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Abstract

Hierarchical data are common in many domains
like life sciences and e-commerce, and their em-
beddings often play a critical role. Although hy-
perbolic embeddings offer a grounded approach
to representing hierarchical structures in low-
dimensional spaces, their utility is hindered by
optimization difficulties in hyperbolic space and
dependence on handcrafted structural constraints.
We propose RegD, a novel Euclidean framework
that addresses these limitations by representing
hierarchical data as geometric regions with two
new metrics: (1) depth distance, which preserves
the representational power of hyperbolic spaces
for hierarchical data, and (2) boundary distance,
which explicitly encodes set-inclusion relation-
ships between regions in a general way. Our em-
pirical evaluation on diverse real-world datasets
shows consistent performance gains over state-
of-the-art methods and demonstrates RegD’s po-
tential for broader applications beyond hierarchy
alone tasks.

1. Introduction

Embedding discrete data into low-dimensional vector
spaces has become a cornerstone of modern machine learn-
ing. In Natural Language Processing (NLP), seminal
works such as word2vec (Mikolov et al., 2013) and GloVe
(Pennington et al., 2014) represent words as vectors to cap-
ture intricate linguistic relationships. Similarly, knowledge
graph embedding methods (Bordes et al., 2013; Sun et al.,
2019; Balazevic et al., 2019) encode entities and relations
as vectors with their semantics concerned to facilitate rea-
soning and prediction.

Our work focuses on embedding hierarchical data into low-
dimensional spaces. Such data represents partial orders
over sets of elements, denoted as © < v, where u is a par-
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ent of v. These partial orders naturally manifest as trees
or directed acyclic graphs (DAGs). The ability to effec-
tively embed such hierarchical structures enables crucial
operations like inferring sub- or superclasses of concepts
and classifying nodes within graphs. These capabilities are
essential for various tasks in knowledge management and
discovery, particularly towards knowledge bases (Shi et al.,
2024; Abboud et al., 2020), ontologies (He et al., 2024a;
Chen et al., 2024) and taxonomies (Shen & Han, 2022).

Current methods for embedding hierarchical data can be
broadly categorized into two paradigms: region-based and
hyperbolic approaches. The region-based approach usually
represents entities as geometric regions in the Euclidean
space, capturing hierarchical relationships through intuitive
region-inclusion. However, these methods often experience
degraded performance in low-dimensional settings due to
the crowding effect inherent in Euclidean spaces.

In contrast, the hyperbolic approach takes advantage of the
unique geometric properties of hyperbolic spaces — specif-
ically their exponential growth in distance and volume
— enabling more effective embeddings of tree-structured
data in low dimensions. However, existing hyperbolic
methods often rely on specialized constructions informed
by theoretical analysis or physical models (Ganea et al.,
2018; Yu et al., 2024), limiting their applicability beyond
strictly hierarchical data. Additionally, training in hyper-
bolic space is challenging due to precision issues and the
complexities of Riemannian optimization.

In this paper, we propose a flexible framework named
RegD for modeling hierarchical data by embedding arbi-
trary regions in Euclidean spaces. Our framework relies on
two novel distance metrics, depth distance and boundary
distance, which combine the strengths of both region-based
approaches in Euclidean spaces and hyperbolic methods.

* The depth distance (cf. Section 3) enables our model
to achieve similar embedding expressivity to hyperbolic
spaces by incorporating the “size” of the regions under
consideration. Its computation involves only simple op-
erations, thereby reducing computational complexity and
eliminating the need for enhanced numerical precision re-
quired by hyperbolic methods.

* The boundary distance (cf. Section 4) improves the rep-
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resentation of set-inclusion relationships among regions
in Euclidean spaces. This allows for better identification
of shallower and deeper descendants, thereby capturing
hierarchical structures more effectively than traditional
region-based approaches.

Combining these two distances, we designed a closed for-
mula (cf. Section 5) for determining the partial order of
two concepts based on their embedded regions, which is
used in both the training and evaluation processes.

Notably, RegD can be applied to arbitrary regions, includ-
ing common geometric representations such as balls (hy-
perspheres) and boxes (hyperrectangles). This generality
enables broad applicability across diverse geometric em-
beddings for various tasks, extending beyond hierarchy
alone data to ontologies that include hierarchies and more
complex relationships in Description Logic (Baader et al.,
2017) (cf. Sections 6.2 and 6.3). Our main contributions
are summarized as follows:

* We present a versatile framework that is able to embed
hierarchical data as arbitrary regions in Euclidean space.

* We offer a rigorous theoretical analysis demonstrating
that our framework retains the core embedding benefits
of hyperbolic methods.

* Experiments on diverse real-world datasets demonstrate
that our framework consistently outperforms existing ap-
proaches on embedding hierarchies and ontologies for
reasoning and prediction.

2. Preliminaries and Related Works

Manifold and Hyperbolic Space A d-dimensional man-
ifold (Lee, 2013), denoted M, is a hypersurface embedded
in an n-dimensional Euclidean space, R", where n > d,
and locally resembles R?. A Riemannian manifold M is a
manifold equipped with a Riemannian metric, enabling the
definition of a distance function da(x,y) for x,y € M.
Hyperbolic space, denoted H", is a Riemannian manifold
with a constant negative curvature of —k, where k& > 0
(Lee, 2006). It can be represented using various isometric
models, such as the Poincaré half-space model, where the
points are defined by the half-space: U" = {x € R" :
X, > 0}, and the hyperbolic distance between x,y € U"
is given by

_ 1 lx — i3
du(x,y) = N arcosh (1 + oy )

Region-based Methods Region-based methods embed
the nodes of a directed acyclic graph (DAG) into geo-
metric regions, such as boxes (Boratko et al., 2021), balls

(Suzuki et al., 2019), and cones (Vendrov et al., 2016), cap-
turing hierarchical relationships through set-inclusion be-
tween these regions. Training is typically conducted using
an inclusion loss, which is often defined in terms of the
distance or volume of the regions (Vendrov et al., 2016).
However, such loss functions may involve non-smooth op-
erations, like maximization, which have been addressed
through probabilistic (Vilnis et al., 2018; Dasgupta et al.,
2020) or smooth (Boratko et al., 2021) approximations to
improve performance.

Due to the crowding effect in the Euclidean space, region-
based methods could exhibit suboptimal performance in
low-dimensional spaces or when representing large DAGs.
To address this challenge, Suzuki et al. (2019) proposed us-
ing balls on Riemannian manifolds, enabling more flexi-
ble shapes beyond the canonical balls used in Euclidean
space. However, leveraging Riemannian manifolds intro-
duces more complex optimization and training processes,
which can struggle with tasks beyond hierarchical struc-
tures. This makes the approach more restrictive compared
to ours, which offers broader applicability.

