sets may still exifte case of an inconsistent ontology
knowledge base. We show that, for a dI-progr&mithout nonmonotonic dl-atoms, there is a one-
to-one correspondence between the strong answer sktand the extensions of its corresponding
default theory (whenever the underlying knowledge baserisistent for the first approach). This,
along with the result given in the first step, shows that digpams under the strong answer set
semantics can be embedded into default logic.

2. This means a polynomial time transformation that pressetire intended semantics, uses the symbols of the original
language, and translates parts (modules) of the givenadjram independently of each other.
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It has been argued that some strong answers may incur ggiéta. To overcome this blem-
ish, weakly and strongly well-supported answer set sercsatie recently proposed (Shen, 2011).
Surprisingly, dl-programs under the weakly well-suppdgemantics can be embedded into default
logic by a small enhancement to our approach in the secopdbtw/e, and the resulting translation
is again polynomial, faithful and modular. Furthermorend@nmonotonic dl-atoms do not appear
in the scope of the default negatiant , the strongly well-supported semantics coincides with the
weakly well-supported semantics. Since default negatic@ady provides a language construct to
express default inferences, it can be argued that one néed@the constraint operaterinside it.

In this sense, our default logic encoding captures the glyomell-supported semantics as well.

We note that, in embedding dI-programs without nonmonatdiatoms into default logic, one
still can use the negation-as-failure operatot in dl-programs to express nonmonotonic inferences.
The same assumption was adopted in defining a well-foundedurges for dl-programs (Eiter,
Lukasiewicz, lanni, & Schindlauer, 2011). Under this asptiom, all the major semantics for dl-
programs coincide, and they all can be embedded into ddéitt by a polynomial, faithful, and
modular translation. Thus, the results of this paper not omteal insights and technical subtleties
in capturing dI-programs under various semantics by defagic, but also strengthen the prospect
that the latter can serve as a foundation for query-basedration of rules and ontologies.

The main advantage of using default logic to characterizsgmation of ontology and rules in
general, and semantics of dl-programs in particular, isiigle syntax and intuitive semantics,
which has led to a collection of computational results inlitezature (see, e.g., (Li & You, 1992;
Cholewinski, Marek, Mikitiuk, & Truszczyhski, 1999; Nitas, Saubion, & Stéphan, 2001; Chen,
Wan, Zhang, & Zhou, 2010)). Interestingly, the more recéiotreis on applying ASP techniques to
compute default extensions. As long as defaults can belfirgteunded, which is the case for the
approach of this paper, these techniques can be extendemhilyring an ASP-based default logic
engine with a description logic reasoner, with the latténdgp@pplied as a black box. In contrast, the
computational issues are completely absent in the approsadr AEL (de Bruijn et al., 2008), and
only addressed briefly at an abstract level for the approashdon MKNF (Motik & Rosati, 2010).
Furthermore, the representation of dl-programs in defagit leads to new insights in computation
for dl-programs, one of which is that the iterative conginrcof default extensions provides a direct
support to well-supportedness for answer sets, so thatigaibns for positive dependencies can
be realized for free.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized asvislio

e We show that dl-programs under the weak and strong answeesgintics can be faithfully
and modularly rewritten without constraint operators. Téeriting is polynomial for the
weak answer set semantics.

e To embed arbitrary dl-programs into default logic, we présaithful and modular (Janhunen,
1999) translations for the strong answer set semanticsydla& answer set semantics and the
weakly well-supported semantics. The translations are ptdynomial for the latter two
semantics.

e For the strong answer set semantics, the embedding depenttie &nowledge of mono-
tonicity of dl-atoms and is polynomial relative to this knewgge, i.e., if the set of monotonic
dl-atoms is known. In general, determining this set is ttahble; as we show, determining
whether a dl-atom is monotonic is EXP-complete under thergesn logic SHZF and
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PNEXP_complete under the description logRHOZN (and thus not more expensive than
deciding the existence of some strong or weak answer set bpegram under these de-
scription logics).

e For the two semantics for which we do not provide a polynoreiabedding, namely the
strong answer set semantics and the strongly well-supbsei®mantics, there are broad classes
of dl-programs for which a polynomial embedding can be gasferred from our results. For
the class of dl-programs where nonmonotonic dl-atoms dappear in the scope of default
negationnot , our embedding is polynomial, faithful, and modular under strongly well-
supported semantics; and for the class of dl-programs wifiereonstraint operator does
not appear in a positive dl-atom in rules, our embedding &magolynomial, faithful, and
modular under the strong answer set semantics.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section, wallréiee basic definitions of descrip-
tion logics and dl-programs. In Section 3, we present a toamstion to eliminate the constraint
operator from nonmonotonic dl-atoms. In Section 4, we gigadformations from dl-programs to
default theories, followed by Sections 5 and 6 on relatedkwsod concluding remarks respectively.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we briefly review the basic notations foradgdion logics (Baader, Calvanese,
McGuinness, Nardi, & Patel-Schneider, 2007) and desoridtigic programs (Eiter et al., 2008).

2.1 Description logics

Description Logics are a family of class-based (concepetpknowledge representation formalisms.
We assume a sé& of elementary datatypeand a selV of data values A datatype theonD =
(AP, .D) consists of adatatype(or concret¢ domain AP and a mappingP that assigns to ev-
ery elementary datatype a subset®? and to every data value an element&P. Let ¥ =
(AUR4URp,1UV) be avocabulary, whem®, R 4, Rp, andl are pairwise disjoint (denumerable)
sets ofatomic concepts, abstract roles, datatyjpe concret@ roles, andndividuals respectively.

A role is an element oRA U R, URp, whereR; means the set of inverses of &llc R4.
Conceptsare inductively defined as: (1) every atomic cona@pt A is a concept, (2) iby, 09, . ..
are individuals froml, then{oy, 09, ...} is a concept (calledneOj, (3) if C and D are concepts,
then also(C 11 D), (C'U D), and—C are concepts (calledonjunction, disjunctionandnegation
respectively). (4) ifC is a concept,R is an abstract role frolR 4, U R}, andn is a nonnegative
integer, thedR.C,VR.C,> nR, and< nR are concepts (calleeists, value, atleasandatmost
restriction respectively), (5) ifD is a datatypel/ is a datatype role frorR 5, andn is a nonnegative
integer, thedU.D,VU.D, > nU, and< nU are concepts (calledatatype exists, value, atleaand
atmost restrictionrespectively).

An axiomis an expression of one of the forms: @) D, calledconcept inclusion axiom
whereC and D are concepts; (2R C S, calledrole inclusion axiomwhere eitherR, S € R4 or
R, S € Rp; (3) TransR), calledtransitivity axiom whereR € Ry; (4) C(a), calledconcept mem-
bership axiomwhereC'is a concept and € I; (5) R(a, b) (resp.,U(a,v)), calledrole membership
axiomwhereR € Ry (resp.,U € Rp) a,b € 1 (resp.,a € | andv is a data value), (6) = b (resp.,
a % b), calledequality (resp.,inequality) axiomwherea, b € 1.
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A description logic (DL) knowledge basgis a finite set of axioms. ThEHOZN (D) knowl-
edge baseonsists of a finite set of above axioms, while 8&®ZF (D) knowledge basks the one
of SHOZN (D), but without theoneOf constructor and with thatleastand atmostconstructors
limited to O and 1.

The semantics of the two description logics are defined imdesf general first-order interpre-
tations. AninterpretationZ = (A%, -Z) with respect to a datatype theddy= (AP, -P) consists of
a nonempty (abstracjomainAZ disjoint from AP, and a mapping’ that assigns to each atomic
conceptC' € A a subset ofAZ, to each individuab € | an element oA, to each abstract role
R € R4 a subset ofAT x AZ, and to each datatype rolé € Rp a subset oiAZ x AP. The
mapping-* is extended to all concepts and roles as usual (WHefelenotes the cardinality of a set
9):

o (R)F ={(a,0)|(b,a) € R*};

e {01,...,0,}F ={oF,... 0L},

o (CN D) =CtnD? (CuD) =CTuD?, (-C)F =AT\ CF
CY ={zec ATy : (x,y) € RT Ay € CT},
C)Y ={z e AT|Vy: (v,y) € RT -y CT};

>nR)" = {z € A#({yl(z,y) € R"}) > n};

<nR)" = {z € AT|#({yl(z,y) € R"}) < n};

U.D) = {x e AT 3y : (z,y) € UL ANy € DP};

VYU.D) = {z € AT|Vy : (z,y) € UT — y € DP};

>nU)" = {z € A #({yl(z,y) € UT}) > n};

o (<nU)F = {z € AM#({yl(z,y) € UT}) <n}.

LetZ = (A7, 1) be an interpretation respectBb= (AP, .P), andF an axiom. We say that
satisfiesF, writtenZ = F, is defined as follows: (1 = C C Diff C? C D¥; 2 Z = RC S
iff RZ C S7%;(3)Z = TrangR) iff RT is transitive; (4)Z = C(a) iff a* € C%; (5) T = R(a,b)
(a®,b?) € R (resp.Z |= U(a,v) iff (a*,vP) € U?); (6)T |= a = biff a* = b” (resp.Z = a # b
iff a” # bT). T satisfiesa DL knowledge bas®, writtenZ |= O, if Z |= F for any F € O. In this
case, we call amodelof O. An axiom F' is alogical consequencef a DL knowledge basé,
written O = F', if any model ofO is also a model of-.

2.2 Description logic programs

Let ® = (P,C) be a first-order vocabulary with nonempty finite sétand P of constant symbols
and predicate symbols respectively such fh& disjoint fromA U R andC C I. Atomsare formed
from the symbols ifP andC as usual.

A dl-atomis an expression of the form

DL[S1 0p1 P1s - - - » S 0P P Q) (£), (m > 0) 1)

where



EMBEDDING DESCRIPTIONLOGIC PROGRAMS INTODEFAULT LOGIC

eachs; is either a concept, a role or its negatibar a special symbol ifi~, %};

op; € {®,®, S} (we call& theconstraint operatoy;

p; IS a unary predicate symbol iR if .S; is a concept, and a binary predicate symboPin
otherwise. They;'s are callednput predicate symbals

Q(t) is adl-query; i.e., either (1)C(t) wheret = t; (2) C T D wheret'is an empty argument
list; (3) R(t1,t2) wheret = (t1,t2); (4) t; ~ to Wheret = (t1,t5); or their negations, where
C andD are conceptsR is a role, and’is a tuple of constants.

The precise meanings ¢, ©, ©} will be defined shortly. IntuitivelyS & p extendsS by the
extension ofp. Similarly, S © p extends—~S by the extension g, andS © p constrainsS to p. A
dl-rule (or simply arule) is an expression of the form

A<+ By,...,By,not By, ...,not By, (n>m >0) (2

whereA is an atom, eacl; (1 <4 < n) is an atorft or a dl-atom. We refer tel as itshead while
the conjunction ofB; (1 < i < m) andnot B; (m+1 < j < n)is itsbody. For convenience, we
abbreviate a rule in the form (2) as

A + Pos not Neg 3)

wherePos = {By,...,B,,} andNeg = {B,,+1,...,B,}. Letr be a rule of the form (3). If
Neg = () andPos = (), r is afact and we may write it asA” instead of “A +". A description
logic program(dl-program) K = (O, P) consists of a DL knowledge bageand a finite se of
di-rules. In what follows we assume the vocabulary’ag implicitly given by the constant symbols
and predicate symbols occurring iy C consists of the constants occurring in atomsPpfand P

is grounded (no atoms containing variables) unless stadtentwise.

Given a dl-prograniC = (O, P), theHerbrand baseof P, denoted byHBp, is the set of atoms
occurring inP and the ones formed from the predicate symbol® afccurring in some dl-atoms of
P and the constant symbolsdn ® It is clear thatHBp is in polynomial size ofC. An interpretation
I (relative toP) is a subset 0HBp. Such an/ is amodelof an atom or dl-atomd underO, written
I =0 A, if the following holds:

e if Ac HBp,thenl =p Aiff A€ I,

e if Ais a dl-atomDL(\;Q)(f) of the form (1), thenl |=o A iff O(I;)\) E Q(t) where
O(L;\) =0uUlUJ, A;(I) and, forl <i <m,

{Si(e) [ pi(e) e I},  if opi = &;
Ai(I) = ¢ {=Si(€) | pi(e) € I}, if op; = ©;
{=8i(e) | pi(e) ¢ 1}, if op; = ©;

3. We allow negation of a role for convenience, so that we eplace ‘'S © p” with an equivalent form S @ p” in
dl-atoms. The negation of a role is not explicitly presenfhiter et al., 2008). As discussed there, negative role
assertions can be emulatedI#ZF andSHOZN (and in fact also indLC).

4. Different from that of (Eiter et al., 2008), we consideognd atoms instead of literals for convenience.

5. Note that this slightly deviates from the usual conventd the Herbrand base; ground atoms that are not in the
Herbrand base as considered here are always false in arstwer s
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where¢'is a tuple of constants ovér. As we allow negation of role$ ® p can be replaced with
-5 @ pin any dl-atom. In addition, we can shortén op p,..., Sy oppas(Sy U ... U Sg) opp
where S; op p appears in\ for all i (1 < i < k) andop € {®,®,6}. Thus dl-atoms can be
equivalently rewritten into ones without using the operatoand every predicate appears at most
once for each operatey ande. For instance, the dl-atoBL[S; @ p, S2 ® p, S1 ©p, S2 © p, Q](%)
can be equivalently written @L[(S; L So) & p, (S1 U S2) © p, Q](#).

An interpretation/ C HBp is amodelof “not A", written I |=p not A, if I is not a model of
A,ie., I o A. The interpretation’ is amodelof a dI-rule of the form (3) ifffl =o B for any
B € PosandI £o B’ for any B’ € Negimplies that/ =p A. An interpretation/ is amodelof a
dl-programkC = (O, P), written I = K, iff I is a model of each rule a?.

2.2.1 MONOTONIC DL-ATOMS

A dl-atom A is monotonic(relative to a dl-prograniC = (O, P)) if I =p A impliesI’ o A, for
all I’ such thatf C I' C HBp, otherwiseA is nonmonotonic It is clear that if a dl-atom does not
mention the constraint operator then it is monotonic. Hawes dl-atom may be monotonic even if
it mentions the constraint operator. For example, thealrddL[S © p, S ©p; —S](a) is a tautology
(which is monotonic).

Evidently, the constraint operator is the only one that nayse a dl-atom to be nonmonotonic.
This sufficient condition for monotonicity can be efficigndhecked; for the case where the con-
straint operator may appear, the following generic uppenidan complexity is easily derived. We
refer to thequery complexityf a ground dl-atomA of form (1) in K as the complexity of deciding,
givenK = (O, P), A, and an arbitrary interpretatiah whetherO(I; \) = A holds.

Proposition 1 Let £ = (O, P) be a (ground) dl-program, andl be a dl-atom occurring in?
which has query complexity in clags Then deciding whethet is monotonic is irco-NF-.

Proof: Indeed, to show thatl of form (1) is nonmonotonic, one can guess restrictibasand I,

of interpretations/ and I, respectively, to the predicates occurringAnsuch that/, C I’; and

Iy Fo Abutl)y o A (clearly, J o Aiff Ja =0 A for arbitrary interpretations/). The
guess forl4 and I’ is of polynomial size in the size df (assuming that the set of constagts

is explicit in I, or is constructible in polynomial time), and prepari@gl; \) and O(I'y; \) is
feasible in polynomial time (in fact, easily in logarithmspace). Using the oracle, we can decide
O(I4;)) | Q(f) andO(I'y; \) |= Q(#), and thusl 4 =0 A butI’, o A. Overall, the complexity

is in co-NF. n

Depending on the underlying description logic, this uppeurid might be lower or comple-
mented by a matching hardness result. In factS&ZF andSHOZN, the latter turns out to be
the case. DL-atoms over these description logics have g goenplexity that is complete fat' =
EXP andC = NEXP, respectively. By employing well-known identitiesammplexity classes, we
obtain the following result.

