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ABSTRACT
We introduce a general abstract framework for database repairing

in which the repair notions are defined using formal logic. We dif-

ferentiate between integrity constraints and the so-called query

constraints. The former are used to model consistency and desir-

able properties of the data (such as functional dependencies and

independencies), while the latter relates two database instances ac-

cording to their answers for the query constraints. The framework

also admits a distinction between hard and soft queries, allowing

to preserve the answers of a core set of queries as well as defining

a distance between instances based on query answers.

We exemplify how various notions of repairs from the litera-

ture can be modelled in our unifying framework. Furthermore, we

initiate a complexity-theoretic analysis of the problems of consis-

tent query answering, repair computation, and existence of repair

within the new framework. We present both coNP- and NP-hard

cases that illustrate the interplay between computationally hard

problems and more flexible repair notions. We show general upper

bounds in NP and the second level of the polynomial hierarchy.

Finally, we relate the existence of a repair to model checking of

existential second-order logic.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Theory of computation → Database theory; Incomplete,
inconsistent, and uncertain databases; Logic and databases;
Problems, reductions and completeness; Complexity theory and
logic.

KEYWORDS
Database repairs, Complexity, Consistent query answering

1 INTRODUCTION
Inconsistency is a common phenomenon when dealing with large

collections of data. In real-world applications, data is often made

available from non-trustworthy sources (e.g., the Internet, or social

media), resulting in very diverse quality of data, which can lead

to problems related to the integrity of databases and repositories.

Database repairing, one of the main approaches for dealing with

inconsistency, focuses on frameworks that allow inconsistencies

to be identified in order to then obtain a database that satisfies the

constraints imposed. The usual approach is to search for a ’similar’

database that satisfies the constraints. This new database is called

a repair, and in order to define it properly one must determine the

meaning of ‘similar’. Repairs have been studied from different per-

spectives and several frameworks have been presented, including

the introduction of preference criteria represented by weights, as

well as both soft and hard constraints. Some of the most prominent

notions of repairs are set-based repairs [3, 25], attribute-based re-

pairs [27], and cardinality-based repairs [18]. Another approach to

deal with inconsistency is to use an inconsistency measure, which

can be either a function that counts the number of integrity con-

straints violated, an abstract non-negative mapping to some partial

order, or even a numerical measure based on an abstract repair

semantics [4, 7, 17, 22]. In this setting, a repair need not satisfy all

the required integrity constraints but instead repairs are tolerant

for a certain amount of inconsistency.

A database may admit multiple (a priori) incomparable repairs

in the sense that it is not always clear what is the best way to repair

an inconsistent database. Consistent Query Answering (CQA) aims

to generalise the notion of cautious reasoning (or certain answers,

in database parlance) in the presence of inconsistent knowledge. In

the setting of CQA, a “valid” answer to a query is one that can be

found in every possible repair. This problem has been analysed for

different data models and different types of integrity constraints,

under the most prominent repair semantics.

Data provenance provides means to describe the origins of data,

allowing to give information about the witnesses to a query, or

determining how a certain output is derived. Provenance semirings

were introduced by Green et al. [12] to devise a general framework

that allows to uniformly treat extensions of positive relational al-

gebra, where the tuples have annotations that reflect very diverse

information. Some motivating examples of said relations come

from incomplete and probabilistic databases, and bag semantics.

This semiring framework captures a notion of data provenance

called how-provenance, where the semiring operations essentially

capture how each output is produced from the source. Following

this framework, semiring semantics for full first-order logic (FO)

were developed by Grädel and Tannen [10]. The semiring seman-

tics for FO refines, in particular, the classical Boolean semantics

by allowing formulae to be evaluated as values from a semiring. If

𝐾 is a semiring, then a 𝐾-relation is a relation whose records are

annotated with elements from 𝐾 .

In this paper, we consider repairs and consistent query answering

in the setting of 𝐾-databases, which are relational databases, whose

tables are 𝐾-relations. This is a general approach that encompasses

relational databases under set and bag semantics, as well as repairs

in conjunction with 𝐾-relations that encode some provenance data.

Our contribution. We present an abstract framework for defin-

ing database repairs that allows us to unify and simultaneously

incorporate diverse notions that have been used in the literature to
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deal with inconsistency. We allow a distinction between integrity

constraints, which allows us to classify properties of data as either

necessary or merely desirable to preserve in a repair. The latter

are essentially used to define a measure for inconsistency-tolerant

repairs. The repair notions in our framework are expressed through

the preservation of a given core set of query answers; together with

integrity constraints, this yields the space for possible repairs. The

distance between databases is computed using distances between

the answers of specified queries in each instance. The technical

definitions are presented in Section 3. We show examples of how

well-known repair notions from literature can be expressed in our

framework and exemplify the flexibility of the framework by gen-

erating novel repair notions.

Our framework enables us to simultaneously prove complexity

results for a wide family of repair notions. We exemplify this in

the simple setting of set-based databases, where we obtain results

for the complexity of the most important computational problems.

Table 1 summarises our results on the complexity of CQA, Table 3

for the complexity of computing a repair, and Table 2 for the com-

plexity of deciding the existence of a repair. Our results extend

and generalise existing results on the complexity of repairing and

pinpoint problems that are complete for the first and second level of

the polynomial hierarchy. Intuitively, the tables contain (possible)

restrictions for each of the four components of our framework:

hard/soft constraints (𝐶ℎ , 𝐶𝑠 ) as well as hard/soft queries (𝑄ℎ , 𝑄𝑠 ).

For instance, FO for𝐶ℎ means that the hard constraints can only be

specified by (sets of) first-order formulae, and LAV andGAV refer to

local-as-view and global-as-view tuple generating dependencies; see

Section 5.1 for the definitions. Our complexity results here exem-

plify how our approach can be utilised to yield complexity bounds

for a diverse class of repair notions. We return to this topic in the

end of the following related work paragraph.

Related work. Most of the previous research on repairs has been

conducted within the data management community, while the prob-

lem of measuring inconsistency has been approached mostly by the

knowledge representation community. From a logical perspective,

some work explores reasoning within inconsistencies in knowledge

bases and ontologies as a means to compute consistent answers

and repairs, as well as to produce meaningful repair candidates

(see, e.g., [11, 24, 29]). In 2019, Burdick et al. [5] address the prob-

lem of repairing using entity linking, using weights and consistent

answers to determine the strength of the links, thus allowing the

repair to be performed only on a given part of the schema. In the

repair literature, a set of integrity constraints and a distance be-

tween instances is always presented. In some cases, the distance

is represented by an inconsistency measure. However, while there

are approaches to repair that reflect the evaluation of important

queries as criteria for determining preference, these usually focus

on how to resolve conflicts and provide meaningful query answers

despite the inconsistency [6, 23]. On the other hand, the idea of

having a core set of query answers that need to be preserved is

similar to Belief Revision (BR) concepts. The AGM theory for Belief

Change, defined by Alchourron et al. [2], represents belief sets as
sets of formulae closed under a consequence operator, and a list of

postulates describes how the revision operator incorporates new

information, even if this information is inconsistent with what is

ICs repair notions R-CQA

𝐶ℎ 𝐶𝑠 𝑄ℎ 𝑄𝑠 Complexity

LAV ∅ LIT ATOMS coNP-hard [Prop. 5.5]

GAV ∅ LIT ATOMS coNP-hard [26, Thm. 5.5]

GAV ∅ COQ ∪ LIT ∅ coNP-complete [Thm. 5.9]

FO ∅ FO ∅ coNP-complete [Thm. 5.9]

tgds ∅ LIT ATOMS Π
𝑝

2
-complete [Thm. 5.10]

FO ∅ FO FO Π
𝑝

2
-complete [Thm. 5.10]

Table 1: Complexity results overview for consistent query
answering. Hardness results hold already for conjunctive
queries, while inclusions are proven for first-order queries.
Upper/lower bounds transfer to respective classes, e.g., the
membership result for FO applies also to subclasses like LIT

or ATOMS.

ICs repair notions ∃R-repair

𝐶ℎ 𝐶𝑠 𝑄ℎ 𝑄𝑠 Complexity

GAV ∅ COQ ∪ LIT ∅ NP-complete [Prop. 5.6]

FO ∅ FO ANY NP-complete [Thm. 5.7]

Table 2: Complexity results overview for existence of a repair.

ICs repair notions F-R-repair

𝐶ℎ 𝐶𝑠 𝑄ℎ 𝑄𝑠 Complexity

GAV ∅ LIT ATOMS FNP-hard, in FΣ𝑝
2
[Prop. 5.3]

LAV ∅ LIT ATOMS FNP-hard, in FΣ𝑝
2
[Prop. 5.4]

Table 3: Complexity results overview for repair computation.

believed. Guerra and Wassermann [13] give a characterisation of

model repair in terms of BR by introducing a new postulate that

preserves the core of a belief set in the repair model unless the result

obtained is not strictly better in terms of preserving said core set.

We are not aware of existing repair frameworks that simultaneously

incorporate the impositions given by a set of integrity constraints

and preserve the answers of a given set of queries, as well as allow

the introduction of shades of inconsistency or truth as part of an

inconsistency measure or minimality criteria.

In 2012, ten Cate et al. [25] gave a systematic study of the data

complexity of the CQA and repair checking problems for set-based

repairs. The restrictions imposed to the integrity constraints arise

from classes of tuple-generated dependencies, vital in data exchange

and data integration. The results of ten Cate et al. [25] can be framed

as results concerning particular R-repairs. More precisely, our re-

sults can be seen as a generalisation of their results, by refining the

components of our framework.
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Organisation. Section 2 begins with an introduction to basic

mathematical concepts, relational structures, and databases. We

then introduce the necessary concepts from logic and query lan-

guages, as well as related to repairs and consistent query answering.

In Section 3, we present our unified framework for repairs and show

via examples how well-known repair notions can be expressed in

the framework. In Section 4, we exemplify the flexibility of our

framework by defining various novel repair notions. In Section

5, we initiate a complexity-theoretic study of central problems re-

lated to database repairs and consistent query answering in our

framework. Finally, we present a conclusion and an outlook.

2 PRELIMINARIES
We assume that the reader is familiar with some basic notions

related to first-order logic and foundations of databases (see, e.g.,

[1, 16] for in-depth expositions) as well as computational complexity

theory [21].

2.1 Notation and elementary mathematics
We write ®𝑎 to denote a finite tuple (𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛) of elements from

some set 𝐴. A multiset is a generalisation of a set that keeps track

of the multiplicities of its elements. We write {{· · · }} to denote

a multiset whose elements are written between the double curly

brackets. For instance, {{𝑎, 𝑎, 𝑏}} is a multiset that has two copies

of 𝑎 and a single copy of 𝑏. For a multiset 𝐴, we write Supp(𝐴) to
denote the underlying set of𝐴, which is called the support of𝐴, e.g.,
Supp({{𝑎, 𝑎, 𝑏}}) = {𝑎, 𝑏}. For a set or a multiset 𝐴, we write |𝐴|
for the cardinality of 𝐴. We say that a set or a multiset is finite if

its cardinality is a natural number.