While Boratko et al. (2021) demonstrates that box-based
embeddings in Euclidean spaces can represent any DAG,
their focus is on reconstructing DAGs rather than preserv-
ing the graph’s transitive properties. Consequently, this
approach does not guarantee the faithful capture of hierar-
chical semantics unless all transitive closure edges are in-
cluded in the training data.

Hyperbolic Methods Hyperbolic space embeddings
were first introduced for modeling hierarchical structures
by (Nickel & Kiela, 2017). This approach combines hy-
perbolic distance with the Euclidean norm to represent hi-
erarchies. However, it does not explicitly capture hierar-
chical relationships and struggles to model the transitivity
inherent in these structures. To address these limitations,
EntailmentCones (Ganea et al., 2018) and ShadowCones
(Yu et al., 2024) were proposed. These methods enhance
hierarchy modeling by constructing specific cones in a hy-
perbolic space: EntailmentCones introduced closed-form
hyperbolic cones, determined by their apex coordinates, to
ensure transitivity, while ShadowCones is inspired by the
physical interplay of light and shadow.

Despite the representational power of hyperbolic spaces,
training in non-Euclidean spaces poses unique challenges.
Precision-related issues, for example, often arise near the
boundaries of the Poincaré half-space model, necessitat-
ing high-precision tensor operations that increase both
storage requirements and computation time. Moreover,
achieving optimal performance in hyperbolic spaces typi-
cally requires specialized training techniques, such as burn-
in strategies (Yu et al., 2024), custom initialization meth-
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ods (Ganea et al., 2018), or gradient descent algorithms
adapted to Riemannian manifolds (Bécigneul & Ganea,
2019).

3. Depth Distance: Similarly Distance
Consdiering Depth

Unlike the Euclidean space, which is constrained by crowd-
ing effects that limit its embedding capacity, the hyperbolic
space leverage exponential growth in distance and volume
to offer superior embedding capabilities. This property
makes the hyperbolic space particularly effective for rep-
resenting tree-structured data in low-dimensional spaces.
Notably, two key distinctions arise between region-based
embeddings in the Euclidean space and hyperbolic embed-
dings:

1. The hyperbolic space better discriminate different hier-
archical layers than the Euclidean space.

Consider the taxonomy illustrated in Figure 1 (left).
Intuitively, since human is a subcategory of animal,
the semantic difference between human and plant
should be greater than that between animal and plant.
The hyperbolic space effectively captures this hierar-
chical relationship by permitting d(vhuman,vp;am) >
d(Vanimai, Upiant) + A, where A is an arbitrary gap. This
arises from the property that the distance metric di-
verges to infinity near the boundary, as illustrated by
the shadow dense of the bar on the left-hand side of H?
in Figure 1 (middle). In contrast, region-based embed-
dings on Euclidean space may violate this hierarchical
constraint, potentially placing the box By, close to
Bpjans» resulting in a distance (e.g., the Euclidean dis-
tance between box centers) similar to or even smaller
than that between B ima and B

2. The hyperbolic space enable the distinct representation
of an arbitrary number of child nodes.

As demonstrated in Figure 1, the box embeddings in
the Euclidean space face inherent limitations when rep-
resenting multiple children of a node such as animal.
As the number of children increases, their correspond-
ing boxes must cluster within B4, leading to crowd-
ing. In contrast, the hyperbolic space can accommodate
an arbitrary number of children while maintaining dis-
tinct separations between them. This capability arises
from the exponential growth of distance near the bound-
ary of the hyperbolic space, which allows unlimited
child nodes to be positioned distinctly by placing them
progressively closer to the boundary while preserving
meaningful distances between them.

In the following sections, we introduce the depth distance
for regions in Euclidean space which considers the “size”

of regions. We demonstrate that this measure exhibits ad-
vantages similar to those of hyperbolic spaces discussed
above (Theorem 1), while maintaining a simpler structure
that facilitates implementation. Furthermore, we prove that
our depth distance can be equivalent to hyperbolic distance
when using specific nonlinear functions, and even with sim-
ple polynomial functions, it preserves key properties of hy-
perbolic geometry (Propositions 1, 2).

3.1. Construction

The depth distance serves as a similarity measure that quan-
tifies the relationship between objects considering their hi-
erarchical depth. As we use set-inclusion relations to model
the hierarchy, this hierarchical depth can be represented
through the size of the regions, such as their volumes or di-
ameters. Formally, the depth distance is defined as follows,
where the size of the regions is represented by a function
[ (reg):

Definition 1 (Depth Distance). Let R be a collection of
regions in the n-dimensional Euclidean space R", where
each region reg € R is characterized by an m-dimensional
parameter par(reg) € R™. The depth-aware similarity dis-
tance between two regions reg,,reg, € R, is defined as:

|par(regy) — par(reg2)||§) )

i (1281, 7282) = 9 ( f(regy) f(regs)

xl[, = (5, %0)1/7), and:

where || - ||, is the p-norm (i.e.,

* g : Ryo — Ry is an increasing function such that
g(x) =0ifandonly ifz = 0,

* f: R — Ry is a function that measures the size of
regions. It satisfies: 1im,, g f(reg) = 0'.

We require f and g to have non-negative values to ensure
the depth distance is non-negative. Additionally, we stip-
ulate that lim,,_,p f(reg) = 0 to guarantee that as a re-
gion shrinks to an empty set, the distance between this ob-
ject and others can approach infinity. This setting emulates
the beneficial properties of the hyperbolic space, where the
distance between two points can grow rapidly as they ap-
proach the boundary of the space (i.e., x, = 0 in the
Poincaré half-space model). In our context, the boundary
of the space R of a collection of (parametrized) regions in
the Euclidean space is the empty set. By selecting an ap-
propriate function f, we can control the rate at which the
distance between two objects increases as they approach
this boundary.

"Here, reg — () indicates that the region reg approaches an
empty set, which can be characterized by its volume or other rele-
vant measures.
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Figure 1. Demonstration of a taxonomy (left), its embeddings in the hyperbolic space (middle) and in the Euclidean space as boxes

(right).

Example 1. Consider ball defined by a center c € R™ and
a radiusr > 0 as:

ball(c,r) = {x| [|[x — c|]| < r}.

Given two such balls, bally and balls, by setting g(x) = x
and f(ball) = h(ball) - r, where h is an arbitrary function
defined by the parameters of balls, we obtain their depth
distance as:

ller — e[ + [r1 — rafP

daep (bally; ballo) = G0 iy vy (hlball) -72)

2

Example 2. Consider box defined by a center ¢ € R™ and
an offset o € RY as follows:

box(c,0) ={xeR"|c—0<x<c+o}.