Theorem 1 Given a (ground) dI-prograniC = (O, P) and a dl-atomA occurring in P, deciding
whether A is monotonic is ()EXP-complete, ifO is a SHZF knowledge base and (ipNEXP-
complete, i0 is aSHOZN knowledge base.
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Proof: The membership part for ($§ HZF follows easily from Proposition 1 and the fact that
SHIF has query complexity in EXP; indeed, each dl-query evaduatl(/; \) o can be trans-
formed in polynomial time to deciding satisfiability of$HZF knowledge base, which is EXP-
complete in general (Tobies, 2001; Horrocks & Patel-Sakerei2003). Now co-NPP = EXP =
NPE*P: indeed, the computation tree of a nondeterministic Turiraghine with polynomial run-
ning time and EXP oracle access has single exponential €imiput size) many nodes, which can
be traversed in exponential time; simulating an oracleinal node is possible in exponential time
in the size of the (original) input. Overall, this yields atpenential time upper bound.

The membership part for (iFHOZN follows analogously from Proposition 1 and the fact that
SHOZIN has co-NEXP-complete query complexity, which follows froé&XP-completeness of
the knowledge base satisfiability problemI#OZN (for both unary and binary number encoding;
see (Horrocks & Patel-Schneider, 2003; Pratt-Hartman@590 Now co-NBO-NEXP = co-NPVEXP
= PNEXP (= NPNEXP): here the second equality holds by results in (Hemachai8o).

The hardness parts for (i) and (i) are shown by reductionsuitable EXP- resp. XP-
complete problems, building on constructions in (Eiterlet2908) (see Appendix A). [

For convenience, we uggl p to denote the set of all dl-atoms that occurﬁnDL}t C DLpto
denote the set of monotonic dl-atoms, :IDid} =DLp\ DL;. Note that this is different from that
of (Eiter et al., 2008) wherBL}, is assumed to be a set of ground dl-atomBliir> which are known
to be monotonic, whil®L, denotes the set of remaining dl-atoms. Thus, is allowed to contain
monotonic dl-atoms as well in (Eiter et al., 2008). Our défini represents the ideal situation where
monotonicity can be finitely verified, which is the case focidable description logic knowledge
bases. Note also that by Theorem 1, 8 ZF and SHOZN knowledge bases computilfgj_jg
is possible with no respectively mild complexity increasenpared to basic reasoning tasks in the
underlying description logic.

2.2.2 ME CLASSES OF DEPROGRAMS

A dl-program/C = (O, P) is positive if (i) P is “not’-free, and (ii) every dl-atom is monotonic
relative toC. Positive dl-programs have attractive semantics praggere.g., it is evident that a
positive dl-prograniC has a (set inclusion) least model.

From the results above, we easily obtain the following tssar recognizing positive dI-programs.

Proposition 2 Deciding whether a given (not necessarily ground) dl-pasgikC = (O, P) is posi-
tive is in co-NF¥, if every dl-atom in the ground version Bfhas query complexity i6y'.

Proof: K is not positive if either (i)P is not “not’-free, which can be checked in polynomial time,
or (ii) some dl-atomA in the ground version of is nonmonotonic; such aA can be guessed and
verified, by the hypothesis, in polynomial time with an oeafdr C'; hence the result. [

Theorem 2 Deciding whether a given (not necessarily ground) dl-pesgiC = (O, P) is positive
is (i) EXP-complete, ifO is aSHZF knowledge base and (iPNE*P-complete, if0 is aSHOZIN
knowledge base.

Proof: The membership parts are immediate from Proposition 2, lamdhardness parts from the
hardness proofs in Theorem 1: the ataims monotonic relative to the constructed dl-progr&im
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iff K is positive. [

Thus, the test whether a dl-program is positive (and sitgjlavhether all dl-atoms in it are
monotonic) forSHZF and SHOZN knowledge bases is also not expensive compared to basic
reasoning tasks.

Besides positive dl-programs, another important subdassanonical dl-programswhere a
dl-program/C = (O, P) is canonical if P mentions no constraint operator. Clearly, canonical dl-
programs are easy to recognize. The same holds for the moeeaelass ohormal dI-programs
where a dl-prograniC = (O, P) is normal, if no monotonic dl-atom occurs i® that mentions
the constraint operator. Note that normal dl-programs ateasitive in general; since monotonic
dl-atoms mentioning the constraint operator are ratheggii@nal, the normal dl-programs include
most dl-programs relevant for practical applications.

Example 1 Consider the following dl-programs, which we will refer &peatedly in the sequel.

e Ky = (O1,P) whereO; = {S C S’} and P, = {p(a) < DL[S & p;S’](a)}. The
single dl-atom inP; has no constraint operator, and ttusis canonical (hence also normal);
moreover, sinceriot ” does not occur inP;, K, is also positive.

e o = (02, P2) whereOy = ) and P = {p(a) - DL[S @ p, S’ © ¢; ST —5’|(a)}. Here, the
constraint operator occurs #, thus/C, is not canonical. Furthermore, the single dl-atom in
P, is nonmonotonic, hencks is also not positive. Howevek s is normal.
2.2.3 SRONG AND WEAK ANSWER SETS
LetK = (O, P) be a positive dl-program. The immediate consequence apeyat: 278> — 2HBr
is defined as, for any C HBp,

Yic(I) ={h | h < Pose Pandl o AforanyA € Pos}.

Since~k is monotonic, the least fix-point ofic always exists which is the least model/6f By
Ifp(~x) we denote the least fix-point g, which can be iteratively constructed as below:

o V=0

o 7 = ().
It is clear that the least fixpoitip (i) = 7¢°.

We are now in the position to recall the semantics of dl-prots. LetK = (O, P) be a dI-
program. Thestrong dl-transformof K relative toO and an interpretatiod C HBp, denoted by
K>+, is the positive dl-prograniO, sPb), wheres P}, is obtained fromP by deleting:

e the dl-ruler of the form (2) such that eithdr |~ B; for somel < i < mandB; € DL?P,
orl =p Bjforsomem +1 < j <n;and

e the nonmonotonic dl-atoms andt A from the remaining dI-rules wheré is an atom or a
dl-atom.

10
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The interpretatior is astrong answer saif K if it is the least model ofkC*/, i.e., I = Ifp(yjcs.r).8
Theweak dl-transformof K relative toO and an interpretatiodi C HBp, denoted byC/, is
the positive dI-prograntO, wP}), wherew P}, is obtained fromP by deleting:

e the dl-rules of the form (2) such that eithet~o B; for somel < i < m andB; € DLp, or
I =0 Bj for somem + 1 < j < n; and

e the dl-atoms anaot A from the remaining dI-rules wheté is an atom or dl-atom.

The interpretatior! is aweak answer sedf K if I is the least model o£*!, i.e., I = Ifp(yjcuw.s ).
The following proposition shows that, given a dl-progr&m= (O, P), if O is inconsistent then
strong and weak answer setskoicoincide, and are minimal.

Proposition 3 LetXC = (O, P) be a dI-program wher® is inconsistent and C HBp. Then
(i) I isa strong answer set &f if and only if 7 is a weak answer set @f.
(i) The strong and weak answer setskofire minimal under set inclusion.

Proof: By the inconsistency af, it is clear that every dl-atom occurring inP is monotonic and
M [=p AforanyM C HBp.

(i) Note that the only difference betwee?/, andw P/ is that there exist some dl-atomssift})
but not inwP}, i.e., for any dl-ruler = (h « Pos not Neg) in P, (h « Pos) belongs tosP} if
and only if (h < Pos) belongs towP), wherePos = {h € HBp | h € Pos}. However note that
§ =0 Afor any dl-atomA € Pos\ Pos. It follows thatlfp(y,s.r) = fp(vw.r). Consequently is
a strong answer set & if and only if I is a weak answer set @f.

(i) By Theorem 4.13 of (Eiter et al., 2008), the strong anseets offC are minimal. It implies
that the weak answer sets/Gfare minimal as well by (i) of the proposition. [

Example 2 [Continued from Example 1] Reconsider the dl-programs iarggle 1.

e The dl-programkC; = (04, Py), whereO; = {S C S’} and P, = {p(a) < DL[S ®
p; S'](a)}, has a unique strong answer det= () and two weak answer sefs and [» =
{p(a)}. The interested reader may verify the followir@i (I2; S & p) = O; U {S(a)}, and
clearlyO; - S/Sa) and{S(a),S C S’} = S’(a). So the weak dI-transformation relative to
O: andly is K{"? = (01, {p(a) +}). Sincel, coincides with the least model §f(a) +},
it is a weak answer set df,. Similarly, one can verify that the strong dl-transforroati
relative toO, and I5 is ICT’I2 = K;. Its least model is the empty set, $pis not a strong
answer set ok;.

e Forthe dl-progranks = (O, P»), whereOy = ) and P> = {p(a) <~ DL[S @ p, S’ ©¢; SN
—=5'](a)}, both() and{p(a)} are strong and weak answer sets.

6. Note that, under our notion &fL%, namelyDL?% is the set of nonmonotonic dl-atoms w.r.t. a given dl-pragréhe
strong answer set semantics is the strongest among posaifd¢ions under the definition of (Eiter et al., 2008),
whereDL% may contain monotonic dl-atoms, in that given a dl-progddmmany strong answer set & under our
definition is a strong answer setfunder the definition of (Eiter et al., 2008).

11
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These dl-programs show that strong (and weak) answer sgtaahae (set inclusion) minimal.
It has been shown that if a dl-program contains no nonmoiotiratoms then its strong answer
sets are minimal (cf. Theorem 4.13 of (Eiter et al., 2008)pwidver, this does not hold for weak
answer sets as shown by the dlI-progr&imabove, even if it is positive. It has also been shown that
strong answer sets are always weak answer sets, but notesisa. VT hus the question rises: is it
the case that, for any dI-prograkh and interpretatior, if 7 is a weak answer set &, then there
is I’ C I such thatl’ is a strong answer df? We give a negative answer to this question by the
following example.

Example 3 Let K = (0, P) whereP consists of
p(a) <~ DL[S @ p; S](a),  p(a) < not DL[S @ p; S](a).

Note thatX is canonical and normal, but not positive. Intuitively,expresses reasoning by cases:
regardless of whether the dl-atam= DL[S & p; S](a) evaluates to falsg(a) should be true. Let

I = {p(a)}. We have thatvP}, = {p(a) +}, thusI is a weak answer set &. However, note that
sPL = {p(a) < DL[S @ p; S](a)}. The least model ok*’ is () (+# I). So thatl is not a strong
answer set ofC. Now consider/’ = (). We havesP} = {p(a) + DL[S @ p; S](a), p(a) <}
The least model ok*!" is {p(a)} (# I'). Thus!I” is not a strong answer set & In fact, K has no
strong answer sets at all. This is in line with the intuitibatt asO = () is empty,p(a) can not be
foundedly derived without the assumption thét) is true.

3. Eliminating the Constraint Operator from Nonmonotonic DI-atoms

Intuitively, translating a nonmonotonic dl-atom into a mtnic is to replaces © p with S © p’
whereyp’ is a fresh predicate having the same aritypaasnd p’ stands for the negation of. In
what follows, we show that the constraint operator can beieited from nonmonotonic dl-atoms
while preserving both weak and strong answer sets. As merdigreviously, we assume that
the signature$ andC are implicitly given for a given dl-progranC. Any predicate symbol not
occurring inkC is a fresh one.

Definition 1 (7(K)) Let £ = (O, P) be a dl-program. We define(K) = (O, n(P)) where
7(P) = U,epm(r) andn(r), assuming- is of the form (2), consists of

(i) the rule
A<« m(By),...,m(Bm), m(not Byt1),...,7(not By) 4)

where
B, if B is an atom or a monotonic dl-atom;

n(B) = { notwpg, If Bisanonmonotonic dl-atom,

in which7 g is a fresh propositional atom, and

(not B) = not B, if B is an atom;
m ~ \ notDL[x()\); Q|(F), if B =DLI)\ Q)

wherer () is obtained from\ by replacing each s & p” with * S ® =,”, and 7, is a fresh
predicate having the same arity as

12
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(i) for each nonmonotonic dl-ato® € { By, ..., B,,}, the following rule:
g < m(not B) (5)
wherern s is the same atom as mentioned in (i) and

(i) for each predicatep such that S © p” occurs in some nonmonotonic dl-atom-gfthe instan-
tiations of the rule:
7p(Z) <= not p(Z) (6)

whereZ is a tuple of distinct variables matching the aritygfandr, is the same predicate
as mentioned in (i).

Intuitively, the idea inr is the following. Recall that S © p” means “infer—S(¢) in absence of
p(€)". Thus if m,(¢) stands for the absence pfc) then “S & p” should have the same meaning
as that of 'S ® 7,”. Thus, a nonmonotonic dl-atom can be re-expressed by a tooicod|-atom
and not’. Note thatr(P) may still contain dl-atoms with the constraint operatot, they are all
monotonic dl-atoms.

Example 4 Let us consider the following dl-programs.
e LetKC; = (0, P,) whereP; consists of
p(a) < not DL[S & p; =S](a).

Note thatXC; is normal but neither canonical nor positive. It is not diffico verify thatCy
has two weak answer sétaind{p(a)}. They are strong answer setstof as well. According
to the translationr, we haver(K;) = (0, 7(Py)), wherer(P;) consists of

p(a) < not DL[S ® mp; =S](a), mp(a) < not p(a).

It is easy to see that(K; ) has only two weak answer se{g,(a) } and{m,(a)}, which are also
strong answer sets af(KC;). They correspond tép(a)} and() respectively when restricted
to HBpl.

e Let Ky = (0, P,) whereP, consists of
p(a) < notDL[S©p, S ® ¢, 5 ©q;—~ST -5 (a).

Recall that the dl-ator®L[S’ ® ¢, S’ © ¢; —S](a) is a tautology, hence monotonic; thkis is
not normal. The strong and weak answer set§Spare the same as those/6f. Please note
thatm(P,) consists of

p(a) + notDL[S ® 7, S’ © ¢, 5" ® mg; =S 115" (a),
mp(a) < not p(a), mq(a) < not q(a).

The strong and weak answer setsoK2) are{r,(a), my(a)} and{m,(a), p(a)}. They cor-
respond td) and{p(a)} respectively when restricted tBp, .

13
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e LetC3 be the dl-progrank’s, in Example 1. Them (K3) = (0, P’) whereP’ consists of

p(a) < notma, mq(a) = not q(a),
74 < notDL[S & p,S" ® 1y, S T1-5(a)

where A = DL[S & p, S’ & ¢; S M —=S5'](a). One can check that(K3) has two strong
answer sets{m,(a), 74} and{m,(a), p(a)}, which are) and{p(a)} whenever restricted to
the original Herbrand base.

The main insight revealed by the translations, while a negative dl-atom is rewritten by re-
placing ac expression by @& expression, any positive nonmonotonic dl-atom is negatecet
which emulates “double negation” in nested expressiorfs¢hitz, Tang, & Turner, 1999).

Although the translationr provides an interesting characterization, due to the difficof
checking the monotonicity of a dl-atom, for an arbitrarypdbgram the translation can be expensive
as it depends on checking the entailment relation over thlenying description logic. However,
for the class of normal dl-programs,takes polynomial time since checking the monotonicity of
dl-atoms amounts to checking the existence of the conswaierator, and predicates occurring in
dl-atoms have the arity at most 2.