Definition 2.1 (Semiring). A semiring is a tuple 𝐾 = (𝐾, +, ·, 0, 1),
where + and · are binary operations on a set 𝐾 , (𝐾, +, 0) is a com-

mutative monoid with identity element 0, (𝐾, ·, 1) is a monoid

with identity element 1, · left and right distributes over +, and
𝑥 · 0 = 0 = 0 · 𝑥 for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐾 . The semiring 𝐾 is called commutative
if (𝐾, ·, 1) is a commutative monoid. For convenience, we often

write 𝑎𝑏 instead of 𝑎 · 𝑏.

If a semiring 𝐾 satisfies 𝑎𝑏 = 0 for some 𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ 𝐾 where 𝑎 ≠

0 ≠ 𝑏, we say that 𝐾 has divisors of 0. Furthermore, a semiring

𝐾 is considered +-positive if 𝑎 + 𝑏 = 0 implies that 𝑎 = 𝑏 = 0. If

a semiring is both +-positive and has no divisors of 0, it is called

positive. For example, the modulo two integer semiring Z2 is not

positive since it is not +-positive (even though it has no divisors

of 0). Conversely, an example of a semiring with divisors of 0 is

Z4. Throughout the paper we consider only ordered commutative

semirings which are positive, and write < for the order relation.

Technically, our definitions also work for non-positive semirings.

Below we list some examples of semirings.

Example 2.2. The Boolean semiring B = (B,∨,∧, 0, 1) models

logical truth or set-based data, and is formed from the two-element

Boolean algebra. It is the simplest example of a semiring that is not

a ring. The semiring of natural numbers N = (N, +, ·, 0, 1) consists
of natural numbers with their usual operations and can be used,

e.g., to model multisets of data. The probability semiring R≥0 =

(R≥0, +, ·, 0, 1) consists of the non-negative reals with standard

addition and multiplication.

An aggregate function 𝜎 (for a semiring𝐾 ) is a function that maps

multisets of elements of 𝐾 into one element of 𝐾 . For instance, the

sum and product of the elements in a multiset are examples of

aggregate functions.

Definition 2.3. Let 𝐾 be a semiring, 𝐴 a set, and 𝑛 ∈ N a natural

number. An n-ary𝐾-relation is a function 𝑅 : 𝐵 → 𝐾 , where 𝐵 ⊆ 𝐴𝑛 .
We define the support of 𝑅 via Supp(𝐵) B {𝑏 ∈ 𝐵 | 𝑅(𝑏) ≠ 0}. By
convention 𝐵 is often identified with 𝐴𝑛 by setting 𝑅(𝑏) = 0 for

𝑏 ∈ 𝐴𝑛 \ 𝐵.
Note that𝐾-relations, for𝐾 = B (the Boolean semiring) or𝐾 = N

(the semiring of natural numbers), are essentially sets and multisets,

respectively.

2.2 Relational structures and databases
A finite purely relational vocabulary is a finite set {𝑅1, . . . , 𝑅𝑛} of re-
lation symbols. Each relation symbol 𝑅𝑖 has a fixed arity ar(𝑅𝑖 ) ∈ N.
Since in the database setting it is often assumed that all data values

can be represented by symbols in queries, we consider relational

vocabularies 𝜏 , which are extensions of finite purely relational vo-

cabularies with a countable set of constant symbols 𝑐𝑖 , for 𝑖 ∈ N. A
𝜏-interpretation is a function 𝐼 that maps each 𝑛-ary relation symbol

to an 𝑛-ary relation 𝐼 (𝑅𝑖 ) ⊆ 𝐴𝑛 and each constant symbol 𝑐 to

some element 𝐼 (𝑐) ∈ 𝐴, over some domain set 𝐴. If instead, the

interpretations of 𝑛-ary relation symbols are 𝐾-relations with sup-

port from 𝐴𝑛 , we call 𝐼 a (𝜏, 𝐾)-interpretation. A finite 𝜏-structure
(or finite (𝜏, 𝐾)-structure, resp.) 𝔇 is a tuple consisting of a finite

domain set 𝐴 and the interpretations of the symbols in 𝜏 , which

in the case of (𝜏, 𝐾)-structures are 𝐾-relations. We often write 𝑅𝔇

and 𝑐𝔇 to denote the interpretations 𝐼 (𝑅) and 𝐼 (𝑐) of 𝑅 and 𝑐 in𝔇,

respectively.

For our purposes, a database schema is essentially a relational

vocabulary, where relation symbols correspond to database table

names and their coordinates correspond to attribute names. More-

over, interpretations are restricted to take values from a fixed set of

values. Formally, a database schema S expands a relational vocabu-

lary 𝜏 with a finite setAtt of attributes and countable sets of possible
values Ran(𝑥), for each 𝑥 ∈ Att. The domain of the schema Dom(S)
consists of the union of Ran(𝑥) for 𝑥 ∈ Att. We write Dom instead

of Dom(S), when S is clear from the context. Furthermore, S fixes

the type type(𝑅𝑖 ) ∈ Att𝑛 of each n-ary relation symbol 𝑅𝑖 and the

type type(𝑐) ∈ Att of each constant symbol 𝑐 . A database or an
instance𝔇 over S is obtained via an interpretation that maps each

constant symbol 𝑐 ∈ 𝜏 to an element 𝑐𝔇 ∈ Ran(type(𝑐)) and each

𝑛-ary relation symbol 𝑅 ∈ 𝜏 to a finite relation 𝑅𝔇 ⊆ Ran(type(𝑅)),
where Ran(𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛) is defined as Ran(𝑥1) × · · · × Ran(𝑥𝑛).

The active domain ADOM(𝔇) of a database 𝔇 of schema S is

the smallest finite set such that 𝑅𝔇 ⊆ ADOM(𝔇)ar(𝑅)
and 𝑐𝔇 ∈

ADOM(𝔇) for each relation symbol 𝑅 and constant symbol 𝑐 of the

schema. We denote the set of all databases over S by D(S) and
write D when the schema is clear from the context.

If 𝐾 is a semiring and S is a database schema, a 𝐾-database is
obtained from a database of schema S by reinterpreting its relation

symbols by 𝐾-relations of the same support.

Instances of a database schema can naturally be interpreted as

finite relational structures over the underlying schema vocabu-

lary, extended by unary relation symbols 𝑅𝑥 , for each 𝑥 ∈ Att,
3



interpreted as Ran(𝑥). The domain of the finite relational structure

corresponding to a database 𝔇 is the active domain ADOM(𝔇)
of 𝔇. In the same way, 𝐾-databases can be interpreted as finite

(𝜏, 𝐾)-structures for a suitable 𝜏 . From now on we will identify

𝜏-structures as databases and (𝜏, 𝐾)-structures as 𝐾-databases.
Let𝔇 be a database (𝐾-database, resp.) and 𝑅 be a relation (𝐾-

relation, resp.) of the database. The atomic formula 𝑅( ®𝑎) is called a

fact, if ®𝑎 ∈ 𝑅𝔇 (resp., ®𝑎 ∈ Supp(𝑅𝔇)). Similarly, ¬𝑅( ®𝑎) is a negated
fact, if ®𝑎 ∉ 𝑅𝔇 (®𝑎 ∉ Supp(𝑅𝔇), resp.). If 𝑅( ®𝑎) is a fact, then ®𝑎 is a

record of 𝑅 and 𝔇. In the set-based environment, we sometimes

define databases by listing all the facts in the database. For example,

the database𝔇 = {𝐶 (𝑎),𝐶 (𝑏),𝑇 (𝑎, 𝑐),𝑇 (𝑎, 𝑏)} consists of two tables
𝐶 and 𝑇 , each of which consists of two facts. Using the above

convention, we define that the symmetric difference 𝔇 ⊕𝔇′
of two

database instances𝔇 and𝔇′
is the database that contains all the

facts that belong to exactly one of𝔇 or𝔇′
. Similarly, we write that

𝔇 ⊆ 𝔇′
if every fact of 𝔇 is also a fact of 𝔇′

. We use other set

comparison symbols and operations on sets analogously.

2.3 Logics and query languages
We will consider logics L which are syntactic fragments and exten-

sions of first-order logic, whose satisfaction relations |= are defined

over databases (i.e., relational structures) or 𝐾-databases. More im-

portantly, formulae of these logics have well-defined notions of free
and bounded variables. Formulae without free variables are called

sentences. Logical formulae can naturally be interpreted as database

queries; sentences correspond to Boolean queries and formulae with

𝑘 free variables correspond to𝑘-ary queries. If𝜙 is a formula of some

logic with free variables in ®𝑥 , and ®𝑎 is a tuple of domain elements

of the same length, we write 𝜙 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥) to denote that the variables ®𝑥
are interpreted as ®𝑎. If 𝑠 : Var → 𝐷 is a variable assignment, we set

𝑠 [𝑎/𝑥] (𝑦) B
{
𝑎, if 𝑦 = 𝑥,

𝑠 (𝑦), otherwise.

The two main approaches to defining logics for 𝐾-databases

are the logics for meta-finite structures of Grädel and Gurevitch

[9] and the use of semiring semantics as defined by Grädel and

Tannen [10]. We adopt an approach close to the latter, where in

addition to having 𝐾-relations, “truth” values of sentences are also

elements of a semiring. 𝐾-databases can be seen as a special kind

of model-defining 𝐾-interpretations of Grädel and Tannen.

Definition 2.4. Let 𝐾 = (𝐾, +, ·, 0, 1) be some semiring and 𝔇 a

𝐾-database. Given a variable assignment 𝑠 : Var → 𝐷 , the value

J𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 of a formula 𝜙 ∈ FO under 𝑠 is defined recursively as follows:

J𝑅( ®𝑥)K𝔇,𝑠 = 𝑅
𝔇 (𝑠 ( ®𝑥)) J𝜙 ∧𝜓K𝔇,𝑠 = J𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 · J𝜓K𝔇,𝑠

J¬𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 = Jnnf (¬𝜙)K𝔇,𝑠 J𝜙 ∨𝜓K𝔇,𝑠 = J𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 + J𝜓K𝔇,𝑠

J∀𝑥𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 =
∏
𝑎∈𝐷

J𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 [𝑎/𝑥 ] J∃𝑥𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 =
∑︁
𝑎∈𝐷

J𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 [𝑎/𝑥 ]

J¬𝑅( ®𝑥)K𝔇,𝑠 =

{
1, if J𝑅( ®𝑥)K𝔇,𝑠 = 0

0, otherwise,
J𝑥 ∼ 𝑦K𝔇,𝑠 =

{
1, if 𝑠 (𝑥) ∼ 𝑠 (𝑦)
0, otherwise,

where ∼∈ {=,≠} and nnf (¬𝜙) is the formula obtained from ¬𝜙 by

pushing all the negations to atomic level using the usual dualities.

We write 𝜙 → 𝜓 as a shorthand for ¬𝜙 ∨ 𝜓 , and 𝜙 ↔ 𝜓 as a

shorthand for (𝜙 → 𝜓 ) ∧ (𝜓 → 𝜙). For sentences 𝜙 , we write J𝜙K𝔇
as a shorthand for J𝜙K𝔇,𝑠∅ , where 𝑠∅ is the empty assignment. We

write 𝔇, 𝑠 |= 𝜙 (𝔇 |= 𝜙 , resp.), if J𝜙K𝔇,𝑠 ≠ 0 (J𝜙K𝔇 ≠ 0, resp.). We

define J𝜙K𝐵
𝔇 = 1, if𝔇, 𝑠 |= 𝜙 , and J𝜙K𝐵

𝔇 = 0 otherwise.