Given two such boxes, box, and boxa, by setting g(x) = x
and f(box) = h(box) - ||o||, we obtain the depth distance
as:

ller — cal[h + [lo1 — 02|}
(h(boxi) - |lo1]]) - (h(boxz) - H%”é)

daep(box1, boxa) =

The following result highlights that the depth distance ex-
hibits properties analogous to those of the hyperbolic dis-
tance discussed earlier in this section. Specifically, the
depth distance (1) effectively distinguishes concepts across
different layers of the hierarchy with an arbitrary separation
gap, denoted by A in item 1 of the following Theorem 1,
and (2) distinctly represents an arbitrary number n of chil-
dren within a single parent by a distance greater than M, as
demonstrated in item 2 of the theorem.

Theorem 1. Consider the region space B™ consisting of
balls in R™, with the depth distance defined in Example 1.
The following properties hold:

1. For any bally, bally € B™ and any A > 0, there exists
a positive constant ro such that for any ball(c’,v") C
balls, if v’ < rg, then

dgep(bally, ball(c', ")) > duep(bally, bally) + A.

2. For any ball € B™, any integer n and any M > 0, there
exist subsets bally, . . ., ball,, C ball such that

dyep(ball;, ball;) > M

for any distincti,j € {1,...,n}.

The same conclusions hold for boxes, where ro € Ry is
replaced with oy € (Rs)", and the condition v’ < rq is
replaced by o' < oq element-wise.

Notably, the results established in Theorem 1 naturally gen-
eralize to other parameterized regions, with proofs follow-
ing analogous arguments. Here, we restrict our analysis to
boxes and balls due to their well-defined geometric param-
eters, which allow for clear mathematical formulation and
analysis.

3.2. Comparasion with the Hyperbolic Distance

By choosing appropriate functions f and g, we can con-
struct a region space that is equivalent to the hyperbolic
space, as demonstrated by the following theorem.

Proposition 1. Let H" ! be the hyperbolic space with cur-
vature —1. Assume the ball space B™ is parameterized as
in Example 1, and equipped with the depth distance defined
in Equation (1). Then the map

F:  B'—H"
ball(c,r) — [c: 7]

is an bijective isometry when p = 2, g(x) = arcosh(z+1),
and f(ball(c,7)) = /2.

Remark 1. The mapping F' above can be generalized to
arbitrary regions. For example, we could extend F' by re-
placing the center point and radius of balls with the center
of gravity and diameters of any region. However, in this
case, the function F might be non-injective, as distinct re-
gions may share the same center of gravity and diameters.
Therefore, the resulting region space serves more as an ex-
tension rather than an equivalence of hyperbolic space.

Moreover, the following result demonstrates that even with
simple linear function g(-), our depth distance retains the
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regs

reg,

Figure 2. Tllustration of the boundary distances between reg, and
reg, in two cases: reg, C reg, (left) and reg, Z reg, (right).

ability to capture the hyperbolic structure. Specifically,
there exists a map from the region space to the hyperbolic
space that preserves the order of hyperbolic distances for
all pairs of points, as stated below.

Proposition 2. Following Proposition 1, let the depth dis-
tance dgep be redefined by replacing g to g(xz) = k - x +
b(k > 0). Then the map F retains the following mono-
tonicity property: for any points X1, X2,X3,x4 € H",

drn (X1,%2) < dpn (X3,X4)
if and only if

daep(F 1 (x1), F 71 (x2)) < daep(F " (x3), F~ (x4))-

Therefore, by using only elementary arithmetic operations,
our depth distance shares similar embedding capabilities to
those of hyperbolic spaces. This offers two key advantages
over hyperbolic approaches: (1) our method eliminates the
need for high-precision numerical representations, such as
double-precision tensors (DoubleTensor), which can in-
crease computational complexity and memory usage; and
(2) our approach does not require specialized training strate-
gies tailored to the hyperbolic space, which are often essen-
tial for achieving optimal performance in hyperbolic space
models.

4. Boundary Distance: Non-Symmetric
Distance for Inclusion

Although the depth distance dgep introduced above has been
shown to have great power for embedding hierarchical data,
it is a symmetric distance and therefore inadequate for fully
capturing the inherently non-symmetric hierarchical rela-
tionships between objects. To address this limitation, we
introduce the boundary distance, specifically designed to
reflect the partial order of regions defined by set inclusion.

To the best of our knowledge, the concept of boundary dis-
tance was first introduced and applied to the embedding of
hierarchical data by ShadowCone (Yu et al., 2024). How-
ever, their construction is limited to specific types of cones
defined in hyperbolic space, and its computation requires

specialized functions (e.g., arcsinh), which introduce addi-
tional computational costs. In contrast, we propose a more
general construction of the boundary distance that can be
applied to arbitrary regions in the Euclidean space. Further-
more, our approach is computationally efficient for com-
monly used geometric objects, such as balls and boxes, re-
quiring only basic arithmetic operations.

4.1. Construction

The boundary distance is defined to measure the mini-
mal cost associated with transforming the spatial relation-
ship between two regions reg; and reg,. Specifically,
it quantifies the cost of moving reg, out of reg; when
reg, C reg,, or moving reg, into reg, otherwise (when
reg, < reg,). This cost can be defined for arbitrary ge-
ometric objects based on either distance or volume within
Euclidean or other spaces. Below, we introduce a boundary
distance based on the Euclidean distance for two regions
reg,, reg, € R™, which consists of two cases:

1. Containment (regy C reg;): As illustrated in the left of
Figure 2, when reg, is fully contained within reg,, the
boundary distance is defined by the minimum Euclidean
distance between the complementary region reg{ and
the points in reg, (i.e., length of the red line). This dis-
tance quantifies the minimum translation cost required
to move at least a part of reg, out of reg,.

2. Non-Containment (reg, < reg,): As shown in the right
of Figure 2, when reg,, is not fully contained within reg,,
the boundary distance is defined as the maximum Eu-
clidean distance from the points in reg, \ reg, to reg,
(i.e., length of the red line). This distance quantifies the
minimum translation cost for moving reg, into reg;.

Let d(x, reg) := min{||x — y||2 | y € reg} be the distance
of a points x to aregion reg defined by the minimal distance
from x to y € reg. The formal definition of the boundary
distance is as follows:

Definition 2 (Boundary Distance). Given a region space
R, we define the boundary distance over reg,,reg, € R
by:

— min {d(regs, x:)}

X2 Ereg.
dpa(regy, regy) = . {d(reg,,x2)}
1>

max else .