We now proceed to show some properties of the translation

For any dI-programC, =(K) has no nonmonotonic dl-atoms left. Thus, by Theorem 4.13 of
(Eiter et al., 2008), we have

Proposition 4 Let K be a dl-program. Ifl C HB(p) is a strong answer set of(KC) then[ is
minimal, i.e, there is nd’ C I such that!’ is a strong answer set af().

Proof: Itis evident by Theorem 4.13 of (Eiter et al., 2008) e[Did;’T(P) = 0. [

The dl-programs in the above example show that the traoslatipreserves both strong and
weak answer sets of a given dl-program in the extended lgagu., the strong and weak answer
sets ofr(K) are those ofC when restricted to the language 6f In what follows, we formally
build up a one-to-one mapping between answer sets of a dgoroC and those ofr ().

For convenience, given a dl-prograth= (O, P) andI C HBp, we denoter(I) = I Um({)U
mo (1) where

m1(I) = {mp(c) € HBr(p) [ p(€) ¢ I}, and
mo(I) = {ma € HB(py | A€ DLy & I -0 A}

Lemmal LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program,] C HBp. Then
(i) for any atomA occurring in P

I'=o Aiff TUm(]) o w(A) iff (1) Eo m(A);
(i) for any dl-atomA = DL[); Q](#) occurring in P,
I'l=o A iff TUm(I) =0 DLx(N\);Q|(t) iff 7(I) o m(not A).

7. A similar logic treatment has been found in a number ofmeapproaches to the semantics of various classes of logic
programs, e.g., in the “double negation” interpretatiowefght constraint programs (Ferraris & Lifschitz, 2005 Li
& You, 2011).

14
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Proof: (i) It is obvious sincer(A) = A and predicates of the form, andr 4 do not occur inc.
(ii) If there is no constraint operator occurringirthenDL[r(\); Q](#) = DL[X; Q](£). Thus in

this case, it is trivial as predicates of the formandr 4 do not occur inC, andr(not A) = not A.
Suppose there exists at least one constraint operatar it is clear thatl U 71(I) o

DL[x(\); Q](#) if and only if 7(I) o m(not A), and evidently, for any atom,,(¢) € HB (p),

mp(€) € m(I) if and only if p(é) ¢ I. For clarity and without loss of generality, let =

(51 P p1,S2 6 pg). We have that

I =0 DL QI(F)

iff OU{S(€) | p1(€) € I} U{=52(8) | p2(&) ¢ I} = Q(7)

iff OU{S(&) | p1(8) € I} U{=52(8) | (@) € m(D)} F QD)

iff OU{S(€) | p1(€) € TUm (1)} U{=55(€) | mp,(€) € TUm(D)} E Q(F)

iff TUmi(I) o DL[Sy @pl,SQ O Tpy; Q] ({)

iff TUm(I) o DLx(N);Q)(E)

iff 7(I) o m(not A).
The above proof can be extended to the case whet& S ®p1, . .., S Opm, S1Saq1, . .., SHO

an; Q)(2). n

—_~—~

Lemma 2 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HBp. Then

(i) m1(1) = {mp(€) € HBr(p) } NP (Viricyjomn ),

(i) ¢, =HBpN 7[’;(,0]”(,) for anyk > 0.

Proof: (i) Itis evident that, for any atom,(¢) € HB;(p), the rule(r,(c) < not p(c)) is in7(P).
We have that
(@) € m (1)
iff p() ¢ 1
iff p(c) & 7(1)
iff the rule (7, (&) <) belongs tos[x(P)|5"")
iff Wp((?) S |fp(’y[ﬂ(lc)]s,7r(1)).
(ii) Itis clear that, for anyr 4 € w2 (1), the rule(m 4 < m(not A)) isin7(P) such thatd € DL
andl o A. Let A = DL[\; Q](). We have that
ma € ma(l)
iff mq € HBW(p) and/ Féo A
(1) o DL[x(X); Q)(£) (by (i) of Lemma 1)
iff the rule (4 <) belongs tos[x(P)]5™"
iff mq € |fp("}/[7r(;c)}s,7r([)).
(iif) We show this by induction or.
Base: It is obvious fok = 0.
Step: Suppose it holds fér= n. Let us consider the cage= n + 1. For any atomx € HBp,

a € ity it and only if there is a rule

« + Pos Ndl, not Neg

15
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in P, wherePosis a set of atoms and monotonic dl-atoms &lullis a set of nonmonotonic dl-atoms
such that

® 7. Fo Aforany A € Pos
e [ =p BforanyB € Ndl, and
e [ [£p CforanyC € Neg

It follows that

® V. Fo Aifand only if fYE;Lr Joen(D) Fo A, by the inductive assumption,

(<)
e [ o Bifandonly ifrg & w(I), by the definition ofre (1), i.e.,n(I) o 75, and
o [ j£o Cifandonly if r(I) =p m(not C) for anyC € Neg by Lemma 1.

Thus we have that € v/} if and only ifa € ’Yﬁé)]smn N HBp. m

Now we have the following key theorem: there exists a onerte-mapping between the strong
answer sets of a dl-prograi@ and those ofr ().

Theorem 3 Let K = (O, P) be a dl-program. Then
(i) if I is a strong answer set & thenr (1) is a strong answer set af(K);
(i) if I* is a strong answer set af(XC) thenI* N HBp is a strong answer set af.

Proof: (i) We have that

(Y ieygsmr) =PV gcyjemn) N (HBp U {mp(€) € HBr(py} U {ma € HB(p)})
=[HBp NP (Vir(icyjsmn)]
U [{mp(€) € HB(py} NP (Vi iy
U[{ra € HBy(p)} N pr(’}/[ﬂ.(’c)}s,ﬂ'(l))]

=HBr N Virgoyern] Ui (1) Uma(I), by (i) and (i) of Lemma 2
>0
= UJIHBe N, eypercn] Ui (1) Uma (1)
>0
= J ¥ieor Umi(I) Uma(1), by (iii) of Lemma 2
i>0
=IUm(I)Umy(I), sincel is a strong answer set &f
=n(I).

It follows that (1) is a strong answer set af K).
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(i) We provel* = n(HBp N I*) first.

I* =I" N (HBp U {my(¢) € HB,(p)} U {ma € HB,(p)})
=(I"NHBp) U (I" N {mp(¢) € HB(py}) U (I* N {ma € HB,(p)})
=(I" N"HBp) Um (HBp N I*) Ume(HBp N I™), by (i) and (ii) of Lemma 2
—x(I* N HBp).

Let ] = I* N HBp. We have that

pr(’Y}C&'J) = U ’Y;-Cs,l

i>0
= JHBP 13 e+ by (iil) of Lemma 2

>0
:HBP N U V[Z'ﬂ'(lc)]syﬂ(l)

>0

=HBp NP (yir(x)jsmn))
=HBp N 7(I) sincerr(I) = I* is a strong answer set af{K)
=1I.

It follows that ! is a strong answer set &f. [

Please note that, we need to determine the monotonicity-atfoaths in the translation which
is not tractable generally, and the translation does ngtfan monotonic dl-atoms. That is, the
“double negation” interpretation applies only to positwenmonotonic dl-atoms. If we deviate
from this condition, the translation no longer works folosig answer sets. For example, one may
guestion whether monotonic dl-atoms can be handled likenootonic dl-atoms, and if so, the
translation turns out to be polynomial. Unfortunately weega negative answer below.

Example 5 Consider the dl-prograrki; = (0, P,) whereP; = {p(a) < DL[S&®p, S’ ©¢; S](a)}.
The dl-atomA = DL[S @ p, S" © ¢; S](a) is monotonic. Thusk; is positive but neither canonical
nor normal. It is evident thdt is the unique strong answer set/6f. If we apply~ to eliminate the
constraint operator in monotonic dl-atoms as whatoes for nonmonotonic dl-atoms, we would
get the dI-progrant(), P|) whereP| consists of

p(a) < not w4, 74 < notDL[S & p, S" ® 7y; S](a), mg(a) < not q(a).

One can verify that this dl-program has two strong answes, $gta), 7,(a)} and {74, m,(a)},
which are{p(a)} and() respectively when restricted téBp. However, we know thafp(a)} is not
a strong answer set &f,. That is, such a translation may introduce some strong arsetethat do
not correspond to any of the original dl-program in this case

One may argue that should treat monotonic dl-atoms in the same manner asrtgeadinmono-
tonic dl-atoms in default negation. However, for the dignam Ky = (), ) where P, consists
of

p(a) + DL[S ® p, S © p; =S](a),
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we have that the resulting dl-prograih P;) whereP; consists of
p(a) +- DLIS ©p, SO 1y, =S)(a),  mpla) « not p(a).

This dl-program has no strong answer sets at all. But thenaligll-program has a unique strong
answer{p(a)}. Even if we replace every occurring in the dl-atom withr,, the answer is still
negative.

Similarly, we can show a one-to-one mapping between the \&naWer sets of a dl-prograit
and those ofr(K).

Theorem 4 LetXC = (O, P) be a dl-program. Then
(i) if Iis aweak answer set &, then(I) is a weak answer set af();
(i) if I* is a weak answer set af(K), thenI* N HBp is a weak answer set ¢f.

Proof: See Appendix B. [

As a matter of fact, there is a simpler translation that prese weak answer sets of dI-
programs.

Definition 2 (7*(K)) Letr*(K) be the same translation ag/C) except that it does not distinguish
nonmonotonic dl-atoms from dl-atoms, i.e., it handles rmmo dl-atoms in the way (K) deals
with nonmonotonic dl-atoms.

Itis clear thatr* is polynomial. For instance, let us consider the dI-progfémn Example 5. We
have thatt* (KCy) = (0, 7* (P)) wherer*(P,) consists of

p(a) < notmy, mp(a) < notp(a), T4 < notDL[S ©® p, S ® mp; ~S](a)

whereA = DL[S ® p, S & p; =S](a). The interested readers can verify thata)} is the unique
weak answer set of* (Kz).

Proposition 5 Let K = (O, P) be a dI-program. Then
(i) If I C HBp is aweak answer set &, thenw(I) is a weak answer set af* (K).

(i) If I*is a weak answer set af'(K), thenI* N HBp is a weak answer set ¢.

Proof: The proof is similar to the one of Theorem 4. [

Note that, to remove the constraint operator from nonmonotdl-atoms of a dl-program, in
general we must extend the underlying language. This isusecthere are dl-programs whose
strong answer sets are not minimal, but the translatedatjrpm contains no nonmonotonic dlI-
atoms hence its strong answer sets are minimal (cf. TheorEsmod (Eiter et al., 2008)). Therefore,
we conclude that there is no transformation not using extnabsls that eliminates the constraint
operator from normal dI-programs while preserving strongyeer sets.
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Recall that Motik and Rosati (2010) introduced a polynontii@le transformation to translate
a dl-atom mentioning no constraint operator into a firsteorsentence and proved that, given a
canonical dl-prograniC, there is a one-to-one mapping between the strong answeo&ktand
the MKNF models of the corresponding MKNF knowledge baseeffam 7.6 of (Motik & Rosati,
2010)). Theorem 3 above extends their result from canoxileptograms to normal dl-programs,
by applying the translation first. In particular, the combined transformation is stdlynomial for
normal dI-programs.

4. Translating DI-programs to Default Theories

Let us briefly recall the basic notions of default logic (Reitl980). We assume a first-order lan-
guageL with a signature consisting of predicate, variable and tmonisymbols, including equality.
A default theoryA is a pair(D, W) wherelV is a set of closed formulas (sentencesoandD is
a set ofdefaultsof the form:

[ 517 R ﬁn

~y

wherea (calledpremisg, §; (0 < i < n) (calledjustification), & v (calledconclusion are formulas

of L. A defaults of the form (7) isclosedif «, 8;(1 < i < n),~ are sentences, and a default theory
is closedif all of its defaults are closed. In the following, we assuthat every default theory is
closed, unless stated otherwise. Pet= (D, W) be a default theory, and Iétbe a set of sentences.
We definel’'a (S) to be the smallest set satisfying

(7)

e W CTA(S),
e Th(I'A(S)) =TA(S), and

e If 0 is a default of the form (7) iD, anda € T'A(S), and—g; ¢ S for eachi (1 < i < n)
theny € T'A(S5),

whereThis the classical closure operator, i.Bh(X) = {¢ | X - ¢} for a set of formulag.. A set
of sentenced’ is anextensiorof A wheneverE = I'a (F). Alternatively, a set of sentencésis
an extension of\ if and only if £ = (- Ei, where

Ey =W,
{ FEi :Th(EZ)U{’V | L,y’ﬁn eDst.a€eE; andﬂﬁl,...,—ﬁn §é E}, 1> 0. (8)

It is not difficult to see thaty € F; in (8) can be replaced bi; F «.

In this section, we will present two approaches to transjgé dl-program to a default theory
which preserves the strong answer sets of dl-programs.elfirift, if the given ontology is incon-
sistent, the resulting default theory is trivialized andgeEsses a unique extension that consists of
all formulas ofZ, while in the second, following the spirit of dI-programs, iaconsistent ontology
does not trivialize the resulting default thedryThen we will give a translation from dl-programs
under the weakly well-supported answer set semantics (StHrl) to default theories. Before

8. Reiter (1980) used > 1; the generalization we use is common and insignificant fopouposes.

9. The two approaches presented here do not preserve weagrasets of dl-programs, for a good reason. Technically
however, by applying a translation first that makes all dh@a occur negatively, we can obtain translations that
preserve weak answer sets of dl-programs.
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we proceed, let us comment on the impact of equality reagomirthe context of representing
dl-programs by default logic.

4.1 Equality reasoning

The answer set semantics of dl-programs are defined witmtkation that equality reasoning in
the ontology is fully captured, while at the same time reaspwvith rules is conducted relative to
the Herbrand domain. The latter implies that equality reasgpis not carried over to reasoning with
rules. For example, the dl-program

(0, P) = ({a = b},{p(a) < not p(b), p(b) <= notp(a)})

has two (strong) answer setgi(a)} and{p(b)}, neither of which carries equality reasoning in the

ontology to the rules. But if the dI-program is translatethi default theor;({:;?ég’), :;f(’g”) e~
b}) it has — evaluated under first-order logic with equality — rtemesions. As suggested in (Eiter
et al., 2008), one can emulate equality reasoning by impdsia unique name assumption (UNA)
and a congruence relation on ontology.

Although congruence and UNA in general allow one to extendakty reasoning from the
ontology to the rules, we will show that, for the purpose giresenting dl-programs by default
logic, for the standard default encoding like in the exanglleve, strong answer sets are preserved
by treatinga: as a congruence relation on ontology (i.e., replacemengoéls by equals only
applies to the predicates of the ontology); in particulagré is no need to adopt the UNA. For the
default translation that handles inconsistent ontologfighe original spirit of dl-programs, neither
congruence nor UNA is needed. These results provide addltinsights in capturing dI-programs
by default logic.

Thanks to Fitting, as shown by the following theorem, theadityi~ can be simulated by a
congruence in the sense that a first-order formula with @gualsatisfiable in a model with true
equality if and only if it is satisfiable in a model wheseis interpreted as a congruence relation.