If𝔇 is a database instance and 𝜙 is a query, then a query answer
over a database𝔇 is a tuple of elements ®𝑎 from 𝐷𝑜𝑚(𝔇) such that

𝔇 |= 𝜙 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥). We write Ans(𝔇, 𝜙) B {®𝑎 ∈ 𝐷𝑛 | 𝔇 |= 𝜙 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥)} to
denote the set of answers to the query in the database. We write

𝑤𝔇,𝜙 ( ®𝑎) B J𝜙 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥)K𝔇 ,

to indicate the annotated answers to the query in the database.

2.4 Repairs and consistent query answering
Integrity constraints (ICs) are sentences in some logic that describe

the necessary properties that we need the data to comply so that

it is consistent with the reality it intends to model. Given a set of

ICs C, we say that𝔇 is consistent (w.r.t. C) if𝔇 satisfies C, that is,
𝔇 |= 𝜙 for every 𝜙 ∈ C. Otherwise, we say that 𝔇 is inconsistent.
A set of integrity constraints is consistent if there exists a data-

base instance 𝔇 that makes the ICs true. The classical definition

of a repair involves a set of ICs C and a way to measure the dis-

tance between instances. Given a distance 𝑑 between instances and

𝔇1,𝔇2,𝔇3 ∈ D, we write𝔇2 ≤𝑑,𝔇1
𝔇3 if 𝑑 (𝔇1,𝔇2) ≤ 𝑑 (𝔇1,𝔇3).

A database𝔇2 is a repair of𝔇1, if𝔇2 is ≤𝑑,𝔇1
-minimal in the set

{𝔇 ∈ D | 𝔇 |= C}.
Set-based repairs are one of the most prominent types of re-

pairs [3, 25]. The goal is to find a consistent database instance, with

the same schema as the original one, that satisfies the repair seman-

tics (e.g., subset, superset and symmetric difference) and differs from

the original by a minimal set of records under set inclusion. Given a

set of integrity constraints C, the instance𝔇′
is a symmetric differ-

ence repair of𝔇w.r.t. C if𝔇′ |= C and there is no instance𝔇′′
such

that𝔇′′ |= C and𝔇 ⊕𝔇′′ ⊊ 𝔇 ⊕𝔇′
. The instance𝔇′

is a subset
repair of𝔇 w.r.t. C if𝔇′ ⊆ 𝔇 and𝔇′

is a symmetric difference re-

pair of𝔇. Superset repair is defined analogously. Cardinality-based

repairs as defined in [18] aim to find repairs of the original database

that minimise the cardinality of the symmetric difference between

instances.

In the example below, we use counting quantifiers as a shorthand

notation: ∃≥𝑛 𝑥𝜙 (𝑥) is a shorthand for

∃𝑥1 . . . ∃𝑥𝑛
( ∧

1≤𝑖< 𝑗≤𝑛
𝑥𝑖 ≠ 𝑥 𝑗 ∧

∧
1≤𝑖≤𝑛

𝜙 (𝑥𝑖/𝑥)
)
,

and ∃≤𝑘 𝑥𝜙 (𝑥) B ¬∃≥𝑘+1 𝑥𝜙 (𝑥).

Example 2.5. Consider a database schema consisting of a bi-

nary relation 𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦) and a unary relation 𝐶 (𝑦), where Ran(𝑥) =
{𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡3} and Ran(𝑦) = {𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑}. Consider a set of integrity con-

straints C = {∀𝑦 (𝐶 (𝑦) ↔ ∃𝑥𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦))} and an inconsistent instance
𝔇 = {𝐶 (𝑐),𝐶 (𝑑),𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡3, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑏)}. Then,

𝔇1 B {𝐶 (𝑎),𝐶 (𝑏),𝐶 (𝑐),𝐶 (𝑑),𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑎),
𝑇 (𝑡3, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑏),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑐),𝑇 (𝑡3, 𝑑)}

is both a superset and a symmetric difference repair, for it minimises

the symmetric difference𝔇 ⊕𝔇1 = {𝐶 (𝑎),𝐶 (𝑏),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑐),𝑇 (𝑡3, 𝑑)}.
Notice there are no non-trivial subset repairs.
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Consider then another set of ICs C′ = {∀𝑥∃≤2𝑦𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)}. Now
𝔇2 = {𝐶 (𝑐),𝐶 (𝑑),𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡3, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑏)} is a subset repair that
is also a symmetric difference repair. In this case, there are no

superset repairs. Finally, if the integrity constraints are C∪C′
, then

there are no subset or superset repairs. Moreover,

𝔇3 = {𝐶 (𝑎),𝐶 (𝑏),𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡3, 𝑎),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑏)}

is a symmetric difference repair.

Related to the problem of repairs, consistent query answering
(CQA) aims to generalise the notion of cautious reasoning (or cer-

tain answers, in database parlance) in the presence of inconsistent

knowledge. A database may allow multiple (a priori) equally good

repairs. For its part, CQA proposes that an answer to a query on

a database must be such that it is an answer to the query in any

possible repair of the original database. More formally, given a

database 𝔇, a set of ICs C, and a query 𝑞( ®𝑥) ∈ L, the consistent

answers to 𝑞 w.r.t.𝔇 and C, denoted by 𝐶𝑄𝐴(𝑞,𝔇, C), is the set of
tuples ®𝑎 such that ®𝑎 ∈ Ans(𝔇′, 𝑞) for each repair𝔇′

of𝔇 w.r.t. C.
That is, we evaluate the query 𝑞 in each repair𝔇′

of𝔇, and keep

the answers that prevail in all of them. For Boolean queries (i.e.,

sentences) 𝑞 computing the consistent answers of 𝑞 is equivalent

to determining if𝔇′ |= 𝑞 for every repair𝔇′
. Hence,𝐶𝑄𝐴(𝑞,𝔇, C)

contains ⊤ (resp. ⊥) if𝔇′ |= 𝑞 (resp.𝔇′ ̸ |= 𝑞) for all repairs𝔇′
of𝔇.

Consistent query answering has been analysed for different data

models, different repair semantics, and different types of integrity

constraints, generally for those where the repair problem has been

thoroughly studied.

Repairs can be interpreted as database instances that eliminate

the inconsistency of the original database since all the constraints

that were violated in the first place are now satisfied in the re-

pair instance. One could relax this notion and simply look for a

“reduction” of the inconsistency to some acceptable level, rather

than eliminating the inconsistency altogether, giving way to the

notion of inconsistency-tolerant repairs. In this modified setting, it is

sufficient to find a new instance that might eliminate some, but not

all, of the violations, while not introducing any new unforeseen

violations of the constraints. To do this, one needs to formalise a

way of measuring inconsistency, which can be done by defining

inconsistency measures: These are usually functions that take values
in R and satisfy a set of desired postulates, which in most cases

vary according to the semantics chosen and the structures to which

they are applied. This notion has been studied not only for repairs

in classical database settings, but also for query answering over

inconsistent knowledge bases and ontologies [7, 19, 20, 28]

It is also possible to consider a measure of inconsistency in a

semiring setting. Although a standard definition would take values

inR≥0, we consider amore general one that measures inconsistency

by taking values in a semiring.

Definition 2.6. Given a set of ICs C and an instance 𝔇, an in-
consistency measure (IM) M is a function that maps (C,𝔇) to a

non-negative value in a semiring 𝐾 .

Inconsistency measures are often expected to satisfy some pos-

tulates describing how an inconsistency measure should behave.

Most importantly, we assume that the consistency postulate “𝔇 |= C
implies M(C,𝔇) = 0” holds.

In general, a repair concept can be defined by using a methodol-

ogy that computes a distance between any two database instances,

and using another methodology to determine how inconsistent

different databases are with respect to a set of integrity constraints.

In the next section, we introduce an abstract approach to defining

database repair notions for 𝐾-databases, using logics as the basis

of these methods.

3 UNIFIED FRAMEWORK FOR REPAIRS
There is always a cost associated with repairing a database. This

cost could be measured in terms of the number of records that

need to be changed to achieve consistency; some facts may be more

costly to change than others, while other facts may always need

to be left untouched. In some cases, inconsistency in the resulting

data may be more desirable than facing the cost of repairing to

an inconsistency-intolerant state. In any case, there is a need for

diverse repair notions for different applications.

Inconsistency measures are usually defined in terms of the in-

tegrity constraints of a database, but sometimes some of the con-

straints imposed are more flexible than others. To allow for this

distinction, we split the ICs into two parts: one consisting of those

ICs that must be satisfied (hard-constraints Cℎ), and another to en-

compass the constraints for which some degree of inconsistency

is allowed (soft-constraints C𝑠 ). Hard-constraints represent those
properties usually referred to as “integrity constraints”.

We propose a fine-grained repair framework that allows the use

of both hard-constraints and soft-constraints, and incorporates so-

called hard-queries and soft-queries. Hard-queries (Qℎ) are used to

specify the space of potential repairs (such as subsets of relations in

subset repairs), while soft-queries (Q𝑠 ) are used to specify the min-

imality criteria (such as the cardinality of the symmetric difference

between the original database and the repair candidate). We start

with two simple examples, before elaborating on the motivation

behind the remaining components of the repair framework.

Example 3.1. Consider a finite simple undirected graph 𝐺 =

(𝑉𝐺 , 𝐸𝐺 ) representing a railway network. Each node of the graph

represents a station and each edge represents an existing direct rail

link between stations. The effect of setting

Cℎ B {“maximum degree of the graph is at most 2”}

as hard constraints, and setting the hard queries Qℎ as

{“there is a path of length at most 3 between 𝑎 and 𝑏” | 𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ 𝑉𝐺 }

is that the space of repairs consists of those graphs 𝐻 = (𝑉𝐻 , 𝐸𝐻 )
that represent networks with stations having at most 2 direct con-

nections (from Cℎ), and such that every pair of stations at distance

at most 3 in the original network remains connected with distance

at most 3 in the repair (from Qℎ). These constraints can be easily

expressed in navigational logics for graphs (e.g., ReGXPath) or in FO.
Note that Cℎ contains the properties that must hold in the repair

and may not hold in the original database, while Qℎ lists properties

whose satisfaction is transferred from the original to the repair.

If Q𝑠 = {𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦)}, the distance used to determine the repair 𝐻 is
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obtained by minimising the cardinality of the symmetric difference

{𝐸 (𝑎, 𝑏) | 𝐺 |= 𝐸 (𝑎, 𝑏), 𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ 𝑉𝐺 }

⊕ {𝐸 (𝑎, 𝑏) | 𝐻 |= 𝐸 (𝑎, 𝑏), 𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ 𝑉𝐻 }.

Example 3.2. Consider a students’ database, containing students’
ID number, name and nationality in one table, and courses in which

each student is currently enrolled in another table:

Stud(StudentID,Name,Nationality), Reg(StudentID,Course).