X3 Ereg, \reg,

“

Note that a negative sign is added to dpa(reg;, reg,) in the
containment case (reg, C reg,) to clearly distinguish it
from other cases. Moreover, the boundary distance is inher-
ently asymmetric, that is, dpa(reg,, regy) 7 dva(regs, regy)
in general. For example, as illustrated in Figure 2, the

if regy C regy
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boundary distance in the reverse order, dyq(regs, reg; ), cor-
responds to the length of the green dashed line, which dif-
fers from the red line representing dya(regy, regs)-

Moreover, for widely used geometric objects such as balls
and boxes, the boundary distance can be computed effi-
ciently using simple arithmetic operations.

Example 3. Ifreg, = ball(cy,r1) and reg, = ball(cz, r2),
the boundary distance have the form:

dpa(reg,,reg,) = |lc1 — calla + 12 — 71

For the case of boxes, where reg; = box(cy1,01) and
reg, = box(ca, 02), the boundary distance have the form:

dpa(regy, regs,) =

max(|c; — ¢z + 02 — 01)
|| max{|c; — c2| + 02 — 01,0}|2

ifregy C regy,
else.

Here, max(-) in the first line denotes the maximal value
along all dimensions, while max{-,-} in the second line
applies element-wise to the two vectors or values.

The following proposition demonstrates that our definition
of the boundary distance effectively captures the inclusion
relationship between two regions in two key aspects, as il-
lustrated in Figure 3: (i) it identifies whether one region
is (exactly) contained within another, and (ii) it enhances
discrimination in inclusion chains, as smaller regions tend
to have larger boundary distances. This property is useful
for distinguishing shallow children from deeper ones. It
is worth noting that the proposition below applies to any
regions, not only boxes or balls.

Proposition 3. For the boundary distance dpy defined in
Definition 2, the following properties hold:

1. dpa(regy,regs) < Oifand onlyifreg, C reg,. Moreover,
dpa(regy,reg,) = 0 if and only if reg, is internally tan-
gent fo reg,. That is, reg, C reg,, and their boundaries
intersect at some point.

2. Ifregh C reg, C regy, then

dpa(regy, regs) < dpa(regy, regs).

4.2. Specific Constructions for Boxes or Balls

For specific geometric regions like balls and boxes, we
can create specialized distance functions to measure the
set-inclusion relationship based on their intrinsic geomet-
ric properties or established methods. Our framework ac-
commodates these specialized metrics by allowing them to
replace the general boundary distance function.

reg,

Figure 3. Illustration of internally tangent of item 1 (left) and item
2 (right) in Proposition 3.

1. Volume-based distance for boxes: Since the volume of a
box can be computed as the product of its offsets along
different dimensions, we can define a partial distance
based on volume:

B vol(reg, N reg,)
dyol(regy, regy) = —In ( vol(regy) N G))

The negative logarithm ensures that the distance is non-
negative and equals zero only when reg, C reg;.

2. hyperbolic distance for balls: Yuetal. (2024) intro-
duced a series of circular cones in hyperbolic space and
defined a boundary distance based on the hyperbolic dis-
tance between the apex of these cones. By utilizing the
natural mapping from balls to circular cones, we can de-
rive a new boundary distance for balls as follows:

ller —eall2 =1
T2

cone

bd (”6317 reg2) = arcsinh ( ) +a,

(6)
where @ = arcsinh(1). See Appendix B for more de-
tails.

5. Training Strategy

Energy For a given pair (u, v), we define their energy as:
E(u,v) = dpa(reg,, reg,) + A - daep(reg,,, reg,), (1)

where ) is a weighting parameter that balances the contri-
butions of the hyperbolic-like depth distance. This formu-
lation ensures the simultaneous preservation of hyperbolic
structural properties when needed, while maintaining the
asymmetry characteristic of hierarchical relationships.

Loss To train our model, we employ a modified con-
trastive loss function as in (Yu et al., 2024):

Lomm)= 2 <maX{E(u,v)m} ®)
(u,v)EP
+10g( Z emax{vz—dbd(regu,reguz),0}))’
(u,v")EN
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where P and N denote positive and negative sample pairs,
respectively. For positive pairs (u,v) € P, the loss based
on E(u,v) promotes both the containment of reg, within
reg,, (via the dpq term) and their geometric similarity (via
the dgep term), whose contributions are controlled by the
weight A and the threshold ~;. For negative pairs (u,v’) €
N, since our primary goal is to push reg,, outside of reg,,,
it is sufficient to use the boundary distance dya(reg,,, reg,)
rather than the energy F(u,v’). A threshold 75 is used to
regulate how far reg,, is pushed from reg,,.

Finally, we say that u is considered a parent of v (i.e., u <
v) if E(u,v) < t, where t is a threshold that achieved the
best performance on the evaluation set.

6. Evaluation

Our experiments aim to address two questions: (1) How
effectively do our methods capture hierarchical relation-
ships? and (2) Can they generalize to tasks involving more
than hierarchies?

We evaluate hierarchical relationship modeling using tran-
sitive DAGs (Section 6.1). To assess generalization, we
test on ontologies (see Appendix E for a formal defini-
tion), which extend pure hierarchies by incorporating log-
ical operations like conjunction (1) and existential quanti-
fiers (3r.). Ontologies contain “SubclassOf” (C) as a fun-
damental and ubiquitous relation, representing hierarchical
structures. This makes ontologies ideal for evaluating be-
yond pure hierarchy modeling. Specifically, ontologies en-
able testing of: (a) Complex inferences tasks beyond tran-
sitive closure (Section 6.2); and (b) Link prediction across
different, usually non-SubclassOf relations (Section 6.3).

6.1. Inferences over DAG

Benchmark Following (Yu et al., 2024), we evaluate our
method on four real-world datasets consisting of Is-A rela-
tions: MCG (Wang et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2012), Hearst
patterns (Hearst, 1992), the WordNet (Fellbaum, 1998)
noun taxonomy, and its mammal subgraph. All models
are trained exclusively on basic edges, which are edges not
implied transitively by other edges in the graph. For valida-
tion and testing, we use the same sets as in (Yu et al., 2024),
consisting of 5% of non-basic (inferred) edges, ensuring a
fair comparison.

We exclude non-basic edges from training since they can
be transitively derived from basic edges. Including them
would artificially inflate performance metrics without prop-
erly evaluating the embeddings’ ability to capture hierar-
chical structures. For completeness, results for non-basic
cases are provided in Appendix F.1.