Theorem 5 (Theorem 9.3.9 of (Fitting, 1996))Let £ be a first-order languagesS a set of sen-
tences andX a sentence. Thefi =~ X iff SUeq(£) = X, whereS =~ X means thatX is
true in every model of in which~ is interpreted as an equality relation arg(L) consists of the
following axioms:

reflexivity (Vo) (x = x), 9)
function replacement (VZ,9)[(Z =~ ¢) D (f(Z) =~ f(¥))], for every functionf of £, (10)
predicate replacement (VZ, 9)[(Z ~ ¥) D (p(Z) D p(y))], for every predicate of L. (11)

<

Sincex: is a part of, the symmetry and transitivity et in £ can be easily derived from (9) and
(11) as illustrated by Fitting (1996). In what follows, wéea~ as a congruence, unless otherwise
explicitly stated, and we write= for = when it is clear from its context,

Before giving the translation from dl-programs to defal#dries, we first present a transforma-
tion for dl-atoms, which will be referred to throughout teiction. LetC = (O, P) be a dI-program
(for convenience, assundeis already translated to a first-order theoty;s HBp an interpretation,
and7(C) is a first-order sentence translated frén

e if C'is an atom irHBp, thent(C) = C, and
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e if C'is a dl-atom of the form (1) then(C') is a first-order sentence

{ /\ 7(Si op pz)] > Q(t) , where

1<i<m
/\p(é)eHBp [p(c) D S(E)] if op = @
T(Sopp) = /\p(a')eHBP [p(é) D =S(@)] fop=06
Ap(@rere, [9(@) > ~S(@)] if op =&

where we identifyS(¢) andQ(#) with their corresponding first-order sentences respedgtive
Sincet and& mention no variables;(C') has no free variables. ThugC) is closed.

4.2 Translation trivializing inconsistent ontology knowledge bases

We present the first transformation from dl-programs to ulefdneories which preserves strong
answer sets of dl-programs without nonmonotonic dl-atoms.

Definition 3 (7(K)) LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program. We defing(K) to be the default theory
(7(P),7(0)) as follows

e 7(0) is the congruence rewriting @, i.e., replacing true equality i@ by a congruence; by
abusing the symbol we denote the congruence itpgether with the axioms (9) and (11) for
every predicate in the underlying languagefdenoted by4,.1° Given an ontology), we
assume the predicates in the underlying languag@ afe exactly the ones occurring .

e 7(P) consists of, for each dI-rule of the form (2) iy the default

Algigm T(BZ) : _'T(Bm-‘rl)v R _'T(BTL)
A

wherer(C) is defined in the preceding subsection and equalitis now taken as the con-
gruence relation above.

It is evident that, given a dl-prograii = (O, P), every extension of (K) has the formTh(I U
7(0)), for somel C HBp. Thus, ifO is consistent then every extensionr@fC) is consistent. On
the other hand, iD is inconsistent ther(XC) has a unique extension which is inconsistent. It is
clear thatr(K) is of polynomial size of the dl-prograik, since the size ofiBp is polynomial in
the size ofP.

Example 6 [Continued from Example 1]
e Note thatr (K1) = ({d}, W) whereW = {Vz.5(z) D S'(z)} U Ao, and

g (@) 2 5@a)) > 5'a)
p(a)

It is easy to see that(C;) has a unique extensiarh(W).

10. Note that we do not need function replacement axiomsdwtiere are no functions occurringn
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e Note thatr(KCy) = ({d}, W) whereW = Ao, and

4 — (Pla) 2 5(a)) A (ga) > =5'(a)) A (—g(a) D =5'(a)) D S(a) A —S'(a) :
p(a) '

One can verify thaTh(17) is the unique extension ef/C2) though we know thak’, has two
strong answer setél,and{p(a)}.

The default theory-(K2) in the above example shows that if a dl-progr&irmentions non-
monotonic dl-atoms, then(K) may have no corresponding extensions for some strong arsetger
of K. However, the one-to-one mapping between strong answeof€tand the extensions of K)
does exist for dl-programs mentioning no nonmonotonictdires and whose knowledge bases are
consistent.

In the following, when it is clear from the context, we willadtify a finite setS' of formulas as
the conjunction of elements i%\ for convenience. The following lemma relates a disjunativemal
form to a conjunctive normal form, which is well-known.

Lemma3 LetA ={Ay,...,A,},B={By,...,By}andl = {i |1 <i < n}whered;, B; (1 <
i < n) are atoms. Then

\/ (/\Ai/\ /\ Bj) E/\(Ai\/Bi)'
rcr \ier jeNr iel

Lemma 4 Let M be a set of ground atoms), ¢; and ¢ are formulas not mentioning true equality,
the predicate®, p1, p2 and the predicates occurring i/, wherel < i < n. Then

OAMA N (@) D) A (@)D @) Eoift N\ wn N\ (WiVe)E o,

1<i<n p(cj)eM p(C)¢gM
@QAMA N (@) D) A(p2(@) D)) Eoiff - N\ wik=o.
1<i<n p1(Gi)eEM

Proof: (1) The direction from right to left is obvious d& O ¥) A (-ma D ¢) = ¢ V ¢. Letus
consider the other direction. It suffices to show

N (@) D) A (=p(@) D)) o onlyif  /\ (v Vi) = o (12)

p(ci)gM p(E)¢EM

Towards a contradiction, suppose that the left hand sidéisfdtatement holds and there is an
interpretationZ = A, (¥ V ¢;) andZ [~ ¢. It follows thatZ (= A, (p(G) D ¥i) A
(=p(G) D ¢;)). Thus there exists somie(1 < k < n) such thatZ |~ (p(éx) D ¥r) A (—p(Gk) D
vk ). Without loss of generality, we assurhe= 1. Let us consider the following two cases:

e 7 = p(c1). Inthis case we havé (= v, by whichZ = ¢; due toZ = ¢ V 1. As the
formulasy;, ¢; (1 < i < n)and¢ do not involve the predicate the interpretatiorf; which
coincides withZ except thaiZ; (% p(¢) satisfies the conditions, = A,.,-,,(¢i V ¢;) and
T, % ¢. FromZ = ¢ it follows thatZ, = ¢q; thusZ; = (p(&) D 1) A (=p(&) D
©1). It follows that there exists somg (2 < j < n) such thatZ; (= (p(¢;) D ;) A
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(—p(cj) D ;). Without loss of generality, we can assume= 2. With a similar case
analysis and continuing the argument, it follows that trexists an interpretatiof,,_; such

thatZ, 1 = Ai<icn($i V #i), Zno1 = pandZ, 1 = Ajcicn 1 ((P(G) D 9i) A (=p(@) D
©;)). Itfollows thatZ,,_1 ¥~ (p(Cn) D ¥n) A (mp(En) D ¢n). We can finally construct an
interpretationz,, in a similar way that satisfies

= In E Ni<i<n (¥ V @i),
- I, I~ ¢, and

= In B Ni<i<n((P(G) D i) A (=p(ci) D i)
As the latter combined with the assumption impligs= ¢, we have a contradiction.
e T ~ p(c1). Similar to the previous case.

(2) The direction from right to left is obvious again. For thiber direction, suppose that there
is an interpretatiorf such thatZ |= A\, (z)en i @andZ = ¢. We construct an interpretatic’,
which is the same a8 except thatZ’ = A\ M, Z' - pi(c) if pi(e;) ¢ M, andZ’ = ps(c;) if
p2(cj) ¢ M, foreveryl <i,j < n. Itis clear thatl’ = A\, )en ¥i @ndZ’ [~ 6. However, we
haveZ’ = A M AN ;<. ((p1(G) D i) A(=p2(&) D ¢i)), which impliesZ’ |= ¢, a contradiction.

]

Please note here that, in the above lemma, it is crucial/that; and¢ mention no true equality.
Otherwise, one can check thatqifis taken as true equality, then on the one hand we have

[(p(e1) D er = ea) A (=p(er) D @) Alp(e2) D q) A (=ple2) D —g)] = g

and on the other we have; ~ c2 V q) [~ ¢. Itis clear that this discrepancy will not arisexfis
treated as a congruence relation and there is no predigdteeenent axiom for the predicagte

Lemmab LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HBp. Then
(i) If Aisanatomin HB andO is consistent, thelh =p A iff 7(O) U I = 7(A).

(i) If A = DL[);Q|(t) is a monotonic dl-atom, thehl=p A iff 7(O) UT = 7(A).

Proof: (i) Since A is an atom and) mentions no predicates occurringfinwe have that(O) U I

is consistent if and only i©) is consistent. It follows thal =p A iff A € ['iff I = 7(A) since
T(A) = A. Itis obvious that ifl |= 7(A) thenT(O)UI |= 7(A). ltremains to show that = 7(A)

if 7(O)UI |=7(A). Supposd = 7(A), i.e.,7(A) ¢ I. Thus there exists an interpretatiérsuch
thatZ = I andZ = 7(A). Recall thatr(O) has no equality, and it has no predicates in common
with I. We can construct an interpretati@i which coincides withZ except thatZ* = 7(0). It
follows Z* = 7(A) by Z* = 7(O) U I, which contradict (= 7(A) asZ coincides withZ* for the
predicate occurring im(A).
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(i) For clarity, and without loss of generality, [at= (S1 @ p1, S2 © p2). We have that
T(O)UI =71(A) iff

T(O)UI%< /\ (p1(€) D S1(e)) A /\ (=p2(€) D ~Sa(€) )DQﬂlﬁ

p1(e)eHBp p2(€)eHBp

In N @@58@)A N (A8 D =52(8) E 7(0) 5 Q). (13)

p1(€)€HBp p2(€)EHBp

Let us consider the following two cases:
(@) p1 # p2. We have that Equation (13) holds {5, (¢€) | p1(€) € I} = 7(0) D Q(t) by (2)
of Lemma 4. It follows that
{S1(8) | p1(&) € I} = 7(0) © Q(F)
=>{51(5)’pl(é‘)EI}U{ﬁSﬂé‘)\Pz(é‘)@?”F 0) 2 Q1)
= 7(0) U{51(€) | p1(€) € I} U {=52(€) | p2(€) ¢ I} = Q)
= OU{S1(&) | p1(€) € T} U{=52(&) | p2(€) ¢ T} = Q(f) (now ~ is taken as an equality, by
Theorem 5)
=1 ):O A.
On the other hand, let = {p2(€) € HBp}. We have that
I'Eo A
= IUI' o A (sinceA is monotonic)
= OU{S1(8) | p1(8) € TUT'}U{=55() | pa(&) ¢ TUT'} = Q(1)
= 0U{S1(8) |m(e) e TUT'} = Q)
= 0U{S1(8) | p(®) € I} = Q)
= {51(0) | p1(&) € I} = 0 D Q(F)
= {S1(€) | pl(E) e I} = 7(0) D Q(t) (now~ is taken as a congruence, by Theorem 5).
(b) p1 = p2 = p. By (1) of Lemma 4, we have that Equation (13) holds iff

{81(8) | p(e) € I} U {S1(€) v ~52(€) | p(€) € HBp \ I} |= 7(0) 5 Q(1).

It follows that
{S1(8) | p(&) € I} U {S1(€) v =55(8) | p(€) € HBp \ I} £ 7(0) D Q(7)
=>{51(€) | p(€) € I} U{=52(€) | p(€) € HBp \ I} = 7(0) D Q(1)

= 7(0)U{51(€) | p(€) € I} U{—=52(€) | p(€) ¢ I} = Q (53
= OU{S1(&) | p(€) € I} U {=52(&) | p(é) ¢ I} = Q(t) (now ~ is taken as an equality, by
Theorem 5)
=1 ):O A.

Conversely, supposk=p A. Let M; = {S1(€) | p(€) e HBp \ I} = {S1(&) | 1 <i < k)},
My = {=55(€) | p(€) e HBp \ I} = {=53(€;) |1 <i<k}andJ ={i|1<i < k}. SinceAis
monotonic, for any/’ C .J, we have thaf U {p(¢;) | i € J'} o A, i.e.,

{81(&) | p() € IYU{S1(@) | i € JFU{=5(&) | i€ J\J'} O D Q).

It follows that

A si@n\/ (/\ sien N ﬁ(e@)) =0>Q()

= icJ\J’
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which implies, by Lemma 3,

A 510 A N\ (S1(@) vV =5:(@)) 0 5 Q)

p(&)el ie

A si@n N\ (51E)V=5(e) 0D Q)

p(e)el p(e)eHBP\I

and equivalently

A Si@n N (51(&) v =9(@) = m(0) 2 Q)

p(e)el p(€)EHBR\T

where= is taken as a congruence relation. Consequehtiyo Aiff 7(O)U I = 7(A). ]

We note that, in (i) of the above lemma, we can not replac@®’) U [ = 7(A)" by “OU I =
7(A)" sinceOUI = A does notimplyr(O)UI |= A. Forinstance, le© = {a ~ b}, I = {p(a)}
andA = p(b) wherep is a predicate not belonging to the ontology anés equality. Then we have
that{a ~ b} U {p(a)} | p(b) as~ is an equality, but(O) U {p(a)} F~ p(b) asT(0) = {a ~ b}
with ~ being a congruence relation; @goes not occur ik, no replacement axiom gfis in 7(O).

Lemma 6 LetC = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HBp whereO is consistent and DL = ).
Theny,.., = E; NHBp for anyi > 0, whereE; is defined as (8) for(K) and E = Th(r(0) U I).

Proof: We prove this by induction o
Base: Ifi = 0 then it is obvious since(O) is consistent (a® is consistent) andry = 7(O).
Step: Suppose it holds fer= n. Now for anyh € HBp, h € fy,’é*} if and only if there exists a
dl-rule (h < Pos not Neg) in P such that

® 7¢.: Fo Aforany A € Pos and
e [ ~o BforanyB € Neg

We have that
() I o B
iff 7(O)U I}~ 7(B) (by Lemma5 andL?, = ()
iff £}~ 7(B).
(i) Vs o A
iff E,, "HBp o A (by inductive assumption)
iff 7(O)U E, NHBp = 7(A) (by Lemma 5 an®dL, = )
iff £, =7(A) (sincer(O) C E, C Th(r(O) UHBp)).
Consequently we havg'cs_j = F; N HBp for anyi > 0. [ |

Theorem 6 LetXC = (O, P) be a dl-program such that lj;.: ()andI C HBp . If O is consistent
then! is a strong answer set & if and only if E = Th(7(O) U I) is an extension of ().
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Proof: (=) It suffices to showt' = | J,~, E; whereE; is defined as (8) for(K) andE.
E =Th(r(O)UI) -

= E =7(0) U~ (sincel =~ ;)

= FE =71(0)UJ;5o £i N HBp (by Lemma 6)

= E=;»0 EiNHBp U T(O)

= E = ;>0 Ei (sincer(0) C E; C Th(7(O) UHBp))

= E = U, Bi

= E is an extension of (K).

(<) E is an extension of (K)

E = ;> Ei whereE; is defined as (8) for(KC) andE

Th(r(0) U T) = Uysg Es

Th(r(O) UI) NHBp = (Uizo E) A HBp
T = Usso(Es N HBp)

I =~ (by Lemma 6)

I =1Ifp(vics.r)
= [ is a strong answer set &f. [

I I

Since dl-programs can be translated into ones without nootoaic dl-atoms according to
Theorem 3, we immediately have the following:

Corollary 7 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HBp. If O is consistent thet is a strong
answer set ok if and only if TH7(O) U w(I)) is an extension of (7(K)).

Proof: I is a strong answer set &f
iff 7(I) is a strong answer set af{ ) (by Theorem 3)
iff Th(7(O)Ur(I)) is an extension of (w(K)) (by Theorem 6). |

Although the translation- given here is kind of “standard”, as it draw ideas from (Getfo
& Lifschitz, 1991) and (Motik & Rosati, 2010), there are a riagn of subtleties in dealing with
dl-programs which make it non-trivial, in addition to theoplem of equality.

In translating dl-programs to MKNF knowledge bases, Motil &osati (2010) did not consider
dl-atoms containing the constraint operator. In additthere is an essential difference in that their
approach does not work here as illustrated by the next exampl

Example 7 Let £ = (O, P) whereO = {S(b)}, b an individual in the description logic but not a
constant occurring i, and P consist of

p(a) < DL[S ©p,S ® p; S|(a).