The database has some inconsistencies caused by merging smaller

databases from different campuses. We would like to obtain a repair

in such a way that the number of students will remain as close to

the original number as possible. This may result in some students

being reassigned or removed from some courses. The soft-queries
determine the minimality concept, which in this case is based on

the total number of students in each instance:

Q𝑠 = {“What is the number of distinct students in the database?”}

In previous years each student was enrolled on at least 2 courses and

we want to maintain this. We do not want to achieve consistency

by removing students from “too many” courses. So the condition is

added to the hard-queries describing the properties that remain in

the repair:

Qℎ = {“A student 𝑥 is enrolled in at least 2 courses.”}

Finally, for consistency, we impose a hard-constraint that the stu-

dent ID number is unique for each student.

Cℎ = {“StudentID is a key of Stud table. ”}

Hard-Queries. Hard-queries yield a core set of answers that we

want to preserve in a repair. For any Boolean query 𝜙 ∈ Qℎ , if𝔇
′

is a repair of 𝔇, we want 𝔇 |= 𝜙 to imply 𝔇′ |= 𝜙 . Similarly, for

non-Boolean queries, we want the answers to a hard-query in𝔇

to be retrieved in𝔇′
, so𝔇 |= 𝜙 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥) implies𝔇′ |= 𝜙 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥), for any

suitable ®𝑎. Formally (in the setting of Boolean annotations), given

an instance𝔇 and a query 𝜙 , we require 𝐴𝑛𝑠 (𝔇, 𝜙) ⊆ 𝐴𝑛𝑠 (𝔇′, 𝜙)
for each query 𝜙 ∈ Qℎ .

If the annotations are not Boolean, the above notion should

be generalised to reflect the annotations. For every 𝜙 ∈ Qℎ and

®𝑎 ∈ DOM
𝑛
, we require that 𝑤𝔇,𝜙 ( ®𝑎) ≤ 𝑤𝔇′,𝜙 ( ®𝑎). For example, if

annotations reflect multiplicities in a multiset, this means that the

corresponding multiplicities can only increase in repairs.

Example 3.3. Consider the 𝐾-database𝔇 as in Example 2.5, such

that every tuple ®𝑡 in𝔇 has weight 1. Set the hard-queries as Qℎ =

{∃𝑦𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)}. The query answers in𝔇 are the values in {𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡3}
that appear in the first coordinate of the relation 𝑇 , as many times

as they appear in the first coordinate. More precisely, we get the

multiset {{𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡3, 𝑡2}}. Then, we have that𝑤𝔇,𝜙 ( ®𝑡1) = 𝑤𝔇,𝜙 ( ®𝑡3) =
1, and𝑤𝔇,𝜙 ( ®𝑡2) = 2.

In the following, we stipulate that distances are always pseudo-

metrics (i.e., symmetric functions that satisfy the triangle inequal-

ity).

Soft-Queries. Soft-queries Q𝑠 reflect query answers which are

deemed important, but not necessary to maintain. They define a dis-

tance 𝑑Q𝑠
between database instances according to some distance

between answers to queries in Q𝑠 . To simplify the presentation,

we will define the notion using Boolean queries, but will later

extend this to formulae as well. Let 𝜎 be a symmetric aggregate

function that takes values in 𝐾≥0 that will combine all the values

assigned to sentences in Q𝑠 into a single value. Finally, we con-

sider Δ : 𝐾 × 𝐾 → 𝐾 to be some function that computes a distance

between any two semiring values. We define a distance between

instances in terms of Q𝑠 as

𝑑Q𝑠
(𝔇,𝔇′) B 𝜎{{Δ(J𝜙K𝔇 , J𝜙K𝔇′ ) | 𝜙 ∈ Q𝑠 }}.

Soft-Constraints. The soft-constraints, modelled using sentences,

are used to define an inconsistency measureM that will allow to

obtain degrees of tolerance in the repair. Let 𝑓𝑠𝑐 : D ×L → 𝐾≥0 be

a function, and let 𝜎 be an aggregate function taking values in 𝐾≥0.

The function 𝜎 combines all the values assigned via 𝑓𝑠𝑐 to C𝑠 into a
single value. The value 𝑓𝑠𝑐 (𝔇, 𝜙) indicates how inconsistent𝔇 is

according to 𝜙 , e.g., how far the property defined by 𝜙 is of being

true in 𝔇. We define an inconsistency measure in terms of C𝑠 as
M(𝔇, C𝑠 ) B 𝜎{{𝑓𝑠𝑐 (𝔇, 𝜙) | 𝜙 ∈ C𝑠 }}.

In the following we give an example where 𝜎 is the aggregate

sum defined by the + of the semiring of natural numbers. We give

two examples of the function 𝑓𝑠𝑐 , which depicts how inconsistent

a sentence 𝜙 is with respect to a database 𝔇. In the first, we use

the truth value of a negated formula ¬𝜙 as a measure of the in-

consistency of 𝜙 . In the latter, we use the semiring value J¬𝜙K𝔇
directly.

Example 3.4. Consider the𝐾-database𝔇1 as in Example 2.5, such

that each tuple that has 𝑡𝑖 is annotated with weight 𝑖 , for 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, 3}.
Define the following constraints:

Cℎ = {∀𝑦 (𝐶 (𝑦) ↔ ∃𝑥𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦))},
C𝑠 =

{
∃≤2𝑦𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)

�� 𝑥 ∈ {𝑡1, 𝑡2, 𝑡3}
}
,

and write 𝜙𝑖 for ∃≤2𝑦𝑇 (𝑡𝑖 , 𝑦). We can define

M(𝔇1, C𝑠 ) B
∑︁{{

J¬𝜙𝑖K𝐵𝔇1

��� 𝜙𝑖 ∈ C𝑠
}}

= 0 + 1 + 0 = 1.

Another possibility that considers the annotations of each tuple is

M(𝔇1, C𝑠 ) B
∑︁{{ q

∃≥3𝑦𝑇 (𝑡𝑖 , 𝑦)
y
𝔇1

��� 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, 3}
}}

= 0 + 12 + 0 = 12.

We now formally define a fine-grained repair framework that

incorporates all the concepts discussed previously.

Definition 3.5 (repair framework). Fix a database schema S and

a logic L over the schema. Fix an inconsistency measureM and a

distance function 𝑑Q𝑠
that are defined in terms of L-sentences as

described above. A repair framework R = (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ,M, 𝑑Q𝑠
)

is a tuple, where Cℎ and C𝑠 are finite sets of L-sentences represent-

ing hard and soft-constraints, respectively, and Qℎ and Q𝑠 are finite

sets of L-formulae representing hard and soft-queries, respectively.
We require Cℎ to be consistent.
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Given a database𝔇 and a repair framework, we define the fol-

lowing relativised sets of L-sentences

Q𝔇
ℎ
B {𝜑 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥) | 𝜑 ( ®𝑥) ∈ Qℎ, ®𝑎 ⊆ ADOM(𝔇) of suitable type},

Q𝔇
𝑠 B {𝜑 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥) | 𝜑 ( ®𝑥) ∈ Q𝑠 , ®𝑎 ⊆ ADOM(𝔇) of suitable type}.

This shift from sets of formulae to sets of sentences is not crucial

but it does make the presentation of the following definition slightly

lighter. Note that if
®𝑏 contains an element that is not in the active

domain of 𝔇′
then the interpretations of atoms 𝑅( ®𝑏) (and their

negations) are computed as if the elements belonged to the active

domain of𝔇′
. That is,

r
𝑅( ®𝑏)

z

𝔇′
=

r
𝑅( ®𝑏)

z𝐵

𝔇′
= 0,

r
¬𝑅( ®𝑏)

z

𝔇′
=

r
¬𝑅( ®𝑏)

z𝐵

𝔇′
= 1.

Remark 1. Let 𝐾 be a semiring where the modulus |𝑎 − 𝑏 | has
a canonical interpretation for all 𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ 𝐾 . When we consider re-
pairs over 𝐾-databases, we write (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ) to denote the repair
framework, where the inconsistency measureM is defined as in Exam-
ple 3.4 (annotation aware variant), and the distance between databases
is defined using the modulus |𝑎 − 𝑏 | and the aggregate sum of the
semiring as follows

𝑑Q𝑠
(𝔇,𝔇′) B

∑︁{{
|J𝜙K𝔇 − J𝜙K𝔇′ |

��� 𝜙 ∈ Q𝔇
𝑠

}}
.

Finally, an annotation unaware (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ) is obtained when all
references to J𝜙K𝔇 are replaced with J𝜙K𝐵

𝔇.

Definition 3.6 (R-repair). Given R = (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ,M, 𝑑Q𝑠
) a

repair framework, a 𝐾-database𝔇, and a threshold 𝜖 ≥ 0, we say

that𝔇′
is an 𝜖-R-repair of𝔇 if

(1) ADOM(𝔇′) ⊆ ADOM(𝔇),
(2) 𝔇′ |= Cℎ ,
(3) J𝜙K𝔇 ≤ J𝜙K𝔇′ , for all 𝜙 ∈ Q𝔇

ℎ
,

(4) M(𝔇′, C𝑠 ) ≤ 𝜖 ,
(5) 𝔇′

is minimal with respect to ≤𝑑Q𝑠 ,𝔇.
The instance𝔇′

is an annotation unaware repair if instead of (3), we
require that J𝜙K𝐵

𝔇 ≤ J𝜙K𝐵
𝔇′ for every 𝜙 ∈ Q𝔇

ℎ
. Note that, if 𝜖 > 0,

the above notions are meaningful, even if C𝑠 is inconsistent. Finally,
we drop the 𝜖 from 𝜖-R-repair, if 𝜖 = 0 or C𝑠 = ∅.

The framework facilitates the creation of diverse repair notions.

For instance, by using (3) it is straightforward to specify a repair

notion which is a subset repair with respect to some relation 𝑅

(put 𝑅( ®𝑥) in Qℎ), a superset repair with respect to some other

relation 𝑆 (put ¬𝑆 ( ®𝑥) in Qℎ), and where the interpretation of a third

relation𝑇 must remain unchanged (put both𝑇 ( ®𝑥) and¬𝑇 ( ®𝑥) inQℎ).

The notions of minimality facilitated by (5) are also diverse. The

definition given by 𝑑Q𝑠
is in a sense 1-dimensional, as it aggregates

distances between interpretations of formulae in Q𝑠 into a single

semiring value. It would not be difficult to define an even more

general notion by using the semiring values of the formulae in Q𝑠

directly as |Q𝑠 |-tuples instead of multisets and without aggregation;

this would lead to a distance which is |Q𝑠 |-dimensional. Here we

focus on the simpler 1-dimensional case. Finally, in (1) we chose

to limit the active domains of repairs. With this restriction, it is

possible to use more expressive logics in the different parts of the

framework without increasing the computational complexity too

much; see Section 5.3 for our upper bounds. Confer [26, Thm 7.2],

where a very simple instance of CQA is shown undecidable. Note

that any inconsistent database instance can be provided with sets

of fresh data values, which can then be used as fresh data values

for the repairs without affecting our complexity results.

If C𝑠 = ∅ or 𝜖 = 0, Definition 3.6 yields a classical definition of a

repair, where the desired minimality and repair criteria is defined

through Qℎ and Q𝑠 . If instead 0 < 𝜖 ≤ M(C𝑠 ,𝔇), it resembles

the definition of inconsistency-tolerant repair given in [7]. For

instance,R′
of Example 3.8 (below) represents the standard superset

cardinality repair.