Baselines We compare our method RegD with (i) hy-
perbolic approaches such as EntailmentCone (Ganea et al.,
2018) and ShadowCone (Yu et al., 2024), which is the
latest method with the state-of-the-art performance; (ii)
region-based methods like OrderEmbedding (Bordes et al.,
2013), and tBox (Boratko et al., 2021). We also compare
with the ontology embedding methods, ELBE (Peng et al.,
2022) and ELEM (Kulmanov et al., 2019), which can be
considered as the baseline approaches embedding the DAG
as boxes or balls, respectively. As in previous studies, the
performance is evaluated using F1-scores.

Results The performance comparison across different
DAGs is shown in Table 1. RegD achieved the best per-
formance on all four datasets. Notably, the box variant con-
sistently outperformed the ball variant in most cases, which
might be because boxes contain more parameters than balls
when embedded in the same dimensional space.

Interestingly, on the MCG and Hearst datasets, region-
based methods outperformed hyperbolic methods. This
may be attributed to the relatively low “hyperbolicity” of
these datasets, as indicated by their larger §-hyperbolicity
values in Table 2. In contrast, on the Noun dataset, despite
its high d-hyperbolicity value, hyperbolic methods per-
formed better. This discrepancy is likely due to the larger
dataset size—containing over twice the number of nodes
compared to the others—which leads to crowding effects in
Euclidean space that limit the effectiveness of region-based
methods. Nevertheless, our method performed consistently
well in both cases, as it can adjust the hyperbolic compo-
nent by setting different A values in Equation (7).

6.2. Inference over Ontologies

Benchmark We utilize three normalized biomedical on-
tologies: GALEN (Rector et al., 1996), Gene Ontology
(GO) (Ashburner et al., 2000), and Anatomy (Uberon)
(Mungall et al., 2012). As in (Jackermeier et al., 2024), we
use the entire ontology for training, and the complete set
of inferred class subsumptions for testing. Those subsump-
tions can be regarded as partial order pairs u < v. Evalua-
tion is performed using 1,000 subsumptions randomly sam-
pled from the test set. Similar to inference over DAG, nega-
tive samples are generated by randomly replacing the child
of each positive pair 10 times.

Baselines We focus on the most representative ontology
embedding methods: ELBE (Peng et al., 2022) and ELEM
(Kulmanov et al., 2019), as well as their enhanced versions
incorporating RegD or 7Box. Other hierarchy embedding
methods are excluded from our tests due to their incompati-
bility with ontology embeddings. For example, OE and En-
tailmentCone utilizes cones as embedding objects, which
cannot be directly integrated with ELBE or ELEM for on-
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Table 1. F1 score (%) on Mammal, WordNet noun, MCG, and Hearst. Results with * are coming from Yu et al. (2024).

Method Mammal Noun MCG Hearst
d=2 d=5 d=5 d=10 d=5 d=10 d=5 d=10
T7Box 29.0 335 305 31.5 439 503 397 437
OE 254 31.0 288 30.8 363 46.6 346 407
ELBE (box baseline) 30.3 36.8 307 31.8 484 555 416 468
ELEM (ball baseline) 277 288 286 29.5 357 38.6 346 367
EntailmentCone* 544 563 292 321 253 255 226 237
ShadowCone* (Umbral-half-space) 577 694 452 522 368 40.1 328 326
(Penumbralhalf-space) 52.8 67.8 44.6 517 350 37.6 268 284
RegD (box) 649 744 538 513 50.7 585 428 49.6
(ball) 62.7 718 584 59.1 449 468 377 377

Table 2. Summary of Graph Metrics, where §-Hyp (max/mean) in-
dicates the J-Hyperbolicity (see Appendix D). Lower values sug-
gest more “hyperbolic” structures, and a value of 0 indicates a
tree.

Mammal Noun MCG Hearst
Nodes 1,179 82,114 22,665 35,545
Edges 1,176 84,363 38,288 42,423

0-Hyp 0.0/0.0 4.5/0.512 2.0/0.316 2.5/0.426

tology tasks. Details of the integration are provided in Ap-
pendix F.2.

Results The results are summarized in Tables 3. We can
see that RegD yields consistent improvements across all on-
tologies for inferencing tasks. Specifically, it gains—an F1
score increase of more than 45% with ELBE method on the
ANATOMY ontology. Conversely, the TBox plugin consis-
tently reduces performance across nearly all test cases, un-
derscoring its limited applicability to tasks involving more
than hierarchies.

6.3. Link Prediction over Ontologies

We use the same baselines and datasets as described in Sec-
tion 6.2. However, in this prediction task, we partition the
original ontologies directly into 80% for training, 10% for
validation, and 10% for testing as in (Jackermeier et al.,
2024). For the link prediction task, we focus on spe-
cific parts of the validation and testing sets, represented
as 3r.B <7A, where A and B are concept names and r
is a role. This setup is equivalent to link prediction tasks
(?A,r, B) in knowledge graphs if we regard A, B, and r as
the head entity, tail entity, and relation, respectively.

Table 3. F1 score (%) for the inference task on ontologies.

Dataset Dim GALEN GO ANATOMY
ELBE 20.7 36.9 43.1
+7Box  d=5 20.8 322 422
+ RegD 25.2 50.0 58.7
ELBE 21.2 42.4 43.0
+7Box d=10 20.7 34.7 47.2
+ RegD 25.8 50.5 62.5
ELEM =5 16.9 23.5 34.6
+ RegD - 19.2 36.4 52.5
ELEM d=10 17.3 27.4 38.7
+RegD 18.8 40.0 55.5
Results Table 3 summarizes the results. RegD shows

mixed results: while it generally improves performance, it
decreases scores on the GALEN ontology and ANATOMY
ontology with ELEM. This degradation likely occurs in
challenging prediction cases where all methods perform
poorly. Nevertheless, RegD achieves significant improve-
ments in other cases, notably increasing F1 score by 77.6%
with ELBE on the ANATOMY ontology. In contrast, the
TBox plugin consistently reduces performance across al-
most all test cases.

7. Conclusion

We introduced a framework RegD for low-dimensional em-
beddings of hierarchies, leveraging two distance metrics be-
tween regions. Our method, applicable to regions in the Eu-
clidean space, demonstrates versatility and has the potential
for a wide range of tasks involving data beyond hierarchies.
Additionally, we showed that our approach achieves compa-
rable embedding performance to hyperbolic methods while
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Table 4. F1 score (%) for the prediction task on ontologies.