It is trivial that HBp = {p(a)} and there is no interpretation &f satisfying the dl-atonDL[S &
p, S ® p; S|(a), thus it is monotonic and then the unique strong answer sktisf(). In terms of
Motik and Rosati’s translation, we would have the defaudotly A = ({d}, O) where

(Vx.(p(x) D =S(x)) AVz.(—p(x) D =S(z))) — S(a) 3

= p(a)
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Since the sentenéér.(p(z) D —S(x))AVz.(—p(z) D =S (x)) is classically equivalent tdx.—S(z),
the unique extension ak is Th({S(b), p(a)}); when restricted t&iBp, it is {p(a)} which corre-
sponds to no answer set &f at all. It is not difficult to check that the default theoryC) has a
unique extensiofh({.S(b)}) which corresponds to the strong answer(set .

Another subtle point is that the default translation aloreymot capture the semantics of a
dl-program. If a dl-progrank’ mentions nonmonotonic dl-atoms then it is possible ti{at) has
some extensions that do not correspond to any strong anstgenfC.

Example 8 Let £ = (O, P) whereO = {) and P consists of

p(a) < q(a),
q(a) <~ DL[S| & p, S2 & ¢; S1 LU —S3)(a).

It is not difficult to check thatd = DL[S; @ p, S2 © ¢; S1 U =S3](a) is nonmonotonic and has
a unique strong answer sgit(a), ¢(a)}. But note that the default theomy(XC) = (D, W) where
W = Ap and D consists of

q(a) : (p(a) D Si(a)) A (mg(a) D ~Sz(a)) O (Si(a) V ~S3(a)) :
pla)’ q(a)

has a unique extensiorh(17) which does not correspond to any strong answer skt dlowever,
if we apply the translationr to K first, we will have the dl-program () = (O, n(P)), where
m(P) consists of

p(a) < q(a), q(a) < notmy, mq(a) = not q(a),
4 < not DL[S] @ p, So ® my; S1 U —Ss)(a).
It is tedious but not difficult to check that the unique strangswer set ofr(KC) is {p(a), ¢(a)}.

When we apply the translationto 7(K), we have the default theory(7(K)) = (D', W’) where
W' = Ap and D’ consists of

q(a) : oA : q(a)
p(a)’ q(a)’ mq(a) ’

1 [(p(a) 2 51(a)) A (mg(a) > =52(a)) > (Si(a) V ~S2(a))]
TA

The interested reader can verify that the unique extendionizdK)) is Th(7(O) U {p(a), ¢(a)}),
which corresponds to the unique strong answer sgt. of

We note that the translation does not preserve weak answer sets of a normal dl-program, as
shown by (/KC3) in Example 6, not even for canonical dl-programs, as shown(lj ) in Example
6.

To preserve the weak answer sets of a dI-program, one mawgpitte “shift” 7(.) from premise
to justification of a default in the translatiotyhowever, this does not work. Consider the dl-program
K = (0, P) whereP = {p(a) <~ DL[S @ p, S](a)}. Under the suggestion, we would have obtained
the default theon\ = (D, W), whereW = 7(0)) and D consists of

- (p(s) D S(a)) D S(a)
p(a) '
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It is clear thatA has a unique extensiofh(7(0) U {p(a)}), but we know thatC has two weak
answer setd) and{p(a)}. This issue can be addressed by a translation which makdsathms
occur negatively.

Definition 4 (o(K)) Letr be a dl-rule of the form (2). We defingr) to be the rule
A <+ noto(By),...,noto(By,),...,not Bpi1,...,not By

whereo(B) = op if Bis a dl-atom, andB otherwise, where z is a fresh propositional atom. For
every dl-programiC = (O, P), we definer(K) = (O, o(P)) whereo(P) consists of the rules in

{o(r)|r€ P} U{op < not B| B € DLp}.

Example 9 Let us consider the above dl-progrdth= (O, P) whereO = ) andP = {p(a) «
DL[S @ p, S|(a)}. We have that(K) = (O,c(P)) whereA = DL[S & p, S](a) ando(P) consists
of the below two dl-rules:

p(a) < notoa, o4 < notDL[S & p, S](a).
It is easy to see that(K) has two weak answer sefs 4} and{p(a)}.

Proposition 6 LetC = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HBp. ThenI is a weak answer set &
iff I’ is a weak answer set of(K) whereI’ = T U {op | B € DLp andI (~o B}.

Proof: Asop € I' iff I o B for any B € DLp, we have thawP}, C w[o(P)]5 and for any
rule (h < Pog) in w(o(P)]5 \ wP}, Pos= § andh has the formy for someB € DLp. Thus we
havel”\ I = Ifp(y,(x)jw.r) N {op | B € DLp} andlfp(yicw.r) U (I'\ ') = fp(v, xc)w.rr)- This
completes the proof. [

Proposition 7 Let K = (O, P) be a dl-program such thad is consistent, Di = () and all dI-
atoms occur negatively iR, i.e., for any rule(h < Pos not Neg) of P, there is no dl-atom in Pos.
Then an interpretatiod C HBp is a weak answer set & iff £ = Th(I U7(0)) is an extension of
7(K).

Proof: By Lemma 5, we can inductively provg'cw_j = E;NHBp for any:i > 0 whereF; is defined
as (8) forE andr(K). The remainder of the proof is similar to the one of Theorem 6. [

Together with Theorem 4, the above two propositions imphaaglation from dl-programs with
consistent ontologies under the weak answer set semamtilesdult theories.

Corollary 8 Let £ = (O, P) be a dl-program where is consistent. The below conditions are
equivalent to each other:

(i) Aninterpretation/ C HBp is a weak answer sét.

(i) Th(r(O)U=(I")) is an extension of (w(c(K))) wherel’ = T U{op | B € DLp andI ~o
B}.
One can easily see that the translaton = - 7, i.e., applyingo firstly then7 and finally 7,

is polynomial. Thus, under the weak answer set semanticgbian a polynomial, faithful and
modular translation from dl-programs with consistent tod@s to default theories.
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4.3 Handling inconsistent ontology knowledge bases

A dl-program may have nontrivial strong answer sets eves ibitology knowledge base is incon-
sistent. For instance, l&f = (O, P), whereO = {S(a),—S(a)} andP = {p < notq, q +
not p}. Obviously K has two strong answer sefg;} and{q}, while the translation introduced in
the last subsectior;(K), yields a unique extension which is inconsistent. In cornmgjrdifferent
knowledge bases, it is highly desirable that the whole sydtenot trivialized due to the imper-
fection of a subsystem. For dl-programs, this feature igmadly built into the strong answer set
semantics. When considering embedding, it is importarittthe feature be preserved.

In Theorem 6 and Corollary 7, we requié to be consistent and we assume a limited con-
gruence rewriting, i.e., the equality is understood as a congruence and the congruence is applied
only to the predicates of underlying description logic. &ax these conditions, we propose the
following translationr’ which is slightly different fromr.

Definition 5 Given a dl-programkC = (O, P), 7/(K) is the default theory D, ()), whereD is the
same as the one in the definitionoéxcept for dl-atoms. Supposkis a dl-atom of the form (1).
We define’(A) to be the first-order sentence:

[O N ( /\ 7(S5; opi pi))} D Q)

1<i<m

whereO is identified with its corresponding first-order theory inialinwe do not require equality
to be a congruence.

Evidently, given a dl-progranfC, every extension of’'(K) is consistent and has the forfin(I) for
somel C HBp.

Example 10 Let K = (O, P) be a dl-program wher® = {S(a), ~S5’(a), S C S’} and P consists
of p(a) <— DL[S®p; =S](a). Itis evident thaD is inconsistent anf{’ has a unique strong answer set
{p(a)}. Now we have that the corresponding first-order theor® @ S(a) A =S’ (a) A (Vz.S(x) D
S'(x)), andr’(K) = ({d},0) where

(O A (p(a) > 5(a))) > ~5(a) :

= p(a)

It is not difficult to verify thatEl = Th({p(a)}) is the unique extension ef (k) which is consistent,
while the unique extension af(K) is inconsistent.

Different from 7 in another aspect, the translatiohkeeps equality as equality. For instance,
for the dl-programk in Section 4.1, we have that(K) = (D,0) whereD = {:;’(’g’), :;fég’)}.
Evidently, the default theory’(K) has two extensionsh({p(a)}) andTh({p(b)}).

The translationr’ is obviously modular. We will show below that it is faithful.

Lemma 7 LetK = (O, P) be a dI-program,A an atom or a monotonic dl-atom andC HBp.
Then!l =p Aifand only if7 - 7/(A).
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Proof: The conclusion is evident ifl is an atom orO is inconsistent. Suppos is a dl-atom
and O is consistent. Letd = DL[\; Q](#). Thust(A) is of the form+ > Q(f) which implies
7(A) = (O Av) D Q(I). We have that

I'Eo A

iff 7(O)UIF 7(A) (by Lemma (i) of 5, wherex is taken as a congruence relation)

iff I+7(0) > 7(A)

iff 77(0) > (v 2 Q(f))

iff 1+ (7(0) Av) D Q(F)

iff 7+ (O A1) D Q(t) (by Theorem 5, where: is taken as equality)

iff 7+7'(A). ]

Lemma 8 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program such that DL = , I C HBp and E = Th(I). Then
Yo = E; N HBp for anyi > 0, whereEy, is defined as (8) for’(K) and E.

Proof: We prove this by induction oA.

Base: It is obvious fof = 0 sincely = (.

Step: Suppose it holds far= n. For anyh € HBp, h € 7,%*} if and only if there exists a
dl-rule (h < Pos not Neg) such that

® V¢, Fo Aforany A € Pos and
e [ ~o BforanyB € Neg

We have that
() I o B
iff 7 = 7/(B) (by Lemma7)
iff £~ 7(B).
(i) 7 Fo A
iff E,, "HBp o A (by the inductive assumption)
iff £, "HBp |=7/'(A) (by Lemma 7)
iff £, =1/(A).
It follows thath € ’y”+1 ifand only if h € FE, 1. Consequentlyyjcs,, = E; N HBp for any

s
1> 0. [ ]

In the next theorem and corollary, we present the main egidlthis section, which extend
Theorem 6 and Corollary 7 respectively.

Theorem 9 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program such that lj;.: ()andI C HBp. Thenl is a strong
answer set ok if and only if E = Th(I) is an extension of’(K).

Proof: (=) Itis sufficient to showE = | J,~, E; whereE; is defined as (8) for’(K) and E.
E =Th(I) -

=FE=1

= E = v¢..s (sincel is a strong answer set &)

= E =J;~( £i N HBp (by Lemma 8)

= E =J;>q Ei (sinceE; C Th(HBp))
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= E =U;>o Ei

= E is an extension of'(K).

(<) Eis an extension of’(K)

E = J;>o Ei whereE; is defined as (8) for'(K) andE

Th(I) = Uizo E;

TNDQHBP:OLNEOHH&)

I'=;>0(EiNHBp)

I =~ (by Lemma 8)

I = Ifp(yes.r)

= [ is a strong answer set #f. [

R

Corollary 10 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HBp. ThenI is a strong answer set &f
if and only if THx (1)) is an extension of’ (7 (K)).
Proof: I is a strong answer set @f

iff (1) is a strong answer set af KC) (by Theorem 3)
iff Th(r (1)) is an extension of’(7(K)) (by Theorem 9). |

Note that, for the dl-prograri in Example 9, we have’'(K) = (D, ) whereD consists of
(p(a) > S(a)) > S(a) : : p(a)
p(a) C )

It is easy to see thath({—p(a)}) is the unique extension af (K). As K has two weak answer sets
() and{p(a)}, the translation”” alone does not preserve weak answer sets of dI-programse\géow
one can further check that(c(K)) has exact two extensio$({p(a)}) andTh({—p(a),c4}).

We show below that, combining with the translatigsthe translation’ actually preserves weak
answer sets.

Proposition 8 Let £ = (O, P) be a dl-program such thaD is consistent, DL = () and all dI-
atoms occurs negative iR, i.e., there for any ruléh < Pos not Neg) of P, there is no dl-atom in
Pos. Then an interpretatioh C HBp is a weak answer set éf iff £ = Th(I) is an extension of
7(K).

Proof: The proof is similar to the one of Proposition 7. [

Together with Theorem 4, the propositions 6 and 8 imply asledion from dl-programs with
consistent ontologies under the weak answer set semamtiiefault theories.

Corollary 11 LetK = (O, P) be a dI-program wher@ is consistent. The following conditions
are equivalent:

(i) The interpretation] C HBp is a weak answer sét.
(i) Th(=(I")) is an extension of (w(c(K))) whereI’ = I U{op | B € DLp and }~o B}.

Since there are no dl-atoms that occur positively {iC), the translatiorv - =, i.e., applying
o first and thenr, is polynomial. Consequently the combinatien = - 7’ is polynomial as well.
Therefore, we have a polynomial, faithful and modular tkaisn from dI-programs under the weak
answer set semantics to default theories.
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4.4 Under the well-supported semantics

To avoid circular justifications in some weak and strong arssets of dl-programs, recently well-
supported semantics for dl-programs was proposed (Shdd).20h what follows, we will show
that, under the weakly well-supported answer set semauiliggograms can be translated into de-
fault theories by an extension of the translatioabove. In particular, the translation is polynomial,
faithful and modular. Let us recall the basic notions andations of well-supported semantics
below.

Let € = (O, P) be a dl-programF and two sets of atom itHBp with £ C I. The notion
that £ up to I satisfies an atom (or a dl-atom, or their negation by defalitinder O, written
(E,I) o L, is as follows:

o (E\I)=opifpe E;(E,I)=onotpif p¢ I, wherep is an atom;

e (E,I)Ep Aifforevery Fwith E C F C I, F o A; (E,I) Eo not A if there is noF'
with £ C F' C I such thatF’ = A, whereA is a dl-atom.

The notion ‘Up to satisfactiohis extended for a set of atoms dl-atoms, and their negatyaefiault
in a standard manner. The operatoffx : (2HBF x 2HBr) — 2HBr js defined as:

Ti(E,I) ={a| (a <+ Body) € Pand(E,I) o Body}

whereE C I. It has been shown that if is a model ofC, then the operator is monotone in the
sense that for everyy; C Ey C I, Ti(Eq, I) C Tie(Eo, I). As the operator is also continuous in
this sense (thanks to compactness of answering DL quef@gsgny modell of £ the monotone
sequence T (0, 1)), whereT2(0,I) = 0, TEHH(0,1) = Tic(T(0,1),1), i > 0, converges to a
fixpoint denoted7,2° (0, I).

In the rest of this paper, for convenience we will use the tienral mapping justificatioto refer
to the existence of such a fixpoint, borrowing a concept frosimalar characterization for normal
logic programs (Fages, 1994) as well as for weight congtpmimgrams (Liu & You, 2010).

A model I of K is aweakly (resp. strongly) well-supported answeraeXC if I coincides with
the fixpoint 7,2 (0, 1) (resp.7,2(0, 1), wherek! = (O, P') and

P! = {a + Pos| (a + Posnot Neg € P andI ~o B for every B € Neg}.

As the next proposition shows, the strongly well-suppoemsswer set semantics coincides with
the strong answer set semantics for the dl-programs thationem nonmonotonic dl-atoms.

Proposition 9 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program with D& = () and I C HBp a model ofC. Then
I is a strong answer set & iff I is a strongly well-supported answer setxof

Proof: (<) This direction is obvious since, for any dI-program, eachrsily well-supported an-
swer set is a weakly well-supported answer sets (Corollaoy (Bhen, 2011)) and each weakly
well-supported answer set is a strong answer set (TheoreniShen, 2011)).

(=) It suffices to show C 7,&(0,I). Sincel = ~% ;. We only need to show inductively,
Yeor © T(0, 1) for anyn > 0.