Some properties are expected when dealing with repairs, for

example, a consistent 𝔇 should not need to be repaired. Indeed,

if 𝔇 satisfies Cℎ and C𝑠 , then in particular M(C𝑠 ,𝔇) = 0 and it

follows from the ≤𝑑Q𝑠 ,𝔇-minimality of 𝔇 that 𝔇 is a repair. It is

often desirable that any𝔇 can always be repaired. However, our

framework can express both ICs and critical properties of databases

that should be kept unchanged (expressed using Qℎ). Assuming

that the set of ICs is consistent, there will always be some𝔇′
which

satisfies the ICs and thus𝔇′ |= Cℎ and M(C𝑠 ,𝔇′) = 0. However,

this is not sufficient to ensure that 𝐴𝑛𝑠 (𝔇,Qℎ) ⊆ 𝐴𝑛𝑠 (𝔇′,Qℎ).
Furthermore, if we want to find an inconsistency-tolerant repair

and only assume Cℎ to be consistent, this is not sufficient to ensure

that M(C𝑠 ,𝔇′) ≤ 𝜖 for an instance 𝔇′
that satisfies Cℎ . Hence,

deciding the existence of a repair turns out to be a meaningful

problem in our framework. Next, we give some examples of how

to use the repair framework.

Example 3.7 ((Example 3.2 cont.)). The hard-constraints set Cℎ
contains the formula:

∀𝑥∀𝑦∀𝑧∀𝑠∀𝑡
(
Student(𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧) ∧ Student(𝑥, 𝑠, 𝑡) → (𝑦 = 𝑠 ∧ 𝑧 = 𝑡)

)
.

We set the hard-queries by

Qℎ B {∃𝑦𝑧
(
Courses(𝑥,𝑦) ∧ Courses(𝑥, 𝑧) ∧ 𝑦 ≠ 𝑧

)
},

where the range of the first attribute of the Courses table lists all

possible data values for the student ID number. Finally, the soft-

queries can be defined as

Q𝑠 B {Count
id
},

where Count
id
is an aggregate function that counts the number of

different student IDs in the Student table. We use this to define a

distance between instances via

𝑑Q𝑠
(𝔇,𝔇′) B

��JCount
id

K𝔇 − JCount
id

K𝔇′
�� .

A similar minimality concept can be obtained by using formulae of

first-order logic over the semiring of natural numbers by setting

Q𝑠 B {∃𝑦∃𝑧 Student(𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧)}

and setting 𝑑Q𝑠
(𝔇,𝔇′) to be the annotation aware distance de-

fined in Remark 1. Here, the repair minimises the cardinality of the

symmetric difference between the student IDs that appear in the

original database and its repair.

Example 3.8 (Example 2.5 cont.). Consider the schema of Exam-

ple 2.5, where the instances contain all teaching allocations of a

semester for a department. The database schema determines the sets

𝑇𝐼𝐷 and 𝐶𝐼𝐷 of possible data values for the attributes 𝑇𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟 and

𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒 . Now, the relation𝐶 (𝑎) is true if there is a course named 𝑎 in
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the syllabus, and 𝑇 (𝑎, 𝑏) indicates that teacher 𝑎 has been assigned

to lecture course 𝑏 this semester.

Consider the following collections of constraints:

Cℎ B {∀𝑦
(
𝐶 (𝑦) → ∃𝑥 𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)

)
}, C𝑠 B

{
∃≤2𝑦𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)

}
,

Qℎ B {𝐶 (𝑦),¬𝐶 (𝑦)}, Q′
ℎ
B {𝐶 (𝑦),𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)},

Q𝑠 B {𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)}, Q′
𝑠 B {𝐶 (𝑦),𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)}.

If we consider the annotation unaware R = (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ), we
obtain a teaching allocation repair (only 𝑇 may be modified) that

minimises the symmetric difference for the table 𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦). The ICs
stipulate that each course must be assigned a lecturer and that, up

to a pre-defined threshold, each lecturer may teach in a maximum

of two courses. The hard query Qℎ dictates that no changes may

be made to the 𝐶 (𝑦) table, whereas Q𝑠 leads to minimising the

symmetric difference for the 𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦) table in a repair.

If instead, we have annotation unaware R′ = (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Q′
ℎ
,Q′

𝑠 ),
then this framework represents the standard superset cardinality

repair. We get the subset cardinality repair by replacing 𝐶 (𝑦) and
𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦) with ¬𝐶 (𝑦) and ¬𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦) in Q′

ℎ
.

Finally, if we set

Q′′
ℎ
= {𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦),¬𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)} ∪ {∃𝑦𝐶 (𝑦), ∃𝑦¬𝐶 (𝑦)},

and the annotation unaware repair framework is over the semiring

of natural numbers, we obtain an attribute-based repair. Note that

the effect of Q′′
ℎ

is that we cannot delete or insert tuples in the

relation𝑇 and the cardinality of𝐶 remains the same; in other words,

in this repair notion, deletions and insertions of whole tuples are

not permitted, only the modification of values for the table 𝐶 .

4 ALTERNATIVE REPAIR NOTIONS
In the previous section, we saw how standard repair semantics (i.e.,

subset, superset) can be modelled in the repair framework. We now

show examples of other repair concepts that can be modelled using

this approach.

Example 4.1 (Cont. of Example 2.5.). Consider an annotation un-

aware repair framework (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ,M, 𝑑Q𝑠
), where

Cℎ B {∀𝑦 (𝐶 (𝑦) → ∃𝑥𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)) ,¬𝑇 (𝑡4, 𝑐),¬𝐶 (𝑎)},
C𝑠 B {},
Qℎ B {𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑐),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑑),𝐶 (𝑏),𝐶 (𝑐),𝐶 (𝑑)},
Q𝑠 B {𝜙𝑖 = ∀𝑥∃≤𝑖𝑦

(
𝐶 (𝑦) ∧𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)

)
| 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 10}.

The sentence 𝜙𝑖 expresses that every teacher is assigned to at most

1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 10 courses; so 10 is the maximum teaching load. From Q𝑠 ,

we define a distance between instances to describe a minimality

concept that is neither set-based nor cardinality-based:

𝑑Q𝑠
(𝔇,𝔇′) B

∑︁
𝜙𝑖 ∈Q𝑠

Δ
(
J𝜙𝑖K𝐵𝔇 , J𝜙𝑖K

𝐵
𝔇′

)
,

where Δ(𝑥1, 𝑥2) B |𝑥1−𝑥2 |. The distance prioritises those instances
that have a similar maximum allocation per teacher.

Consider a database instance𝔇, defined as follows:

𝔇 B {𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑐),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑑),𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑏),𝑇 (𝑡4, 𝑐),
𝐶 (𝑎),𝐶 (𝑏),𝐶 (𝑐),𝐶 (𝑑),𝐶 (𝑒)}.

For instance, J𝜙𝑖K𝐵𝔇 = 1 for every 𝑖 ≥ 2 , and J𝜙𝑖K𝐵𝔇 = 0 for 𝑖 = 1.

Hence,

𝔇′ = {𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑐),𝑇 (𝑡2, 𝑑),𝑇 (𝑡1, 𝑏),𝑇 (𝑡4, 𝑒),𝐶 (𝑏),𝐶 (𝑐),𝐶 (𝑑),𝐶 (𝑒)}
is a repair that satisfies that every course in 𝐶 (𝑦) has at least one
teacher assigned, the facts 𝑇 (𝑡4, 𝑐) and 𝐶 (𝑎) are no longer in the

database, and prioritises the criteria that maximum allocation per

teacher is as similar as possible as in𝔇; thus it is a minimal repair.

The framework allows us to express prioritised repairs in terms

of formulae, which differs from the approach of using predefined

priority criteria studied in the repair literature.

We will next give an example of a repair framework in a graph

database. For simplicity, we consider simple labelled directed graphs.

Example 4.2. Consider graph databases that are first-order struc-

tures of vocabulary {𝐸, 𝑃1, 𝑃2}, where 𝐸 is a binary relation symbol,

and 𝑃1 and 𝑃2 are unary. Let (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ,M, ≤𝑑Q𝑠 ) be a repair
framework over the semiring of natural numbers, where Cℎ speci-

fies some ICs, C𝑠 B ∅, and
Qℎ B {𝜓𝑖 ( ®𝑥𝑖 ) | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 10} ∪ {𝑃1 (𝑥),¬𝑃2 (𝑥)},

where 𝜓𝑖 ( ®𝑥𝑖 ) expresses that ®𝑥𝑖 = (𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥𝑖 ) induces a cycle of

length 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 10, which can be expressed as

𝜓𝑖 ( ®𝑥𝑖 ) B 𝑥0 = 𝑥𝑖 ∧
∧

0≤ 𝑗≤𝑖
0<𝑘<𝑖
𝑗≠𝑘

𝑥 𝑗 ≠ 𝑥𝑘 ∧
∧

0≤ 𝑗<𝑖

𝐸 (𝑥 𝑗 , 𝑥 𝑗+1) .

Finally, we set Q𝑠 B {∃𝑥 (𝑥 = 𝑥)}. The distance ≤𝑑Q𝑠 is the annota-

tion aware distance defined in Remark 1. Given a graph database𝐺 ,

the space of repairs of𝐺 described by Cℎ and Qℎ are those labelled

graphs𝐺 ′
that satisfy the ICs in Cℎ , include all vertices for which ei-

ther 𝑃1 or ¬𝑃2 in𝐺 with those labels intact, and include every short

cycle of𝐺 with possibly different labels. The minimal elements of

≤𝑑Q𝑠 ,𝐺 are those 𝐺 ′
which are closest to 𝐺 in cardinality.

5 ANNOTATION UNAWARE CASE
Following the definitions and conventions of Definition 3.6 and

Remark 1, from now onwewill focus on annotation unaware repairs

of annotation unaware repair frameworks (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ) using
the semiring of natural numbers. Hence, we essentially consider

set-based databases (that is B-databases) that are encoded as N-
databases to obtain richer repair frameworks.

Next, we summarise our assumptions. We consider repair frame-

works (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ,M, 𝑑Q𝑠
), where Cℎ and C𝑠 are finite sets of

first-order sentences of which Cℎ is assumed to be consistent, Qℎ ,

Q𝑠 are finite sets of first-order formulae, the inconsistency measure

M is defined as

M(𝔇, C𝑠 ) B
∑︁{{

J¬𝜙K𝐵
𝔇

��� 𝜙 ∈ C𝑠
}}
,

and the distance between databases 𝑑Q𝑠
is defined as

𝑑Q𝑠
(𝔇,𝔇′) B

∑︁{{
|J𝜙K𝐵

𝔇 − J𝜙K𝐵
𝔇′ |

��� 𝜙 ∈ Q𝔇
𝑠

}}
.

Recall that, for a database𝔇,

Q𝔇
ℎ
B {𝜑 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥) | 𝜑 ( ®𝑥) ∈ Qℎ, ®𝑎 ⊆ ADOM(𝔇) of suitable type},

Q𝔇
𝑠 B {𝜑 ( ®𝑎/®𝑥) | 𝜑 ( ®𝑥) ∈ Q𝑠 , ®𝑎 ⊆ ADOM(𝔇) of suitable type},
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and that if
®𝑏 has an element outside of the active domain of a

database𝔇′
then

r
𝑅( ®𝑏)

z𝐵

𝔇′
= 0, and

r
¬𝑅( ®𝑏)

z𝐵

𝔇′
= 1.