Dataset Dim GALEN GO ANATOMY
ELBE 21.0 32.8 25.1
+7Box  d=5 18.4 24.0 25.6
+ RegD 20.6 37.1 414
ELBE 24.2 37.9 25.5
+7Box d=10 19.5 293 22.9
+ RegD 21.0 44.1 45.3
ELEM d=5 16.7 54.5 23.1
+ RegD - 16.8 60.3 21.7
ELEM d=10 16.6 54.2 26.0
+RegD 18.0 61.4 21.9

being significantly simpler to implement.

For future work, we aim to extend the applicability of our
methods to diverse geometric regions, tailoring their geo-
metric properties to the specific requirements of different
tasks. Moreover, we plan to explore additional applications
beyond hierarchical structures, including integrating our
framework with language models, as in (He et al., 2024b).
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A. Proofs
A.1. Theorem 1
Proof of Theorem 1. We begin by proving the result for balls and addressing each item as follows:
1. Assume reg, = ball(cq,r1) and regy, = ball(ce,r2). For any ball ball(c’,r") C ball(ca,re) with 7' < 0.5 - 1, we
must have:
Z lci — )P+ [r — '[P > (0.5-71)P.
Therefore, we have:

D D [ i e (3m1)"
ddep(l’eglabclll(c T )) = f(ball)f(ball/) > f(ball)f(ball/)

Thus, when:

Fball(c 1)) < ¢ LS Bl [daep(reg,, regy) + N]

(3m)"

we can guarantee that dyep (regy, ball(c’, ")) > dgep(reg,, reg,) + N.

Note that by our assumption, we have:
lim f(reg) = 0.
reg—()
Therefore, there exists a 4 > 0 such that when r» < §, we have f(reg) < € for reg = ball(c,r). In conclusion,
ro = min{d, 0.5 - 1 } satisfies the required condition.
2. Assume reg = ball(c,r). For any n, M > 0, we can select n distinct vectors ¢y, . . ., ¢, € ball(c,0.5 - r) such that:

lci —c;l|; > >0 forsome § > 0.

Similarly to item 1, we can choose ¢ small enough such that for any ball ball(c;, r;) with r; < §, we have:

F(ball(ci,r)) < (%)O

Thus, we obtain:
)

daep (ball(c;, 15), ball(cj,rj)) > Flbali(e;, v (ball(c;,15) > M.

This concludes the proof of item 2.
The proof for the case of boxes follows the same reasoning, with the radius r replaced by the offset o or its norm ||o||. O

A.2. Proposition 1
Proof of Proposition 1. Recall that when the curvature is —1, the distance in the hyperbolic space (half-plane model) is
given by:

_ull2
dr(x,y) = arcosh (1 + M) .
2X,¥Yn

The distance induced by the function F is of the form:

_c'll? N2
df. (ball(c,r), ball'(¢'.')) = arcosh <1 Ll c||2;;l(r ) )

This coincides with the depth distance in Example 1 when p = 2, g(z) = arcosh(z + 1), and h(ball) = /2. This
completes the proof. O
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A.3. Proposition 2

Proof of Proposition 2. This proposition follows directly from Proposition 1. The function g(z) = arcosh(z + 1) is an
increasing bijection from R>¢ to R>¢. Thus, for any z, 2’ > 0, we have:

<2 = g tz) <g ).
By the assumption of this proposition, dep (-, -) = ¢~ (dmn (-, -)). Therefore, for any points X1, X2, X3, x4 € H", we have:
dHn (Xl, XQ) < dHn (Xg, X4)

if and only if
daep(F 1 (x1), F~ 1 (x2)) < daep(F " (x3), F~ (x4))-

A.4. Proposition 3

Proof of Proposition 3. We prove each item one-by-one:

1. By definition, we have dpq(reg,, reg,) < 0if and only if reg, C reg,. Next, we focus on the case dpq(reg,, reg,) = 0.

Note that if dpq(regy, reg,) = 0, we must have reg, C reg,. Otherwise, we have

dpa(reg,,reg;) = max {d(reg;,x2)} =0

Xg Ereg, \reg,

Therefore, for any x5 € reg,, we have d(reg,, X3) = 0, therefore x5 C reg, (assuming reg; is a closed set). Contra-
diction!
Since reg; C reg,, we have

dpa(reg,, regs) = max {—d(reg{,x2)} = 0.

Xo€reg,

Therefore, there must exist xa € reg, such that d(reg§, x2) = 0, and thus x2 € reg§. Since we have xo C reg, C reg;,
therefore, x5 € O(reg,). Similarly, since xo C reg§ C reg§ and x2 € reg,, we also have xo € J(reg,). This finishes
the proof of the first case.

2. By assumption, we have

dpa(reg,reg,) = max {—d(reg{,x2)}, dpa(reg,,reg,) = max {—d(reg{,x2)}.

Xg€regy X Eregl
Since reg’, C reg,, of course we have
/
dva(regy, regh) < dpa(reg,,regs).

This finishes the proof of the second case.

B. Hyperbolic Boundary Distance for Balls

Aball in R” can be mapped to a cone in the upper half-space R™ x R>( via a mapping G. This transformation is illustrated
in Figure 4 for the case n = 1, where a ball ball(0,1) is mapped to a cone with apex (0,1) € R x R>(. Note that the
height of the cone corresponds to the radius of the underlying ball. The upper half-space can be interpreted as the Poincaré
half-plane model of hyperbolic space.

Formally, we are considering a cone with a base as a ball ball(c,r) and a height & > 0, which can be defined as:
Cone(ball(c,r),k) = {(1 — t)x + t(c + ke,+1) : x € ball(c,r),t € [0,1]}, wheree,; = (0,...,0,1) € R"",
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ball on R

1

el J

cone over upper half-space of R?

Figure 4. Mapping from balls to cones in the case of dimension 1.

The mapping G is defined by:
G(ball(c,r)) = Cone(ball(c,r),T).

The boundary distance between two cones in the Poincaré half-plane model (as shown on the right of Figure 4) can be
defined as:

cone

td'C(Coney, Cones) := x - min dy (9(Coney ), Apex(Coney)),

where x = —1 if Conea C Coney, and x = 1 otherwise. 9(Cone;) denotes the boundary of Coneq, and Apex(Coney) is
the apex of Cone; .

Assuming the curvature is fixed at —1 (i.e., k = 1), we specialize Theorem 4.2 from Yu et al. (2024) by imposing the
condition sinh(v/k ) = 1, from which we derive:

ler — el =1

dpg"® (Coney (ball(cy,r1),71), Conea(ball(ca,12),12)) = arcsinh ( ) + arcsinh(1),

T2
where c; and r; are the center and radius of the underlying balls corresponding to the cones.
This distance can be extended back to the context of balls, allowing the definition of a boundary distance between balls as:

ler —call =1

dpg™ (bally (c1,71), bally(co, 2)) = arcsinh ( ) + arcsinh(1).