11. The notion of “up to satisfaction” is very similar to thaft“conditional satisfaction” in logic programs with abeti
constraints (Son, Pontelli, & Tu, 2007).
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Base: it is evident for, = 0.
Step: Let us consider the caset 1. For any aton € fy,"CJF} there must exist a rulgh <«
Pos not Neg) in P s.t.

e V., o Aforany A € PossinceDL}, = §), and
e [ [~o BforanyB € Neg

Note that all dl-atoms i are monotonic. It follows thaty¢. ;, 1) o A for any A € Posand
thus (72(0,1),I) =0 A by the inductive assumption. On the other hand, sihdéo B and
B is monotonic, we have thaf] o B for any I’ C I. It implies (), 1) o not B and thus
(T(0,1),1) =0 not B. Consequentlys € 7,2+1(0, I) and thenl C 7,2(0, I). It follows thatI is
a strongly well-supported answer settof [

Before presenting a translation under weakly well-supggbdanswer set semantics, let us re-
consider the dl-prograniC in Example 8. Recall that the dl-prograkh has a strong answer set
{p(a),q(a)} and the unique extension of ) is Th(7(0)). Actually, § is not a model ofC at all.
We can check that has neither a weakly well-supported answer set, nor a dyrevell-supported
answer set. Thus the translatiorworks neither for weakly nor for strongly well-supportedseser
set semantics of dl-programs.

Surprisingly, a small addition to our default logic encaglimill result in a one-one correspon-
dence between the weakly well-supported answer sets gbeogam and the corresponding default
extensions, for arbitrary dl-programs. Below, we consither dl-programs whose ontology com-
ponent is consistent. Formally, given a dI-progr&im= (O, P) whereO is consistent, we define
T*(K) = (D, W) wheret* is exactly the same asexcept thatD includes, for eachy(¢) € HBp,
the default

1 p(©)

—p(e)
It is evident that any extensiol of 7*(K) is equivalent tor(O) U I U {—«a | « € HBp \ I} for
somel C HBp.

Example 11 Let us reconsider the dl-prograii in Example 8. The default theory*(K) =
(D, 7(0)) whereD consists of the ones produced bynd additionally the ones

- ~p(a) : ~q(a)

—p(a) ’ —q(a)

It is not difficult to check that*(XC) has no extension. This example also demonstrates thaes
not preserve the strong answer sets of dl-progranis laas a strong answer sgi(a), g(a)}.

In the following, given a dl-prograntC = (O, P) andI C HBp, we denotel = HBp \ I and
- = {—a | a € I} for convenience.

Lemma 9 Let M; and M, be two sets of atoms such they N My = 0, 1, ¢; (1 <i <n)and¢
are formulas not mentioning the predicaig p, and the predicates occurring it/; U M. Then

AMAN=Mon N ((01(E) DU A(p2(@) D)) E ot N\ win N\ v ko

1<i<n pl(gi)GNfl p2(6j)€]\/]2
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Proof: The direction from right to left is obvious. Let us considke tother direction. Suppose
there is an interpretatiofi such thatZ = Npr@yens Yi A /\ &)eMs P butZ t~ ¢, by which

(G)e
we haveZ = AM; A N—My A /\195”((191(5) D ) A (—\pg(cz) D ;). It follows that
T AMyAN-Mz A Ay 01(G) D 1) A Ay ean (~P2(F) D @5)). We construct the
interpretationZ’ that is same t@ except that

o I' = A\ My, andZ’ = \ =My,
o 7' = pi(c;) for everypi(;) ¢ My, and
o T’ | pa(@) for everyps(&) ¢ Mo,

Itis clear thatZ’ = A, e, Yi A Npye;)enn, 95 @I (= ¢. However, we have’ |= ¢ by
' ANMy AN =My A Ni<icn(01(GE) D ) A (—p2(E) D 1)), a contradiction. m

Lemma 10 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program A = DL[); Q](¢) a dl-atom andl C HBp.
() Il=o Aiff 7(O)UTUT |=7(A).
(i) if I’ C Ithen(I’,1) o Aiff 7(O)UT'U~I = 7(A).

Proof: For clarity and without loss of generality, I&t= (S; @© p1, Sz © p2).

(i) We have that at first(O) U T U -1 |= 7(A)
iff 7(0) UTU T E (Auecp1(8) D 51(8) A (Asecl—p2(E) D S év ) 2 Q)
iff 7U—TU{Ae(P1(8) D 51(8)} U{Asee(—p2(€) D =52(€))} = 7(0) D Q1)
iff {S1(8) | p1(€) € I} U{=5(€) | p2() ¢ I} |=7(0) 2 Q(F) (ByLemma9)
iff 7(0) U{S1(€) | p1(€) € I} U{=5:2(8) | p2(&) & I} = Q1)
iff OU{S1(€) | p1(€) € I} U{=S52(€) | p2(&) ¢ I} = Q(t) (by Theorem 5, where: is taken as
equality)
iff I =0 A.

(i) (<) By 7(O)UI'U~I = 7(A), we have that, forang' with I’ C FF C I, 7(O)UFU-I |=
7(A) which impliesT(O) U F U —F = 7(A). ThusF [=o A by (i). ConsequentlyI’, I) =o A.
(=)LetS =TI\I'={ay,...,aq}andJ = {1,...,k}. Itis clear that-S = —I" \ =I. Note that
for any F with I’ C F C I, F =¢ A, which impliesT(O) U F U —F |= 7(A) by (i), i.e., for any
J' C J, we have that

I'u{a; lie JYU{~a; |jeJ\J}IUu~IEODT(A)

which implies that

V(ANan N -op)EI'A-T2(r(0)D7(A)).
J'CJ ieJ’ jeNJ’
Thus we have, by Lemma 3
N (i V=ai) | I' AT D (7(0) D 7(A))

1<y}

34



EMBEDDING DESCRIPTIONLOGIC PROGRAMS INTODEFAULT LOGIC

ie.,
I'u—=I E7(0) > 7(A).

Consequently we have(O) U I' U —T = 7(A). u

It is easy to see that ifl is an atom and) is consistent, then both (i) and (ii) of the above lemma
hold.

Lemma 11 Let £ = (O, P) be a dI-program wher® is consistent and C HBp is a model of
K. Then we have that, for any> 0, E; is consistent wheré’; is defined as (8) for*(X) and
E=Th(r(O)UIuU-I).

Proof: It is sufficient to show thaty; " HBp C I for everyi > 0.
Base: It is clear foi = 0 sinceO is consistent. For the case= 1, we have that-] C F;. If
E; is inconsistent then there must exist a rifle— Pos not Neg) in P such that

e hel,
e £y = 7(A) for every A € Pos and
o E [~ 7(B) for everyB € Neg

Itis evident that/ [~o B for every B € Negby (i) of Lemma 10. And note that
Ey = 7(4)
= 7(0) = 7(4)
= 7(0)UTU-I = 71(A)
= I o A by (i) of Lemma 10.
It follows thath € I sincel is a model ofKC. It contradicts withh, € 1.
Step: Supposé&,, is consistent where > 1. For any atonh € HBp, h € E,, .4 if and only if
there exists a ruléh’ + Pos, not Ned) in P such that

e £, = T1(A") forany A’ € Pos, and
e F £ 7(B’) forany B’ € Ned.

It is clear that! [~ B’ for any B’ € Ned by (i) of Lemma 10. SinceF,, is consistent by the
inductive assumption, we have th@, N"HBp) N I = () by =1 C E,. Thus it follows that
E, | 1(4)
= 7(0) U (E, NHBp) U—I | 7(A")
= 7(O)UTU-I |=7(A") sinceE, NHBp C I
= [ =0 A’ by (i) of Lemma 10.
It implies thath € I sincel is a model ofC. ThusFE,,; is consistent. [ |

Lemma 12 Let K = (O, P) be a dl-program wher@® is consistent and C HBp a model ofK.
Then we have that, for any> 0,

(i) T (0,1) € B NHBp, and
(i) E;NnHBp C T (0,1)
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whereFE; is defined as (8) for*(K) and E = Th(7(O) U I U —I).

Proof: We prove (i) and (ii) by induction o

(i) Base: It is evident foi = 0.

Step: Suppose it holds far= n wheren > 0. For any atomh € HBp, we have that <
Tlgfl((b, I) if and only if there exists a rulgh < Pos not Neg) in P such that

o (T%(0,1),I) =o Aforany A € Pos and
e [ [~o BforanyB € Neg

By (i) of Lemma 10,/ o B iff E [~ 7*(B), and by (ii) of Lemma 10, we have
(T (0,1),1) =o A
= 7(O)UTEHO, 1)U I = 7(A)
= 7(0) U (En11 NHBp) UT = 7(A) (by the induction assumption)
= Eni1 = 7(A) (sincer(O) U1 C Epy1)
= he Epyo.
(i) Base: It is clear fori = 0. Let us consider the cage= 1. For any atomh € E; N HBp,
there exists a rul¢h «— Pos not Neg) in P such that

e Ey|=7(A)foranyA € Pos and
e E [~ 7(B) foranyB € Neg

By Ey = 7(A), we haveO = 7(A). Thus7(O) U I' U—I | 7(A) for any I’ such thatl’ C 1.
It implies (0, 1) =o A by (ii) of Lemma 10. By (i) of Lemma 10 an& (- 7(B), it is evident
I o B. Itfollows thath € T, (0, 1).

Step: Suppose it holds fér= n wheren > 1. For any atont’ € (E,+1 N HBp), there exists
arule(h’ + Pos,not Ned) in P such that

e E, =7(A")forany A’ € Pos, and
e F £ 7(B') forany B’ € Ned.

Sincel is a model ofkC, E,, is consistent by Lemma 11. Note that for any> 1 and7(O) U —I C
E,. ltimplies E, NHBp C I. We have that
E, ET(A)
= OU(E, NHBp) U I |=7(4)
= (E, NHBp,I) o A’ by (ii) of Lemma 10
= (T&(0,1),1) o A’ by the inductive assumption and the monotonicity7pf .
Notice again that” [~ 7(B’) impliesI [£o B’ by (i) of Lemma 10. Thus it follows that
W e THN0,1).
This completes the proof. [

Please note that it does not generally hold that(), I) = E; N HBp in the above lemma. For
instance, let us consider the dl-progr&in= ((), P) whereP consists of

p(a) <~ DL[S @ p, 5" © ¢; S U~S5")(a).
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Let I = {p(a)}. Itis obvious thap(a) € Ticr(0, 1), i.e.p(a) € T}, (0,1). However, it is clear
that £y (= 7(A) sinceEy = Th(7(0)) whereA = DL[S @ p, S’ © ¢; S U —S|(a). Thusp(a) & F;.

The theorem below shows that the polynomial and modulaskation7* preserves the weakly
well-supported answer set semantics of dl-programs. Tthsiaithful.

Theorem 12 LetC = (O, P) be a dl-program wher@ is consistent and C HBp a model ofC.
Then we have that is a weakly well-supported answer setoiff £ = Th(r(O) U T U —I) is an
extension of*(KC).

Proof: (=) To showE = J,~, E; whereE; is defined as (8) fo and*(K), it is sufficient to
showE NHBp = (U,~ E:i) "HBp sincer(0) = Ey, -1 C E; andE; is consistent for any > 0
by Lemma 11. B

For anyh € HBp, itis clear thath € ENHBpiff h € I'iff h € ,g‘[((Z), I) for somen > 0 since
I=T&.

On the one hand,x € 72 (0, 1) impliesh € E,.; N HBp by (i) of Lemma 12 and then
h € U;>o(EiNHBp), i.e.h € (U;>o i) NHBp. On the other hand € (J;~, E;) "HBp implies
h € U;so(Ei NHBp), i.e. h € E, N HBp for somen > 0. It follows thath € 7., (0, I) by (i) of
Lemma 12. Thus € I and theh € E N HBp.

Consequently, we havB N HBp = (|J,~, Ei) N HBp.

(«) By Theorem 3 of (Shen, 2011), it is clear thBg; (0, 7) € I. We only need to show
I CT&(0,1). Forany atonh € I, we have that
heFE
= h € (U;>o Ei) NHBp sinceE = | J,~, E;
= h € E, NHBp for somen > 0 sincek; is consistent for any > 0
= h € T2 (0, 1) by (i) of Lemma 12
= heT&0,1).

This completes the proof. [

Together with Theorem 3 and Proposition 9, the above theorgties another translation from
dl-programs to default theories that preserves the stroeger set semantics.

Corollary 13 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program wheré is consistent and C HBp.

e IfDL% = () thenI is a strong answer set & iff Th(7(O) U T U 1) is an extension of* (K)
iff I is a strongly well-supported answer setof

e [ is astrong answer set & iff Th(7(O) Un () U—n(I)) is an extension of*(7(K)).

We note that the translatior* does not preserve the strongly well-supported answer $ets o
dl-programs. For instance, let us consider the dl-progfanm Example 4. It is easy to see that the
only strongly well-supported answer set/of is (), while 7*(KC; ) has two extensionsh({—p(a)} U
7(0)) andTh({p(a)}U7(0)). However, the translation* does preserve the strongly well-supported
answer sets for a highly relevant class of dl-programs astitited by the next proposition. The
following lemma is a generalization of Corollary 4 of (Sh2a11).

Lemma 13 Let £ = (O, P) be a dI-program such that, for every rule of the form (3)Anthe
dl-atom B is monotonic ifB € Neg, andl C HBp. Then! is a weakly well-supported answer set
of C iff I is a strongly well-supported answer set/of
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Proof: The direction from right to left is implied by Corollary 2 o8fien, 2011) which asserts this
for arbitrary dl-programs. To show the other direction uiffiees to prove

Tlgf((z)?[) :Tlg(@’*[)

for everyn > 0 by induction.

Base: the case = 0 is obvious.

Step: suppose the statement holdsri@nd consider the case+ 1. For any atomh € HBp,
we have that € 7'/ (0, I) iff there exists a rule € P such that

o (T&(0,1),1) o AforanyA € Pogr), and
e [ [~o BforanyB € Nedr).

Recall that/ is a weakly well-supported answer setofby which (7. (0, I),I) € I. It shows
that (a) if B is an atom therd o Biff (7,;(0,1),1) o B, and (b) if B is a monotonic di-atom
thenl [£o B iff (7% (0,1),1) o B as well. It follows thath € 77710, 1) iff h € T (0, 1)
by inductive assumption. [

Proposition 10 Let K = (O, P) be a dl-program such that, for every rule of the form (3)Anthe
dl-atom B is monotonic ifB € Neg, andl C HBp. Then[ is a strongly well-supported answer set
of K iff E = Th(7(0) U I U—I) is an extension of*(K).

Proof: In terms of the definition of weakly and strong well-suppdrémswer sets, it is obvious that
I is a strongly well-supported answer settof

iff I is a weakly well-supported answer setoby Lemma 13

iff Th(7(O) U I U~I) is an extension of*(K) by Theorem 12. [

At a first glance, in order to preserve the strongly well-surpgrd answer set semantics, one
might suggest to “shift>(.) for all dl-atoms from justification to the premise of a defaurhis
does not work, as illustrated by the dl-prograén= (0, P) where P = {p(a) < notDL[S &
p,S’](a)}. Itis obvious thatC has a strongly well-supported answer §efa)}. But according to
the suggestion, we would have the default thefsry= (D, W) whereW = 7(§)) and D consists of

~((p(a) > S(a)) > 5'(a)) : - p(a)
p(a) ’ —p(a)

Its unique extension iFh({-p(a)} U 7(0)), which does not correspond to any strongly well-
supported answer set &. The reader can further check the dI-progr&imin Example 1 and
see that “shifting”7(.) for all dl-atoms from premise to justification of a defaultedonot work
under the weak answer set semantics either.

For general ontologies (consistent or inconsistent), westightly modify the translationr*
similarly asr to 7/, to obtain a transformation*’ and derive analogous results for it.