We consider annotation-unaware 𝜖-R repairs. That is, a database

𝔇′
is a repair of𝔇 if

(1) ADOM(𝔇′) ⊆ ADOM(𝔇),
(2) 𝔇′ |= Cℎ ,
(3) J𝜙K𝐵

𝔇 ≤ J𝜙K𝐵
𝔇′ , for all 𝜙 ∈ Q𝔇

ℎ
,

(4) M(𝔇′, C𝑠 ) ≤ 𝜖 ,
(5) 𝔇′

is minimal with respect to ≤𝑑Q𝑠 ,𝔇.
We consider (set-based) relational databases that are treated as

N-databases.

5.1 Classical results on complexity of repair
In the literature, the complexity of database repairs is often charac-

terised for integrity constraints specified in different fragments of

tuple-generating dependencies. Queries used for consistent query

answering are often conjunctive queries. Next, we define the frag-

ments of first-order logic of interest.

We write ATOMS for the sets of atomic formulae, that is, those
that are of the form 𝑅( ®𝑥), where 𝑅 is a relation and ®𝑥 is a tuple

of variables. We write LIT for the set of literals, that is, the set of
atomic formulae and their negations. A tuple-generating dependency
(tgd) is a first-order sentence of the form

∀®𝑥
(
𝜑 ( ®𝑥) → ∃®𝑦𝜓 ( ®𝑥, ®𝑦)

)
,

where 𝜑,𝜓 are conjunctions of atomic formulas, ®𝑥 = (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛)
and ®𝑦 = (𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑚) are tuples of variables, and every universally

quantified variable 𝑥𝑖 occurs in 𝜑 .

A local-as-view (LAV) tgd is a tgd in which 𝜑 is a single atomic

formula. A global-as-view (GAV) tgd is a tgd

∀®𝑥
(
𝜑 ( ®𝑥) → 𝜓 ( ®𝑥 ′)

)
in which𝜓 is a single atomic formula such that the variables in 𝑥 ′

are among the variables of 𝑥 .

A conjunctive query is a formula of first-order logic of the form

∃𝑥1 . . . ∃𝑥𝑛 (𝜙1 ∧ · · · ∧ 𝜙𝑚),

where each 𝜙𝑖 is an atomic formula. We write COQ for the set of

conjunctive queries.

Next, we show in a running example the use of the repair frame-

work in relation to these first-order fragments.

Example 5.1 (Cont. of Example 2.5.). Consider the following col-

lections of constraints:

Cℎ B {∀𝑦
(
𝐶 (𝑦) → ∃𝑥 𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦)

)
},

C𝑠 B
{
∀𝑥 𝑦1 𝑦2

( (
𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦1) ∧𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦2)

)
→ 𝑥 = 𝑦

)}
.

The hard constraints Cℎ are as in Example 2.5, that is, they require

that every course is taught by (at least) one teacher. If we consider

the annotation aware inconsistencymeasure of Example 3.4, the soft

constraints C𝑠 enforce that up to some threshold of error, teachers

teach in only one course. The inconsistency measure is computed

as follows:

M(𝔇, C𝑠 ) B
q
¬∀𝑥 𝑦1 𝑦2

( (
𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦1) ∧𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦2)

)
→ 𝑦1 = 𝑦2

)y
𝔇

=
q
∃𝑥 𝑦1 𝑦2

( (
𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦1) ∧𝑇 (𝑥,𝑦2)

)
∧ 𝑥 ≠ 𝑦

)y
𝔇

=
∑︁

𝑎,𝑏,𝑐∈𝐷
𝑏≠𝑐

(
𝑇𝔇 (𝑎, 𝑏) ×𝑇𝔇 (𝑎, 𝑐)

)
.

Here 𝐶ℎ is a LAV and 𝐶𝑠 is a GAV tgds.

In the following, we are interested in a list of computational

problems:

(1) Checking the existence of a repair.

(2) Computing a repair if one exists.

(3) Checking whether a tuple is a consistent query answer.

These problems are formally defined below:

Definition 5.2. Let R be a repair framework and 𝑞 a 𝑘-ary query.

We define the following two decision problems:

Problem: Consistent query answering (R-CQA(𝑞))
Instance: Database𝔇, a tuple ®𝑡 ∈ ADOM(𝔇)∗
Question: Is ®𝑡 ∈ Ans(𝔇′, 𝑞) for every R-repair of𝔇?

Problem: Existence of repair (∃R-repair)

Instance: Database𝔇

Question: Does𝔇 have an R-repair?
and the following function problem:

Problem: Repair computing (F-R-repair)

Instance: Database𝔇

Output: An R-Repair𝔇′
of𝔇.

IfR is replacedwith a classical repair notion in the definitions above,

we obtain the usual classical decision and function problems.

In 2012, ten Cate et al. [25] presented a thorough study on the

data complexity of CQA and repair checking problems for set-

based repairs. As our study deals with so-called cardinality-based

repairs, their results are not directly applicable. Our results gener-

alise cardinality-based variants of these repair notions.

5.2 Complexity of simple repair notions
For simplicity, we focus on notions where C𝑠 = ∅.

Proposition 5.3. Let R = (GAV, ∅, LIT,ATOMS) be a repair
notion. Then F-R-repair is FNP-hard and included in FΣ𝑝

2
.

Proof. We reduce an instance of the problem F-R-repair forR =

(GAV, ∅, LIT,ATOMS) from the functional problem maxCLIQUE of

finding a maximum clique, which is FNP-complete [15]. For that

purpose, we define:

Cℎ B {∀𝑥∀𝑦
(
(𝐶 (𝑥) ∧𝐶 (𝑦) ∧ 𝐷 (𝑥,𝑦)) → 𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦)

)
},

Qℎ B {𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦),¬𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦), 𝐷 (𝑥,𝑦),¬𝐷 (𝑥,𝑦)},
Q𝑠 B {𝐶 (𝑥)}.

Let 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) be a graph. We define the instance𝔇 as follows:

𝐸𝔇 B {(𝑥,𝑦) | (𝑥,𝑦) ∈ 𝐸 (𝐺)}, 𝐶𝔇 B {𝑥 | 𝑥 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺)},

𝐷𝔇 B {(𝑥,𝑦) | 𝑥 ≠ 𝑦 and 𝑥,𝑦 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺)}.
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That is, we encode the graph via the binary relation 𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦). Addi-
tionally, two relations are defined: 𝐶 (𝑥) contains all vertices, and
𝐷 (𝑥,𝑦) represents inequality between vertices.

Let 𝑉 ′ ⊆ 𝑉 be a maximum clique of 𝐺 . Then𝔇′
defined as

𝐸𝔇
′
B 𝐸𝔇, 𝐶𝔇′

B 𝑉 ′, 𝐷𝔇′
B 𝐷𝔇

is a repair of𝔇. The hard constraint is obviously satisfied, because

𝑉 ′
is a clique, and there is no other repair with a smaller 𝑑Q𝑠

-

distance because finding one would imply finding a clique larger

than 𝑉 ′
.

Now, let𝔇′
be a repair of𝔇. It follows from the hard constraint

that the elements in 𝐶𝔇′
are a clique of 𝐺 . Because 𝔇′

has the

minimal distance from𝔇 with respect to the soft queries, it follows

immediately that𝐶𝔇′
must be of maximal size. Therefore,𝑉 ′ = 𝐶𝔇′

is a maximum clique of 𝐺 .

As for the upper bound, note that membership in FΣ𝑝
2
(the func-

tion variant of Σ
𝑝

2
= NPNP) is trivial: First, a repair candidate is

guessed nondeterministically; the repair conditions can be checked

in polynomial time, and minimality can be determined with a coNP
oracle call. □

Proposition 5.4. LetR = (LAV, ∅, LIT,ATOMS). Then F-R-repair

is FNP-hard and included in FΣ𝑝
2
.

Proof. The upper bound follows as in Proposition 5.3. We show

a reduction from minDOMINATING-SET, which asks for a mini-

mum dominating set of a graph. This problem is FNP-complete [14,

15]. We specify the components as follows:

Cℎ B {∀𝑥𝑉 (𝑥) → ∃𝑦 (𝑆 (𝑦) ∧𝐴(𝑥,𝑦))},
Qℎ B {𝑉 (𝑥),¬𝑉 (𝑥), 𝐴(𝑥,𝑦),¬𝐴(𝑥,𝑦)},
Q𝑠 B {𝑆 (𝑥}}.

Let 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) be a graph. We define the instance𝔇 as follows:

𝐴𝔇 B { (𝑥,𝑦) | (𝑥,𝑦) ∈ 𝐸 (𝐺) or 𝑥 = 𝑦 },

𝑉𝔇 B { 𝑥 | 𝑥 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺) },

𝑆𝔇 B {}.

That is, 𝐴 encodes the structure of the graph and adds self-loops.

The relation 𝑉 simply contains all vertices of 𝐺 , and 𝑆 will contain

Let 𝑉 ′ ⊆ 𝑉 be a minimum dominating set of 𝐺 . Notice that𝔇′

defined by

𝐴𝔇
′
B 𝐴𝔇, 𝑉𝔇′

B 𝑉𝔇, 𝑆𝔇
′
B 𝑉 ′

is a repair of𝔇. Clearly, the hard constraint is satisfied given that

𝑉 ′
is a dominating set. Minimum distance to 𝔇 follows directly

from 𝑉 ′
being a minimum dominating set.

Next, let 𝔇′
be a repair of 𝔇. Because of the hard constraints,

𝑆𝔇
′
has to contain a dominating set of 𝐺 . Moreover, since a repair

has minimum 𝑑Q𝑠
-distance to the original database 𝔇, 𝑆𝔇

′
must

be a minimum dominating set. □

Remark 2. For R = (GAV, ∅, LIT,ATOMS), the existence of a
conjunctive query 𝑞 such that R-CQA(𝑞) is coNP-hard follows from
the proof of [26, Thm. 5.5] in a straightforward manner. A proof sketch
can be found in the appendix.

Proposition 5.5. Let R = (LAV, ∅, LIT,ATOMS). There exists a
conjunctive query 𝑞 such that R-CQA(𝑞) is coNP-hard.

Proof. We construct a reduction from the complement of 3-

Colourability to the problem of finding consistent answers. The

components of the repair framework are defined as follows:

Cℎ B
{
∀𝑥∀𝑦

(
𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦) → ∃ 𝑗∃𝑘

(
𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑗) ∧𝐶 (𝑦, 𝑘) ∧ 𝐷 ( 𝑗, 𝑘)

) )}
,

C𝑠 B {},
Qℎ B {𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦),¬𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦), 𝐷 ( 𝑗, 𝑘),¬𝐷 ( 𝑗, 𝑘)},
Q𝑠 B {𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑗)}.