T2

C. Poincare Ball Models

There exist multiple models H that are isometric to each other. This work uses two such models, the Poincaré ball and the
Poincaré half-space:

The Poincaré ball is given by
B" = {z e R": ||lz|| < 1/Vk}.

Distances on B™ are defined as

1 2k||z — y||?
d = —=arcosh { 1 '
(2, y) = - arcos ( T A A = kD

D. 6-Hyperbolicity

In the study of metric spaces, a space is said to be §-hyperbolic if it satisfies a particular property related to the triangle
inequality. The concept of §-hyperbolicity was introduced by M. Gromov (Gromov, 1987) to capture the notion of negative
curvature in a metric space.

Definition D.1 (§-Hyperbolicity). Let (X, d) be a metric space, where d is a distance function between points in z. For
any three points z, y, z € X, the Gromov product is defined by:

1
(y-2)e = 5(d(z,y) + d(z, 2) - d(y, 2))
The space is called §-hyperbolic if there exists a constant § > 0 such that for all points z, y, z, w € X:
(y - 2)e > min{(y - w)z, (w-2)s} — 6
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Generally, a d-hyperbolic space approximates a hyperbolic geometry when § is small, and it approximates Euclidean
geometry as § grows large. Moreover, §-hyperbolicity can also be applied to discrete spaces such as graphs, with the
distance d(z,y) is the shortest path distance between two vertices « and y. In this context, §-hyperbolicity helps capture
the thickness” of the graph’s structure and can be used to analyze its intrinsic geometry.

Approximate Computing Process of j-Hyperbolicity J-Hyperbolicity can be computed approximately by randomly
sampling a subset of quadruples. Formally, by sampling N quadruples (z, y, z, w) from a set S, the approximate value of
0-hyperbolicity can be computed as

Gapp = max {min{(y - w)e, (w- 2)a} = (Y- 2)a | (2,9, 2,0) € S}

To provide a more robust estimate, we also compute the mean value of the J-hyperbolicity across all samples. This allows
us to capture both the maximal influence of local behavior and the overall average property of the space. For example, in
Table 2, we approximate the d-hyperbolicity by sampling 50,000 quadruples and report both the maximum and the mean
of the sampling results to offer a comprehensive understanding of the space’s geometric characteristics.

E. Ontologies

Ontologies use sets of statements (axioms) about concepts (unary predicates) and roles (binary predicates) for knowledge
representation and reasoning. We focus on £ L-ontologies, which strike a good balance between expressivity and reasoning
efficiency, making them widely applicable (Baader & Gil, 2024).

LetNc = {A,B,...},Nr = {nt,... },and Ny = {a, b, ... } be pairwise disjoint sets of concept names (also called atomic
concepts), role names, and individual names, respectively. £ L-concepts are recursively defined from atomic concepts, roles,
and individuals as follows:

T|L|A|CND]|3rC|{a}

An ELT T -ontology is a finite set of TBox axioms of the form

CLCD.

Note that here T denotes ”Subclass Of,” which is a transitive relation that can be considered a partial order < by rewriting
it as:
CCD &< D<C.

Example 4. From atomic concepts Father, Child, Male, ...and the role hasParent, we can construct a small family
ontology consisting of two TBox axioms:

Father C Male M Parent, Child C 3hasParent.Father.

An interpretation T = (AZ,-T) consists of a non-empty set AZ and a function -Z that maps each A € Nc to AZ C AZ,
and each r € Ng to rf C AZ x AT, where 1.7 = () and TZ = AZ. The function -Z is extended to any &€ £-concepts as
follows:

(Cn D)t =c*nDt, )

(Fr.C)E ={ac AT |3be CT: (a,b) e rl}. (10)

An interpretation Z satisfies a TBox axiom X C Y if X IcvyZforXandY being either two concepts or two role names,
or X being a role chain and Y being a role name. An ontology O entails an axiom C' C D, written

OECCD (e, 0kED<C),

if C' C D is satisfied by all models of O. Ontologies can infer much more complex patterns than the transitive closure.

Example 5. In an ontology, suppose that in a group X, all members are both a man and a parent. That is, X T man
and X T parent in the ontology. Moreover, man and parent together imply father (formally, man 1 parent C father in the
ontology). From this, we can infer that the group X is a father, which is not derivable from the transitive closure.
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Table 5. F1 score (%) on Mammal, WordNet noun, MCG, and Hearst with best numbers bolded.

Options Mammal Noun MCG Hearst
region A p Dboundarydistance d=2 d=5 d=5 d=10 d=5 d=10 d=5 d=10
0 i dba 394 428 346 346 499 566 41.6 447
dyol 31.7 381 308 319 486 585 428 49.6
| dpa 649 744 538 513 437 450 356 388
Box >0 dyol 456 543 304 334 309 399 326 388
) dba 56.1 622 503 474 50.7 574 40.6 44.6
dyol 39.7 479 306 316 485 567 378 438
0 i dpa 428 555 39.6 425 439 467 377 37.1
dpq™ 412 497 364 377 409 437 360 36.7
1 | dba 582 692 517 544 409 459 336 358
Ba <0 de3™® 579 653 523 547 368 4177 31.6 346
) dpa 62.5 718 584 591 417 458 348 377
dp 62.7 67.7 543 55.1 40.7 457 346 36.7

F. Experiments Setting

Hyperparameters In our experiments, we explored various hyperparameter configurations, focusing primarily on per-
formance in low-dimensional spaces. Following the setup in (Yu et al., 2024), we evaluated our models in dimensions
5 and 10. The weighting coefficient A in Eq. 7 was selected from {0, 0.5, 1}, while the learning rate was tuned over
{0.01,0.005,0.001,0.0005}. For the small dataset of mammals, which contains approximately 1000 nodes, we choose
batch sizes from {32, 64, 128}. For the remaining datasets, we opt for batch sizes from {1024, 2048, 8192}. For the depth
distance, we tested p € {1, 2} as specified in Definition 2. The boundary distance margins in Eq. 4 were set to y; = 0.001
and 2 = 0 for directed acyclic graph (DAG) embedding tasks. In ontology embedding experiments, both margins were
set to zero.

For DAG experiments, as in (Yu et al., 2024), we trained for 400 epochs on the mammal and noun datasets and 500 epochs
on the MCG and Hearst datasets. For ontology embedding experiments, we trained for 5000 epochs, following the protocol
in previous work (Jackermeier et al., 2024).