Let us now summarize the translations in Table 1. Note th#taltranslations, 7, ¢ andr are
faithful and modular, and the first three are polynomial. ddition, 7 is polynomial relative to the
knowledge of the non-monotonic dI-atorﬂsk}, and thus e.g. polynomial for normal dl-programs.
Table 1 shows that, for canonical dl-programs with conststatologies, we have polynomial,
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Table 1: Translations from dl-programs with consistenptogies to default theories

WAS SAS WWAS | SWAS
Canonical dl-programs o - 7 T/T* T* T
Normal dl-programs | -7 -7 | 7 - (7/7%) 7" -
Arbitrary dl-programs | o -7 -7 | 7 (7/7%) T* -

—: unknown; WAS: weak answer sets; SAS: strong answer sets;
WWAS: weakly well-supported answer sets; SWAS: strongljl-s:gpported answer sets.

faithful and modular translations for all the semanticsakvanswer sets, strong answer sets, weakly
well-supported answer sets and strongly well-supportsgvansets.

In addition, under weak answer set and weakly well-supdoateswer set semantics, all the
translations are polynomial, faithful and modular as weline should note that, for normal dI-
programs, the translation is also polynomial, faithful anddular. There are two unsolved prob-
lems, both involving the question whether there exist fetimns from dl-programs to default theo-
ries preserving strongly well-supported answer sets. bieT4, it is assumed that dl-programs have
consistent ontologies. To remove this assumption, it ificseilt to replacer (resp.,7*) with 7/
(resp.,m).

5. Related Work

Recently, there are some extensive interests in the FLPrd@m®iéor various kinds of logic programs
(Faber, Pfeifer, & Leone, 2011; Bartholomew, Lee, & Mengl20Truszczynski, 2010). Also, in
formulating the well-founded semantics for dl-programisgiet al. proposed a method to eliminate
the constraint operator from dl-programs (Eiter et al.,2J0IMoreover, there exist a number of
formalisms integrating ontology and (honmonotonic) ritesthe semantics web that can somehow
be used to embed dI-programs. In this section we will relatermrk with these approaches.

5.1 FLP-answer sets of dI-programs

Dl-programs have been extended to HEX programs that conaliseer set programs with higher-
order atoms and external atoms (Eiter, lanni, Schindla&gqmpits, 2005). In particular, external
atoms can refer, as dl-atoms in dl-programs, to conceptmbilg to a classical knowledge base
or an ontology. In such a case one can compare the semantice bfEX program with that of
the corresponding dl-program. The semantics of HEX progr&based on the notion of FLP-
reduct (Faber, Leone, & Pfeifer, 2004). We also note thats#maantics of dl-programs has been
investigated from the perspective of the quantified logibefe-and-there (Fink & Pearce, 2010).
For comparison purpose, we rephrase the FLP-answer sehsesnaef dl-programs according to
(Eiter et al., 2005) in our setting.

Let £ = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HBp. TheFLP-reductof K relative tol, written
KF1, is the dI-progran(O, fP)) where fPJ is the set of all rules of” whose bodies are satisfied
by I relative toO. An interpretation/ is an FLP-answer set of a dl-prografhif 7 is a minimal
model of fPJ (relative toO). It has been shown that, for a dl-progréin= (O, P), if P mentions
no nonmonotonic dl-atoms, i.DL}, = §, then the FLP-answer sets kfcoincide with the strong
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answer sets of (cf. Theorem 5 of (Eiter et al., 2005)). Moreover, followitige approach on (Wang
etal., 2010), it can be shown that the FLP-answer sets opeodjfram are exactly the minimal strong
answer sets of the dl-program.

Note that, given a dl-prograi = (O, P), there are no nonmonotonic dl-atomsriiC). Thus
the strong answer sets of ) are exactly the FLP-answer setsmdfC). In general however, since
FLP-answer sets are minimal strong answer sets and not @isa,vandr preserves strong answer
sets, it is clear thatr does not preserve the FLP-answer sets of dl-programs. &hide seen
from Example 4. This fact reinforces our argument that there transformation to eliminate the
constraint operator from nonmonotonic dl-atoms such thatriansformation preserves both strong
answer sets and FLP-answer sets of dl-programs. It is plhdo us whether there is a translation
to eliminate the constraint operator from nonmonotoniatdins while preserving the FLP-answer
sets of dl-programs.

As illustrated by Example 8, the translationandr* from dI-programs into default theories do
not preserve FLP-answer sets. In addition, the translatioray induce some extensions that corre-
spond neither to strong answer sets nor to FLP-answer setgllfhat, for dl-programs mentioning
no nonmonotonic dl-atoms, the strong answer sets coinditthethie FLP-answer sets. By Theorem
9, the following Corollary is obvious.

Corollary 14 LetK = (O, P) be a dl-program such that DL = () and I C HBp. ThenI is an
FLP-answer set ok if and only if THI) is an extension of'(K).

Since the constraint operator is the only that causes aodt-&d be nonmonotonic, it follows
that for dl-programs without the constraint operator, ttiergy answer set semantics and the FLP-
answer set semantics can both be captured by default Iagi polynomial time transformation.

5.2 Eliminating the constraint operator for well-founded ssmantics

To the best of our knowledge, there is only one proposal tmwenthe constraint operator in dl-
programs, for the definition of a well-founded semanticsdbprograms (Eiter et al., 2011). In
fact, our translation draws ideas from theirs in order tseree strong answer sets of dl-programs.
However, there are subtle differences which make themfsignitly different in behaviors. Let us
denote their transformation by. Given a dI-prograniC = (O, P) and a dl-ruler € P, «/(r)
consists of

(1) if S & poccurs in a dl-atom of, thenr’(r) includes the instantiated rules obtained from
p(X) < not DL[S' @ p; §')(X).

whereS’ is a fresh concept (resp., role) nameSifs a concept (resp., role) namg, is a tuple
of distinct variables matching the arity pf

(2) 7’(r) includes the rule obtained fromby replacing each$ © p” with “ =S @ 7"12. Let us
denote byr’(A) the result obtained froml by replacing evenys & p with —=S @ p whereA is
an atom or dl-atom.

12. Itis “S ® p" according to (Eiter et al., 2011) which is equivalent taS & p".
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Similarly, 7’(K) = (O, n'(P)) wherer’(P) = |J,.p 7’'(r). Let us consider the dl-prografg, in
Example 1/(P,) consists of

p(a) < DL[S @& p,~S" ®g; S 11-5(a),
G(a) < notDL[S" @ ¢; S")(a).

It is not difficult to verify thatr’(K2) has a unique strong answer $gta)}. Thus,n’ loses a strong
answer set, agp(a)} is a strong answer set &, but there is no corresponding strong answer set
for 7' (ICz).

The translationt’ may even remove FLP-answer sets, as illustrated by the rartge. Con-
sider the dlI-prograniC in Example 8. It is not difficult to verify that the unique Flahswer set of
Kis{p(a),q(a)}. However we have’(K) = (0, 7' (P)) wheren’(P) consists of

pla) < q(a),
g(a) ¢ DL[S| @ p, =S5 ©G; S1 L =92 (a),
q(a) + not DL[S" @ q, S'](a).

Interested readers can check thgtkC) has no FLP-answer sets. Note that since any FLP-answer
set is a strong answer set, this is another example wher@mrgsanswer set is removed by the
translation.

The discussion above leads to a related question - whetbdrahslationt’ introduces extra
strong answer sets, for a given dl-progratin= (O, P). Note that in our translatiom, for a
predicatep we use predicate, to denote the opposite pf while in the translation’, the symbopp
is used. After reconciling this name difference, we seetti@tulep(X) « not DL[S’ & p; S'](X)
in the translationt’, where S’ is a fresh concept or role name, is equivalent to rule (6) & th
translationz. Then, the only difference is to apply “double negation” lue itase ofr to positive
nonmonotonic dl-atoms. Given a dI-progrdé suppose an interpretatidnis a strong answer set
of 7/(KC). ThenI is the least model of’(KC)*!. It is not difficult to show that, in the fixpoint
construction, for any atom € HB/(p), p is derivable usingr’ (K)*! if and only if p is derivable
usingn (K)*!. Therefore,I, possibly plus some atoms in the formmof, yields a strong answer set
of 7(K)*1.

Proposition 11 Let £ = (O, P) be a dl-program and C HB,/(p) a strong answer set of (K).
Thenl N HBp is a strong answer set &f.

Proof: Let I* = I N"HBp, and we provd ™ is a strong answer set &f. It is completed by showing
I* = |fp("}/,€s,1* )
(C) We prove the direction by showirtgBp N 7[’;,
Base: It is trivial fork = 0.
Step: Suppose it holds for the caselLet us consider the cage+ 1. For any atonp in HBp

such thap € ’Y[Iﬁ(l,c)}s,z. there exists a rulép < Pos not Neg) in P such that

. ’Y[Ijr/(/q}w =0 7'(A) for any A € Pos and

e - pr(’}//cs,l*) foranyk > 0.

e [ }£o 7'(B) forany B € Neg

It follows that
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e If Ais an atom or monotonic dl-atom thétBr N y[’jr,(lc)]s,, o A by Lemma 1. It follows
Ifp(yxcs.r+) EEo A by the inductive assumption. By (ii) of Lemma 1,4f is nonmonotonic
then we have™* o A sincer’(A) is monotonic, andy[’jr,(,c)]s,, Eo ©'(A) impliesI o

7' (A).
e [* [~£p BforanyB € Negby Lemma 1.

Thus we have thai € Ifp(ycs.r+ ).

(2) We prove this direction by showing tha%sy,* C [ foranyk > 0.

Base: It is trivial fork = 0.

Step: Suppose it holds for the cdsel et us consider the cage+ 1. For any atonp € 7,’?}
there exists a rulép < Pos not Neg) in P such that

° 7,’25,,* o A for any atom and monotonic dl-atorh € Pos and/* = A for any nonmono-
tonic dl-atom inPos and

e [* =0 BforanyB € Neg
It follows that

¢ Inthe cased is an atom or monotonic dl-atom, we hakié=p A by the inductive assumption,
by which I =p #(A) in terms of Lemma 1. IfA is nonmonotonic thed o 7/(A) by

I o A.
e By Lemma 1, we havé (4o 7/(B).

Consequently we havec I. [

Another interesting observation is that, for the two rentbsttong answer sets in the examples
above, neither is well-supported in the sense of (Shen,)2@%Ineither possesses a level mapping
justification. One would like to know whethef removes all answer sets that are not well-supported.
The answer is no, as evidenced by the next example. Considedl{program/C; of Example
4, i.e.,K = (0, P;) where P, consists ofp(a) < notDL[S & p;—S](a). It is not difficult to
see thatC; has two strong answer sefsand {p(a)}, and the latter is not well-supported. Now
7' (K1) = (0, 7' (Py)) wherer'(Py) consists of

p(a) < not DL[=S @ p; =S](a),
p(a) < notDL[S" & p, S'|(a).

It can be verified that botfip(a)} and{p(a)} are strong answer sets of(K;). That is, the strong
answer se{p(a)} that is not well-supported is retained b Therefore, the translation’ cannot
be used as a means to interpret a dl-program under the straegtsupported semantics.

Continuing the above example by considering the FLP-sdosante note thaf) is the unique
FLP-answer set ok, and the reader can verify that bofh(a)} and{p(a)} are FLP-answer sets
of ©/(K1). While {p(a)} corresponds to the FLP-answer @eif X; when restricted t&iBp, , the
FLP-answer sef{p(a)} of 7/(K1) has no corresponding FLP-answer setkqf This shows that
extra FLP-answer sets may be introducedrhy
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The next example shows that the translatidmay remove weakly well-supported answer sets.
Recall the dl-progrank = (0, P) where P = {p(a) + DL[S ® p,S & p;—S](a)}. It can be
verified that{p(a)} is a weakly well-supported answer set/of(it is also strongly well-supported
simply because there is no negative dl-atom in the rule)./Thinslation results in

p(a) + DL[S ® p,~S @& p; =S](a),
p(a) < not DL[S' & p, S’](a).

It is clear thatr’(K) has no strong answer sets. Thus, the translatias too strong for the weakly
well-supported semantics.

To summarize, the translatiori defined for the well-founded semantics of dl-programs is too
strong for the strong answer set semantics, and for the RibBreics and well-supported semantics,
it is sometimes too strong and sometimes too weak.

5.3 Other embedding approaches

As to embedding dlI-programs into other formalisms thatgrage ontology and (nonmonotonic)
rules for the semantic web, there are a number of proposalb, as first-order autoepistemic logic
(de Bruijn et al., 2008), MKNF knowledge base (Motik & Ros&010), quantified equilibrium
logic (Fink & Pearce, 2010), and first-order stable logicgueons (Ferraris, Lee, & Lifschitz, 2011;
Lee & Palla, 2011). In addition to the differences betweefaule logic and those formalisms,
we also considered the weakly and strongly well-supportesivar set semantics of dl-programs,
recently proposed by (Shen, 2011).

The discussion below will be based on the strong answer ssdrges. As we mentioned at
the end of Section 3, the embedding presented by Motik andtRasrks only for canonical dl-
programs. By the result of this paper, their embedding camolaeextended to normal dl-programs
by applying first the translation. For dl-programs without nonmonotonic dl-atoms, our encloggl
does not introduce new predicates. The latter is done byrémslation of di-programs into first-
order stable logic programs (Ferraris et al., 2011) by Les Ralla (2011), even for canonical
dl-programs.

As commented earlier, the current embedding into quantéodlibrium logic (Fink & Pearce,
2010) works for normal dl-programs only, as the authors adamnvention that all dl-atoms con-
taining an occurrence @b are nonmonotonic. The embedding of dI-programs into firdeoau-
toepistemic logic in (de Bruijn et al., 2008) is under the Wwaaswer set semantics. For the strong
answer set semantics, it is obtained indirectly, by embegdMKNF into first-order autoepistemic
logic, together with the embedding of dl-programs into MKNTHus it works for canonical dlI-
programs only.

We also notice that, to relate default theories with dl-paogs, Eiter et al. (2008) and Dao-Tran,
Eiter, and Krennwallner (2009) presented transformatiwia class of default theories, in which
only conjunctions of literals are permitted in defaults,cemonical dl-programs (with variables)
and to cg-programs respectively. Informally, cq-prograzaa be viewed as a generalization of
canonical dl-programs, where the heads of dl-rules candjerditive and queries in dl-atoms can
be also (decidable) conjunctive queries over the ontolo@wr transformation from normal dl-
programs to default theories provides a connection fronother side. Clearly the class of normal
logic programs is a subclass of the normal dl-programs.aflyeGelfond and Lifschitz (1991) have

13. A discussion of these differences is out of the scopeisftiper.
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shown that normal logic programs under answer set semaguicespond to default logic. This
has now been generalized by our results for normal dl-prograrhe work here can be similarly
generalized to deal with strong negation as well.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we have studied how dl-programs under vadosger set semantics may be captured
in default logic. Starting with the semantics in the semipaber (Eiter et al., 2008), we showed
that dl-programs under weak and strong answer set semaaticBe embedded into default logic.
This is achieved by two key translations: the first is thedtation = that eliminates the constraint
operator from nonmonotonic dl-atoms, and the second isialatonr that transforms a dl-program
to a default theory while preserving strong answer sets ahabdl-programs, provided that the
given ontology knowledge base is consistent. This prowssoot necessary under translatiof
which preserves strong answer sets even if the given ontddogwledge base is inconsistent. It
also preserves weak answer sets if in addition all dl-atootsirounder default negation. Both
translationsr and7’ are polynomial and modular, without resorting to extra sgtab

The translationr depends on the knowledge of whether a dl-atom is monotongch&Ve given
the precise complexity to determine this property, for togp knowledge bases in the description
logicsSHZF andSHOZN.