Let 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) be a graph. The instance𝔇 is defined as follows:

𝐸𝔇 B { (𝑥,𝑦) | (𝑥,𝑦) ∈ 𝐸 (𝐺) },

𝐶𝔇 B {},

𝐷𝔇 B {1, 2, 3}2 \ {(1, 1), (2, 2), (3, 3)}.
Let 𝑞 be the following conjunctive query:

∃𝑥∃ 𝑗∃𝑘
(
𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑗) ∧𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑘) ∧ 𝐷 ( 𝑗, 𝑘)

)
.

The intuition of the relational symbols is as follows: 𝐸 encodes

the edges of the graph 𝐺 , 𝐶 assigns to each vertex a colour and 𝐷

encodes inequality between the three possible colours. Now, we

claim that the following is true for allR-repairs𝔇′
of𝔇: Ans(𝔇′, 𝑞)

is nonempty if and only if 𝐺 ∉ 3-Colorability.

If 𝐺 ∉ 3-Colourability, then there is no valid colouring. It

follows that in all repairs there must be a vertex 𝑥 which is assigned

two colours to satisfy the hard constraint, thereby satisfying the

query 𝑞.

If 𝐺 ∈ 3-Colourability, then there exists a valid colouring 𝑓

for 𝐺 . Let𝔇𝑓 be the following instance:

𝐸𝔇𝑓 B 𝐸𝔇,

𝐶𝔇𝑓 B { (𝑥, 𝑓 (𝑥)) | 𝑥 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺) },

𝐷𝔇𝑓 B 𝐷𝔇 .

It is easy to see, that𝔇𝑓 is a repair of𝔇 and 𝑞(𝔇𝑓 ) is false, so the

consistent answers to𝑞 cannot be nonempty. Since 3-Colorability

is NP-complete, the claim follows. □

Proposition 5.6. LetR = (GAV, ∅,COQ∪LIT, ∅). Then∃R-repair

is NP-complete.

Proof. We show NP-hardness; inclusion to NP is due to Theo-

rem 5.7. We again present a reduction from 3-Colourability.

Cℎ B

𝜙1 = ∀𝑥∀𝑗∀𝑘

( (
𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑗) ∧𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑘) ∧ 𝐷 ( 𝑗, 𝑘)

)
→ false

)
,

𝜙2 = ∀𝑥∀𝑦∀𝑗∀𝑘
( (
𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦) ∧𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑘) ∧𝐶 (𝑦, 𝑗)

)
→ 𝐷 (𝑘, 𝑗)

)
Qℎ B {𝜑 (𝑥) = ∃ 𝑗 𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑗), 𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦),¬𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦), 𝐷 ( 𝑗, 𝑘),¬𝐷 ( 𝑗, 𝑘)}

Let 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) be a graph. The instance𝔇 is defined as follows:

𝐸𝔇 B { (𝑥,𝑦) | (𝑥,𝑦) ∈ 𝐸 (𝐺) },

𝐶𝔇 B { (𝑥, 𝑗) | 𝑥 ∈ 𝑉 (𝐺), 𝑗 ∈ {1, 2, 3} },

𝐷𝔇 B {1, 2, 3}2 \ {(1, 1), (2, 2), (3, 3)}.
The intuition for the relational symbols is the same as in the proof

of Proposition 5.5. For the hard constraints and queries we have
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that 𝜙1 ensures that each vertex has at most one colour, 𝜙2 ensures

that the vertices of an edge have different colours and 𝜑 (𝑥) ensures
that each vertex that has a colour in𝔇 has at least one colour in its

repair.

We now show correctness. By construction, if𝐺 has a 3-colouring

via 𝑓 , then𝔇𝑓 is a repair of𝔇.

Now, if𝔇′
is a repair of𝔇, we know that 𝐸𝔇

′
= 𝐸𝔇, 𝐷𝔇′

= 𝐷𝔇

and 𝐶𝔇′ ⊆ 𝐶𝔇
. It follows from 𝜑 (𝑥) and 𝜙1, that each vertex 𝑥 has

exactly one colour. Let 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑗 with (𝑥, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐶𝔇′
. With 𝜙2 we can

conclude that 𝑓 is a valid colouring of 𝐺 , because no colour has an

edge to a vertex with the same colour. □

5.3 Existence of a repair and second-order logic
We now show how the existence of a repair can be reduced to model

checking of existential second-order logic, and obtain general upper

bounds for existence of repair and CQA.

Theorem 5.7. Let R = (Cℎ, ∅,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ), where Cℎ,Qℎ ⊆ FO and
Q𝑠 is arbitrary. Then ∃R-repair is in NP. Moreover, the problem is
NP-complete for some Cℎ,Qℎ ⊆ FO.

Proof. The NP-hardness was shown already in Proposition 5.6.

Here we establish inclusion to NP. Fix a finite relational vocabulary
𝜏1 = {𝑅1, . . . , 𝑅𝑛} of some schema S and let 𝜏2 = {𝑆1, . . . , 𝑆𝑛}
denote a disjoint copy of 𝜏1. We consider databases and repair

notions with schema S. Let ℜ B (Cℎ, ∅,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ) be a repair notion
as described in the theorem. Note first that Q𝑠 does not affect the

existence of a repair, so we may assume that Q𝑠 = ∅. Given a

database𝔇 over S, let (Cℎ, ∅,Q𝔇
ℎ
, ∅) be the repair notion, where

Q𝔇
ℎ

is the relativisation of Qℎ to 𝔇 computed from Qℎ and 𝔇 in

polynomial time. The existence of an ℜ-repair of𝔇 can be reduced

to model checking as follows: The database𝔇 has an ℜ-repair if

and only if𝔇 satisfies the formula

∃𝑆1 . . . ∃𝑆𝑛
( ∧
𝜑∈Q𝔇

ℎ

∀®𝑥
(
𝜑 ( ®𝑥) → 𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] ( ®𝑥)

)
∧

∧
𝜑∈Cℎ

𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅]
)
,

where𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] denotes the formula obtained from𝜑 by substituting

®𝑅 by ®𝑆 and bounding its first-order qualifications to the active do-

main of the repair obtained from the interpretations of ∃𝑆1 . . . ∃𝑆𝑛 .
The fact that the above model checking can be decided in NP with

respect to the size of𝔇 follows essentially from Fagin’s theorem;

the fact that data complexity of existential second-order logic is

NP suffices. Note first that 𝑆1, . . . 𝑆𝑛 are of polynomial size, since 𝑛

and their arities are constant. The fact that the satisfaction of the

subsequent formula can be checked inNP follows from the fact that

Q𝔇
ℎ

and Cℎ are polynomial size sets of FO-formulae of constant

size. Recall that ℜ is fixed and𝔇 is the input, and thus the size of

𝜑∗ is constant as well. □

Note also that the above model checking problem could easily

be transformed into a FO satisfiability problem. Simply append

the constructed formula above to the FO description of 𝔇 and

remove all (existential) second-order quantifiers that are interpreted

existentially in the satisfiability problem.

Lemma 5.8. LetR = (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ). Then ∃R-repair is reducible
in logarithmic space to complement problem of R-CQA(𝑞), where
𝑞 ∈ COQ .

Proof. By ten Cate et al. [26, Thm. 7.1] the query 𝑞 = ∃𝑥𝑃 (𝑥)
with a fresh relation 𝑃 suffices. That is, given an instance 𝔇, we

have that ⊤ ∈ CQA(𝑞,𝔇,R) if and only if𝔇 has no repair. □

Theorem 5.9. Let R = (Cℎ, ∅,Qℎ, ∅), where Cℎ,Qℎ ⊆ FO. Then
R-CQA(𝑞) is in coNP for any𝑞 ∈ FO. Moreover, the problem is coNP-
complete for some Cℎ ⊆ GAV, Qℎ ⊆ COQ ∪ LIT, and 𝑞 ∈ COQ .

Proof. Hardness for coNP follows from Proposition 5.6 and

Lemma 5.8, we proceed to show inclusion. Fix a finite relational

vocabulary 𝜏1 = {𝑅1, . . . , 𝑅𝑛} of some schema S and let 𝜏2 =

{𝑆1, . . . , 𝑆𝑛} denote a disjoint copy of 𝜏1. We consider databases

and repair notions with schema S. Let ℜ B (Cℎ, ∅,Qℎ, ∅) be a

repair notion as described in the theorem and 𝑞( ®𝑥) ∈ FO. Given a

database 𝔇 over S, let Q𝔇
ℎ

be the relativisation of Qℎ to 𝔇 com-

puted from Qℎ and𝔇 in polynomial time. R-CQA(𝑞) for𝔇 can be

reduced to model checking as follows: A tuple ®𝑡 is in the consistent

answers of 𝑞( ®𝑥) in𝔇 with respect to ℜ if and only if

𝔇 |= ∀𝑆1 . . .∀𝑆𝑛
(( ∧

𝜑∈Q𝔇
ℎ

∀®𝑥
(
𝜑 ( ®𝑥) → 𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] ( ®𝑥)

)
∧

∧
𝜙∈Cℎ

𝜙∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅]
)
→ 𝑞∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] (®𝑡/®𝑥)

)
,

where 𝜙∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] and 𝑞∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] are as defined in the proof of Theorem

5.7. The fact that the above model checking can be done in coNP is

proven analogously as the inclusion toNPwas done in Theorem 5.7,

with the distinction that data complexity of universal second-order

logic is in coNP. □

Theorem 5.10. Let R = (Cℎ, ∅,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ), where Cℎ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ⊆ FO.
Then R-CQA(𝑞) is in Π

𝑝

2
for all 𝑞 ∈ FO. Moreover, R-CQA(𝑞) is

Π
𝑝

2
-hard for some 𝑞 ∈ COQ and R = (Cℎ, ∅,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ), where Cℎ is a

set of tgds, Qℎ ⊆ LIT, Q𝑠 ⊆ ATOMS.

Proof. Wewill show how the Π
𝑝

2
-hard instance of a proof of ten

Cate et al. [26, Thm 6.3] can be formulated in our setting. In their

proof ten Cate et al. reduce from the problem: given a quantified

Boolean formula (qBf) 𝜑 of the form ∀𝑝1 . . .∀𝑝𝑛∃𝑞1 . . . 𝑞𝑘𝜓 , where

𝜓 is a conjunction of clauses with three literals, does 𝜑 evaluates to

true? We define an instance of the repair framework and a query

𝑞 ∈ COQ such that 𝜑 is true if and only if ⊤ ∈ CQA(𝑞,𝔇,R).
Let Cℎ consist of the union of {𝜙1, 𝜙2, 𝜙3, 𝜙4} and the formulas

in {𝜙𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3
(𝑋1, 𝑋2, 𝑋3) | 𝑎𝑖 ∈ {0, 1}, 𝑋𝑖 ∈ {𝑃,𝑄} }, where

𝜙1 B ∀𝑞∀𝑣
(
𝑄 (𝑞, 𝑣) → ∃𝑠𝐴(𝑠)

)
,

𝜙2 B ∀𝑠∀𝑞
( (
𝐴(𝑠) ∧𝑄 ′ (𝑞)

)
→ ∃𝑣𝑄 (𝑞, 𝑣)

)
,

𝜙3 B ∀𝑞∀𝑣∀𝑣 ′
( (
𝑄 (𝑞, 𝑣) ∧𝑄 (𝑞, 𝑣 ′)

)
→ 𝐸 (𝑣, 𝑣 ′)

)
,

𝜙4 B ∀𝑝∀𝑣∀𝑣 ′
( (
𝑃 (𝑞, 𝑣) ∧ 𝑃 (𝑞, 𝑣 ′)

)
→ 𝐸 (𝑣, 𝑣 ′)

)
,

11



and 𝜙𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3
(𝑋1, 𝑋2, 𝑋3) is defined as

∀𝑥1∀𝑥2∀𝑥3∀𝑠
( (
𝑅𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3

(𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) ∧𝐴(𝑠)

∧ 𝑋 ′
1
(𝑥1) ∧ 𝑋 ′

2
(𝑥2) ∧ 𝑋 ′

3
(𝑥3)

)
→ ∃𝑣1∃𝑣2∃𝑣3

(
𝑋1 (𝑥1, 𝑣1) ∧ 𝑋2 (𝑥2, 𝑣2)∧

𝑋3 (𝑥3, 𝑣3) ∧𝑇𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3
(𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3)

) )
.