Ablation Studies The results of the ablation studies are summarized in Table 5. Note that, when A = 0, the depth distance
component is absent from the energy function, and therefore, the choice of p, as a hyperparameter of depth distance, is not
applicable.

From the results, it is evident that our boundary distance generally outperforms the specific boundary distances for boxes
and balls (i.e., d,,; and dp3"®) in most cases. Furthermore, when using boxes as the embedding object, setting p = 1 yields
better results than p = 2. However, for balls, p = 2 achieves superior performance.

For the mammal and noun datasets, using balls as the embedding object and incorporating the depth distance (i.e., A > 0)
in the energy function results in better performance. Conversely, for the MCG and Hearst datasets, the best performance
is typically achieved when using boxes as the embedding region and setting A = 0, effectively excluding the hyperbolic
components. This observation aligns with our analysis in the main text.

It is worth noting, as shown in the seventh row of Table 5, that while the results using the depth distance are not always the
best, they are very close to the best performance. This suggests that our depth distance configuration has the potential to
achieve even better results with further refinement.

F.1. Other Results

Including non-basic edges in training We evaluated the impact of including different percentages of transitive closure
edges in the training set using the mammal dataset. The results, presented in Table 6, demonstrate that our method achieved
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Table 6. F1 score (%) on mammal sub-graph with best numbers bolded. Results with * are coming from Yu et al. (2024).

. Dimension = 2 Dimension =5

Non-basic-edge Percentage

0% 10% 25% 50% 90% 0% 10% 25% 50% 90%
GBC-box* 234 250 237 43.1 482 358 60.1 668 838 97.6
VBC-box* 20.1 26.1 31.0 333 347 309 43.1 58.6 749 693
TBox 29.0 33.0 412 496 535 335 375 450 589 64.0
Entailment Cone* 544 61.0 710 665 73.1 563 81.0 84.1 836 829
ShadowCone (Umbral-half-space)* 57.7 73.7 77.4 80.3 79.0 694 81.1 837 885 91.8
Ours (box) 649 744 758 783 828 71.6 778 832 876 870
Ours (ball) 627 683 772 841 88,6 71.8 745 844 884 90.2

overall superior performance compared to existing approaches. This was particularly evident when the dimension was
2, where our method outperformed all other approaches across all conditions except with 25% non-basic edges—and
even then, our Fl-score was only 0.2 lower than the best performer. Our method exhibited more stable performance
characteristics, with F1-scores increasing gradually as we added non-basic edges to the training set. In contrast, the current
state-of-the-art method, ShadowCone, showed sharp initial improvements followed by diminishing returns. Specifically,
when increasing non-basic edges from 0% to 10%, ShadowCone’s F1-scores jumped dramatically (increasing by 16.0 and
11.7 points for dimensions 2 and 5, respectively). However, further increases from 10% to 25% yielded much smaller
improvements (3.7 and 2.6 points for dimensions 2 and 5, respectively).

Using learnable function / in Equations 2 and 3 We investigated alternative formulations of the function h beyond
using a constant value. Specifically, we evaluated two approaches:

1. h(reg) = 1/ fmrp([para(reg,)])
2. h(reg) = fmre([para(reg,)])

where fyp denotes a two-layer neural network defined as:

fup(z) = SoftPlus (W<2> ReLU(W Wz + b1 4 b(2>)
The SoftPlus activation function ensures the positivity of i(reg). In the implementation, we only use the center of balls
and boxes as the input of h.

Our experimental results demonstrated that a constant value of h(reg) = 1 generally achieved optimal performance across
most scenarios. Neural network-based formulations of h(reg) showed advantages only in specific cases, such as with the
heart dataset. For instance, when d = 5, p = 2, and A\ > 0, using h(reg) = 1/ furp improved the Fl-score from 34.8
to 37.7 (see Table 5, intersection of the second-to-last row and second-to-last column). These findings suggest that while
adaptive formulations of h(reg) can offer marginal improvements in specific scenarios, they require careful consideration
in both design and training. For hierarchy-specific tasks, the simpler constant formulation of h(reg) typically provides
sufficient and stable performance.

F.2. Ontology embedding methods

Implementation of ELBE and ELEM over DAG As discussed in the main text, the ontology embedding methods
ELBE and ELEM can be adapted to serve as baseline methods for embedding DAGs using boxes and balls, respectively.
Specifically, for a pair of nodes (u, v), the energy function used during training is defined as follows:

1. ELBE: Nodes u and v are embedded as boxes box,, and box,,, respectively. The energy function is given by:
E(u,v) = ||max{|c, — ¢y| + 0, — 04,0},

where c,, and c,, denote the center vectors of the boxes, and o,, and o,, denote the offsets of the boxes.
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2. ELEM: Nodes u« and v are embedded as balls ball,, and ball,,, respectively. The energy function is defined as:
E(u,v) = max{||c, — ¢cy| + 74 — 7w, 0},

where c,, and c, represent the centers of the balls, and r,, and r, represent their radii.

Note that the original ELEM method includes a regularization term that enforces the norms ||c, || and ||c,|| to be
close to 1. However, for the DAG case, we omit this regularization primarily applies to scenarios involving relation
embeddings, such as axioms of the form A C 3r.B or 3r.B C A, as in the KGE methods TransE (Bordes et al.,
2013).

Integration of ELBE and ELEM with RegD and 7Box ELBE and ELEM are embedding approaches for normalized
& L-ontologies, which consist of four types of axioms C' = D:

ACB, ANBCB, AC3r.B, Ir.BLCA.

ELBE embeds each atomic concept A as a box box(A) C R™ and maps complex concepts like Ir. B to a new box obtained
by translating box(B) by a vector v, € R™:

box(Ir.B) = {x — v, | x € box(B)}

ELEM employs a similar approach but uses balls instead of boxes. The key differences between ELBE and ELEM are as
follows:

1. ELEM includes a regularization term, similar to TransE, to constrain the norm of the center of each ball to be close to
1.

2. ELBE handles conjunctions more effectively, as the intersection of two boxes is still a box. This allows it to define
box(A M B) as box(A) N box(B). In contrast, ELEM, which uses balls, cannot handle intersections directly and must
use specialized mechanisms to approximate satisfaction of the axiom AN B C B’.

To integrate RegD and 7Box into ELBE or ELEM, it suffices to replace their energy function for axioms C' = D with
the corresponding energy function from RegD or 7TBox. However, ELBE and ELEM handle negative samples differently,
using a loss function of the form:

L= Y EDC+ Y (y-ED.C).

(C,D)ep (C’,D")EN

When integrating with RegD, this loss function should also be replaced with the one defined in Section 5.
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