The importance of these results is that, for all current @@agines to representing strong answer
sets, either such an approach directly depends on this kdgel(Fink & Pearce, 2010; Lee &
Palla, 2011), or the underlying assumption can be removeh tins knowledge and the translation
« above (de Bruijn et al., 2008; Motik & Rosati, 2010).

Furthermore, the translationsandr’ can be refined to polynomial, faithful, and modular trans-
lations7* andr*', respectively, which capture the recently proposed weakly-supported seman-
tics for arbitrary dl-programs (Shen, 2011). This is soma&vgurprising as the resulting translations
are like writing dl-rules by defaults in a native languagehanced only by normal defaults of the
form ::p((g. Apparently, the key is that the iterative definition of défaxtensions provides a free
ride to the weak well-supportedness based on a notion dfhespping, but not to the strong well-
supportedness. This is an interesting insight. One woutegexbigger challenges in representing
the same semantics in other nonmonotonic logics.

For the class of dl-programs that mention no constraint aiperi.e. the class of canonical
dl-programs, all major semantics coincide, including rsgtg well-supported answer sets, weakly
well-supported answer sets, FLP-answer sets, and stra@wgeasets. Thus, the translatiehcan
be viewed as a generic representation of dl-programs irutld@ajic. In other words, there is a
simple, intuitive way to understand the semantics of (canadndl-programs in terms of default
logic. Fortunately, many practical dl-programs are cacalras argued in (Eiter et al., 2011). At the
same time, we understand the precise complexity of cheakimgotonicity of a dl-atom, for some
major description logics. These results strengthen thepaat of default logic as a foundation for
guery-based approaches to integrating ontologies ansl. riiehis sense, default logic can be seen
as a promising framework for integrating ontology and rul&g will look into this issue further in
future work.

Though we have presented a faithful and modular embeddmdjfarograms under strong an-
swer set semantics, the embedding is not polynomial. Itiesiees an interesting issue whether there
exists such a polynomial embedding. In addition, we havevehat* preserves strongly well-
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supported answer sets of a highly relevant class of dl-progr viz. the one in which nonmonotonic
dl-atoms do not occur negatively. It remains open whetheretlexists a faithful, modular embed-
ding for arbitrary dI-programs under the strongly well{sapged answer set semantics into default
logic.
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Appendix A.

[Proof of Theorem 1 (continued] (i) To show EXP-hardness for the case 8HZF knowl-
edge bases, we provide a reduction from deciding unsaiigfjabf a given knowledge bas®
in SHZF, which is EXP-complete given that deciding satisfiabilgygXP-complete (Horrocks &
Patel-Schneider, 2003) and EXP is closed under completmmtéo checking monotonicity of a
di-atom A relative to a dl-prograniC as follows.

Let C' be a fresh concept and define the following dl-atom:

A=DL[Cop;TCL]()

wherep is a fresh unary predicate. Furthermore, let
O'=0uU{C(o)| o}

where without loss of generality # () is the set of individuals occurring i.

It is clear that ifO is unsatisfiable, ther is monotonic relative tdC = (O’, P), whereP =
{p + A} andp is a fresh propositional atom. Recall th&is nonmonotonic w.r.tO’ iff there exist
two interpretationd andl’ such thatl C I', I =0 A, andl’ [~ A. Every interpretation such
thatp(o) ¢ I for someo € C is a model ofA relative toO’, and the interpretatiohU {p(o) | 0 € C}
is not a model of4 relative toO’ if O is satisfiable. Henced is nonmonotonic relative t& iff O
is satisfiable. It follows that the EXP-complete unsatigfigttest reduces to the DL-monotonicity
test, and settles the result for t§é{Z F case.

(i) For the case ofSHOZN knowledge bases, we show hardness fFf = co-NPVEXP,
building on machinery used in (Eiter et al., 2008) for the ptaxrity analysis of strong and weak
answer sets of dl-programs wiHOZN knowledge bases. In the course of this, an encoding of
a torus-tiling problem (that represents NEXP Turing maetdamputations on a given input) into a
DL knowledge base satisfiability problem was used. We brigftall this problem.

A domino syster® = (D, H, V') consists of a finite nonempty st of tiles and two relations
H,V C D x D expressing horizontal and vertical compatibility consitsabetween the tiles. For
positive integerss andt¢, and a wordw = wyq...w,_1 over D of lengthn < s, we say that
D tiles the torusU (s,t) = {0,1,...,s—1} x {0,1,...,¢t— 1} with initial condition w iff there
exists a mapping : U(s,t) — D such that for allz,y) € U(s,t): (i) if 7(z,y) = dand7((x +
1)mods,y) = d, then(d,d’) € H, (i) if 7(z,y) = d and7(z,(y + 1)modt) = d', then
(d,d") € V,and (iii) 7(¢,0) = w; forall i € {0,...,n}. Condition (i) is thehorizontal constraint
condition (ii) is thevertical constraintand condition (iii) is thenitial condition.

Similar as (Eiter et al., 2008), we use the following lemmas.
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Lemma 14 (cf. Lemma 5.18 and Corollary 5.22 in (Tobies, 200}L)For domino system® = (D,
H, V) and initial conditionsw = wy ... w,_1, there exist DL knowledge basé€s, Op, andO,,,
and concept€’; 0,7 € {0,1,...,n — 1}, andCy, d € D, in SHOZN such that:

e 0, UOpU O, is satisfiable iffD tiles U (271, 27+1) with initial conditionw;

e O,, Op,andO,, can be constructed in polynomial timesirfrom n, D, andw, respectively,
andO,, ={C; 0 C Cy, |i€{0,1,...,n—1}};

e in every model oD,, U Op, eachCj; contains exactly one object representifig0) <
U(2m+1, 27+ and eachC,; contains all objects associated with

Lemma 15 (cf. Theorem 6.1.2 in (Brger, Gradel, & Gurevich, 1997)) Let M be a nondetermin-
istic Turing machine with time- (and thus space-) bo@fiddeciding aNEXP-complete language
L(M) over the alphabeE = {0,1,” ”}. Then, there exists a domino systém-= (D, H,V) and
a linear-time reductionirans that takes any input € * to a wordw € D* with |b] = n = |w|
such that)M accepts iff D tiles the torus/ (271, 27+1) with initial conditionw.

Based on this, (Eiter et al., 2008) showed how computatibasdeterministic polynomial time
Turing machine with an NEXP oracle can be encoded into etiaya dl-program, where intuitively
dl-atoms correspond to oracle calls. For the problem at haadvould have to provide an encoding
of such a computation into one dl-atom and the check of itsatamicity. To simplify matters, we
provide a reduction from the following problem:

NEXP-JC Given two partial inputsh and®’ of the same NEXP Turing machin& such that
|b| = |V/|, does there exist a joint completierof the partial inputs of length| = [b| = |V/|
such that (1M acceptsc and (2)M does not acceyit c.

Lemma 16 ProblemNEXP-JCis complete foNPNEXP (= pNEXPy,

Intuitively, this is seen as follows: the computation patior{deterministic moves and query
answers) of\/ can be guessed ahead, and after that only a deterministiputation with oracle
accesses is made, in which the oracle answers are checkethevijuesses. Witnesses for all oracle
gueries that should answer “yes” can be found in a single NEXRputation, and all queries that
should answer “no” can be verified in a single co-NEXP comimra(i.e., a NEXP computation
for refutation does not accept). The conditiph = |b'| = |¢| can be ensured by simple padding
techniques.

Now the reduction of this problem to deciding dl-atom momitiy is exploiting (and modify-
ing) the torus-tiling problem encoding to DL satisfiabiltgsting quoted above. It has been shown
in (Eiter et al., 2008) how to adapt the torus knowledge basé that the initial conditionv (en-
coded byO,,) can be flexibly established by the update stekgf a dl-atom. Intuitively, “switches”
were used to “activate” concepts that represent tiles, aotiles are put in place by the call of the
dl-atom.

Using a similar idea, we changg,,. As in (Eiter et al., 2008), assertions

Ci,O(Oi)a z':(),...,n—l
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are used to introduce individuats for the torus positiong:,0) that hold the initial condition

w encoding a complete inpwe resp.b’c, wheren = 2m—1 andm = |b| = |V/|; we haveC =
{00,...,0n-1}. We implement a “switch” that tells whether computation her (1) bc or (2) of

b'c should be considered in a call. For this, we use a congetd putS © p, S @ p in the “update”

A of the dl-atomA that we construct, which will effect that given any interjatéon 7, for each
individual o; eitherS(o;) or =5(o;) will be asserted ifO(I; ). We pickoy (i.e., position(0, 0) of

the torus, which is “identified” by the concef} o) and install on it the switch between case 1) and
2): if S(op) is true, we evaluate case 1), else case 2). To “prepare” thepine initial condition
encodingb resp.b/, we use axioms

0070 nsScCc B,
Cop S C B,

whereB is a fresh concept (intuitively, a flag indicating case ¥.,,b), and an axiom
B C Veast.B

where east is a role already defined i@,, U Op which links position(i, j) to (i + 1, j), for all

7 andj; in combination with the above axioms, it effects that whealeating a dl-atom w.r.t. an
interpretation/, in every model ofO(I; \) either all elements; at “input” positions are labeled
with B or all are labeled withB. Depending on thé3-label, we then assige the right tile from
the initial condition forb (label B) respectively for’ (label - B):

Ci,OHBECwZ- 0 1
Ci’ol_l_‘BEng 1 = 7-.-7m 9

wherew; (resp.w}) is thei-th tile of w (resp.w’). Intuitively, the case of labeB is for input I’
that is “larger” than inpuf for label —B; for the former, we must have(oy) € I’ and for the latter
p(oo) ¢ I; the value ofp(o;), i > 0, does not matter, so we can assume it is the sanieaimd I’.
For I’ we do the NEXP test, and for the “smallef'we do the co-NEXP test. If both succeed, we
have a counterexample to monotonicity.

It remains to incorporate the guesfor the completion of the input. This guess can be built in
by using concepts$,; such thatS,(o;) intuitively puts tiled at the positiori in the initial condition
(wherei = m,...,n — 1 runs from the first position aftér (resp.?’) until the last position of the
fully completed inpube (resp.b'c), viz. n — 1). In the input list\ of the dl-atomA, we put

Sy O pg, Sg®pg deD

wherep, is a fresh unary predicatéXis the set of tiles). Similar as above, this will assert fartea
individual then eitherS,; or —.5,.
We then add axioms which put on tiles as follows:

CioNSqy & Cy

i=m,...,n—1,de D
Ci,Oﬂl—IdeD —Sa E Cay }

whered, is some fixed tile; the second axiom puts a default tile if ino tile has been selected
(as ifpg, (0;) would be inI). If multiple tiles have been selected, then thél; \) is unsatisfiable,
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and similarlyO(I’; \) for eachl’” > I. So the interesting case is if exactly one tile has been put
on in each “completion” positiom = m,...,n — 1 of the initial condition. The selection of tiles

is subject to further constraints on tiles at adjacent st —1,; from m,...,n — 1 and on the
last position, due to the encoding of the machine input ihtihitial condition in (Borger et al.,
1997). Without going into detail here, let ¢ D? and F C D be the sets of admissible adjacent
tiles (d, d’) and final tilesd, respectively (which are easily determined). We then adlohas

CionCy CVeast™. |_| Cy, i:m,...,n—l,dleD,
(d,d")eA

Cn-10 E |_| Cy.
deF

This completes the construction 6f,. Now let A = DL[A\; TC L]() andK = (O, P), where
O =0,U0pU0, andP = {p(og) < A}. It can be shown that a violation of the monotonicity
of A relative toK is witnessed by two interpretatiodscC I’ of form I’ = I U {p(0p)} such that
I' 0 AandI =p A and the interpretations encode a joint completiasf the inputsb and?’,
meaning that the computation fbr is accepting while the one fdfc is not. AskC and A are con-
structible in polynomial time fronh, b and M, this proves the result. [

Appendix B.
Lemma 17 Let K = (O, P) be a dI-program and C HBp. Then we have that

(i) m(I) = {mp(€) € HB(p)} NP (Vi) )
(||) 7T2(I) = {7TA c HBW(P)} M pr(’)/[ﬂ(lc)]w,w([)), and

(i) ¥, =HBpN Vﬁr(/q]w(f) for anyk > 0.

Proof: (i) Itis evident that, for any atom,(¢) € HB(py, the rule(r,(¢) < notp(c)) is in w(P).
We have that
(@) € m(I)
iff p(c) ¢ I
iff p(c) & (1)
iff the rule (m,,(¢) +) belongs tOw[w(P)]g”r(I)
iff 7,(C) € MP(Vpr iy mr))-
(ii) Itis clear that, for anyr4 € mo(I), the rule(r 4 + m(not A)) isin7(P) such thatd € DL
andI £o A. Let A = DL[); Q](). We have that
wa € ma(I)
iff 74 € HB,(py andI o A
iff (1) o DL[x(\); Q)(f) (by (i) of Lemma 1)
iff the rule (4 +) belongs tow[r(P)]% ™"
iff mq € pr(’}/[w(’c)}w,ﬂ'([)).
(iif) We show this by induction or.
Base: It is obvious fok = 0.
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Step: Suppose it holds fér= n. Let us consider the cage= n + 1. For any atomx € HBp,

a € fy,"cj}[ if and only if there is a rule

« + Pos Mdl, Ndl, not Neg

in P wherePosis a set of atomayid| a set of monotonic dl-atoms am¢bl a set of nonmonotonic
dl-atoms such that

Yews Fo Aforany A € Pos

I =0 B foranyB € Nd|,

I Ep B’ foranyB’ € MdI, and
e [ [£p CforanyC € Neg
It follows thati

® 7. FFo Aifand only ify[’;r w-n Fo A by the inductive assumption,

()]
e [ =p Bifandonly ifrg ¢ n(I) by the definition ofrs (1), i.e.,n(I) ~o 7B,

e [ =0 B'ifand only if (1) o B’, and
o [ j=o Cifandonly if n(I) = m(not C) for anyC € Negby Lemma 1.

+1 - +1
Thus we have that € ", ; if and only if o € Vf;(x)]wmm N HBp. ]

[Proof of Theorem 4]
(i) We have that

(V) ) =P (Ve iy emr) N (HBp U {m,(€) € HBr(p)} U{ma € HB(p)})
=[HBp NP (Y}r(icyjwmn)]
U [{mp(€) € HBr(p)} N IO (Vricyjonn)]
U [{ma € HBr(p) } NPV icyjwmn) )]

=[HBr N Vioyunn] U (I) Uma(1) by (i) and (ii) of Lemma 17
i>0
= JHBp N3 oy Umi (1) Uz (1)
>0
= J Yicwr Um(I) Uma(I) by (iii) of Lemma 2
>0
=TI Umi(I)Umy(I) sincel is a strong answer set &f
=n(I).

It follows that (1) is a weak answer set af(C).
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(i) We provel* = w(HBp N I*) at first.

I" =I"N (HBp U {m(¢) € HBr(p)} U {ma € HB,(p)})
=(I" NHBp) U (I* N {m,(€) € HB(py}) U (I" N {ma € HB,(p)})
=(I*NHBp) Um (HBp N I*) Umy(HBp N I*) by (i) and (ii) of Lemma 17
=m(I* N"HBp).

Let ]/ = I* N HBp. We have that
(cer) = U v
1>0
= U (HBp N mmww)) by (iii) of Lemma 17
i>0
:HBP N U ’Yfﬂ(;c)]w,w(l)
i>0
=HBp NP (Vir(c)jwmr))
=HBp N (I) sincer(I) = I* is a weak answer set af(K)
=I.

It follows that is a weak answer set @f.
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