Next, for the hard queries we set

Qℎ B {𝑄 ′ (𝑞),¬𝑄 ′ (𝑞), 𝑃 ′ (𝑝),¬𝑃 ′ (𝑝), 𝐸 (𝑢, 𝑣),¬𝐸 (𝑢, 𝑣),
¬𝐴(𝑠),¬𝑄 (𝑞, 𝑣),¬𝑃 (𝑝, 𝑣)} ∪ {𝑅𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3

(𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3),
¬𝑅𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3

(𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3),𝑇𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3
(𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3),

¬𝑇𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3
(𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3) | 𝑎𝑖 ∈ {0, 1} },

and for the soft queries take Q𝑠 B {𝐴(𝑠)}. Finally, let 𝑞 B ∃𝑠𝐴(𝑠)
be the query.

We define the instance 𝔇 from a qBf ∀𝑝1 . . .∀𝑝𝑛∃𝑞1 . . . 𝑞𝑘𝜓 as

follows:

𝐴𝔇 = {1},

(𝑄 ′)𝔇 = {𝑞𝑖 | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘 },

(𝑃 ′)𝔇 = { 𝑝𝑖 | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 },

𝑄𝔇 = { (𝑞𝑖 , 𝑣) | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘, 𝑣 ∈ {0, 1} },

𝑃𝔇 = { (𝑝𝑖 , 𝑣) | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛, 𝑣 ∈ {0, 1} },

𝐸𝔇 = {(0, 0), (1, 1)},

𝑇𝔇
𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3

= { (𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3) | ∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 3, 𝑣𝑖 ∈ {0, 1},
(𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3) ≠ (𝑎1, 𝑎2, 𝑎3) },

𝑅𝔇𝑎1𝑎2𝑎3

= { (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) | 𝑥1 ∨ 𝑥2 ∨ 𝑥3 is a clause of𝜓

and ∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 3, is(𝑥𝑖 ) = 𝑎𝑖 },

where is(𝑥) is the inverse sign of 𝑥 , that is is(𝑥) is 0 if 𝑥 is a positive

literal, and 1 otherwise.

We omit the proof of correctness here since it is similar to that

of ten Cate et al. [26, Thm 6.3].

Now, for the Π
𝑝

2
membership, fix a finite relational vocabulary

𝜏1 = {𝑅1, . . . , 𝑅𝑛} of some schema S and let 𝜏2 = {𝑆1, . . . , 𝑆𝑛}
denote a disjoint copy of 𝜏1. We consider databases and repair

notions over schema S. Let ℜ B (Cℎ, ∅,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ) be a repair notion
as the one previously described. Given a database𝔇 over S, let Q𝔇

ℎ

and Q𝔇
𝑠 be the relativisations of Qℎ and Q𝑠 to𝔇 computed from

Qℎ , Q𝑠 , and 𝔇 in polynomial time. We show a Π
𝑝

2
algorithm for

deciding R-CQA(𝑞), for any fixed 𝑞( ®𝑥) ∈ FO.

Since the data complexity of FO is in P, we can compute the sets

TQ𝔇
ℎ
B {𝜑 ∈ Q𝔇

ℎ
| 𝔇 |= 𝜑 },

TQ𝔇
𝑠 B {𝜑 ∈ Q𝔇

𝑠 | 𝔇 |= 𝜑 },

FQ𝔇
𝑠 B Q𝔇

𝑠 \ TQ𝔇
𝑠

in polynomial time. We will then compute the smallest 𝑛 ≤ |Q𝔇
𝑠 |

such that there exist sets 𝐹 ⊆ TQ𝔇
𝑠 and 𝑇 ⊆ FQ𝔇

𝑠 such that

|𝑇 ∪ 𝐹 | = 𝑛 and

𝔇 |= ∃𝑆1 . . . ∃𝑆𝑛
( ∧
𝜑∈Cℎ

𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] ∧
∧

𝜑∈TQ𝔇
ℎ

𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅]

∧
∧

𝜑∈ (𝑇∪TQ𝔇
𝑠 )\𝐹

𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] ∧
∧

𝜑∈ (𝐹∪FQ𝔇
𝑠 )\𝑇

¬𝜑∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅]
)
,

where 𝜙∗ [ ®𝑆/ ®𝑅] is as defined in the proof of Theorem 5.7. Clearly,

this can be done in NP. Note that, since we are presenting an Π
𝑝

2

algorithm, the computation of such 𝑛 is postponed to the NP part

of the algorithm.

A tuple ®𝑡 is in the consistent answers of 𝑞( ®𝑥) in𝔇 with respect

toℜ if and only if for every database𝔇′
over schema S with active

domain ADOM(𝔇′) ⊆ ADOM(𝔇) at least one of the following

holds:

(1) 𝔇′ |= 𝑞(®𝑡/®𝑥)
(2) 𝔇′ ̸ |= Cℎ ∧ TQℎ

(3) there exist sets 𝐹 ⊆ TQ𝔇
𝑠 and𝑇 ⊆ FQ𝔇

𝑠 such that |𝑇 ∪𝐹 | ≥
𝑛 + 1 and

𝔇′ |= (𝑇 ∪ TQ𝔇
𝑠 ) \ 𝐹 ∧

∧
𝜑∈ (𝐹∪FQ𝔇

𝑠 )\𝑇

¬𝜑.

It is straightforward to check that the most evident implementa-

tion of the above can be done in Π
𝑝

2
: it boils down to, first, univer-

sally guessing a polynomial-size interpretation for𝔇′
followed by

the computation of 𝑛, and existentially quantifying the polynomial-

size sets 𝑇 and 𝐹 . The final model checking can be then done in

polynomial time. □

6 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTUREWORK
We introduced a novel abstract framework for defining database re-

pairs. Instances R = (Cℎ, C𝑠 ,Qℎ,Q𝑠 ,M, 𝑑Q𝑠
) of the framework use

the hard-constraints in Cℎ to describe properties of data necessary

to hold in a repair, whereas soft-constraints inC𝑠 describe properties
that are merely desired, and help us define inconsistency-tolerant

repairs together with the inconsistency measure M. Hard-queries

Qℎ , together with the integrity constraints, determine the space of

repairs; the answers for the hard-queries are required to be included

in the corresponding answers of queries in any repair. Soft-queries

Q𝑠 are used to define a distance between instances; the distances

between the answers for the soft-queries are used to define the

minimality notion related to repairs using the aggregate method

defined by 𝑑Q𝑠
.

When dealing with inconsistency, we may not have permission

to change the data to obtain a repair, or it simply may not be the

best option. This is a scenario in which the CQA problem comes

in handy to obtain consistent answers from inconsistent databases

without modifying the data. In our setting CQA is defined as usual;

the consistent answer of a query is the intersection of the answers

of all the (minimal) repairs. However, since our framework is based

on logic, e.g., the non-emptiness of the consistent answers can be

formulated as a satisfiability problem in logic.

Furthermore, we initiated a study of complexity within the

bounds of our new framework and presented several intractability

results for repairing and CQA. We focused on tgds, LAV and GAV,
and exhibited problems complete for the first and second level of
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the polynomial hierarchy (see also Tables 1–3 on page 2 for an

overview of our complexity results).

We conclude with some future directions and open questions.

• Our complexity results are mainly negative, as we show in-

tractable cases. Can we pinpoint R-repairs where the related

complexities are below NP? Does considering parameterised

complexity [8] help here?

• What complexity characterisations can we obtain for enu-

meration complexity of repairs, or repair checking?

• Does there exists, for every level of the polynomial hierarchy,

a fixed repair framework ℜ such that the existence of repair

is complete for that level of the hierarchy?

• Our complexity considerations are focused on relational

databases and set semantics. A natural direction for future

work includes complexity considerations under bag seman-

tics, and related to 𝐾-databases in general.
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A APPENDIX
Remark 2. For R = (GAV, ∅, LIT,ATOMS), the existence of a

conjunctive query 𝑞 such that R-CQA(𝑞) is coNP-hard follows from
the proof of [26, Thm. 5.5] in a straightforward manner.

Proof. We adapt the proof of ten Cate et al. [26, Thm. 5.5] to our

setting, which shows a reduction from the complement of Positive

1-in-3-SAT to CQA. TheNP-complete problem Positive 1-in-3-SAT

is defined as follows: Given a Boolean formula 𝜑 in conjunctive

normal form, where each clause is of the form (𝑥1 ∨ 𝑥2 ∨ 𝑥3) and
contains only positive literals, is there a truth assignment such that

exactly one variable is true in each clause? We define an instance

of the repair framework and a query 𝑞 ∈ COQ such that 𝜑 ∉

Positive 1-in-3-SAT if and only if ⊤ ∈ CQA(𝑞,𝔇,R).
Let the components of the repair framework be as follows:

Cℎ B
{
∀𝑥∀𝑢,∀𝑢′

(
𝑃 (𝑥,𝑢) ∧ 𝑃 (𝑥,𝑢′) → 𝐸 (𝑢,𝑢′)

)}
,

Qℎ B {𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦),¬𝐸 (𝑥,𝑦), 𝑅(𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧),¬𝑅(𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧),
𝑆 (𝑢, 𝑣),¬𝑆 (𝑢, 𝑣),¬𝑃 (𝑥,𝑢)}

Q𝑠 B {𝑃 (𝑥,𝑢)}.
For the query we have

𝑞 B ∃𝑥1, ∃𝑥2, ∃𝑥3, ∃𝑢1, ∃𝑢2, ∃𝑢3

(
𝑅(𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3)

∧ 𝑃 (𝑥1, 𝑢1) ∧ 𝑃 (𝑥2, 𝑢2) ∧ 𝑃 (𝑥3, 𝑢3) ∧ 𝑆 (𝑢1, 𝑢2, 𝑢3)
)
.

We define the instance𝔇 w.r.t 𝜑 as:

𝑅𝔇 B {(𝑥𝑖1, 𝑥𝑖2, 𝑥𝑖3) | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛}

𝑃𝔇 B {(𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 0), (𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 0) | 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛, | 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 3}

𝐸𝔇 B {(1, 1), (0, 0)},

𝑆𝔇 B {0, 1}3 \ {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1)}.
We omit the proof of correctness here as it is analogous to the proof

of ten Cate et al. [26, Thm. 5.5]. □
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