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Executive Summary

Today more and more applications from different research domains are using Semantic
Web languages, like RDF and OWL, in order to build knowledge based systems. Un-
fortunately, many of these applications are facing a vast amount of imprecise and vague
knowledge and information. To overcome these limitations fuzzy extensions to Semantic
Web languages have been proposed. The current deliverable presents some very recent
results on fuzzy extensions to ontology languages. This work builds upon previous results
reported in deliverables 2.5.1, 2.5.2, and 2.5.3, which presented the syntax, semantics and
reasoning capabilities for fuzzy extensions of ontology and rule languages.



Contents

1 Introduction

1.1 ReadersGuide . . . . . . . . . . s

2 Fuzzy Set Preliminaries
2.1 Fuzzy Set TheoreticOperations. . . . . . . .. ... .. ... ....

3 Fuzzy Description Logics
3.1 Syntax and Semantics of fuz&HOIN . . ... ... ... ... ...

3.2 Inference Problemsof fuzzyDLs . . . . .. .. ... ... .......

3.3 Reasoning ingp-SHOIN . . . . . . .
3.4 FiRE: AFuzzy ReasoningEngine . .. ... .............
341 Editor . .. ...

3.4.2 Inference Services . . . . . . . . . ...
343 OutputTabs . . ... ... ... ... .. ... ..

4 Fuzzy OWL

4.1 SemanticsoffuzzyOWL . . . . . . . . ... . . .

4.2 Abstractand Concrete RDF Syntax . . . . ... ... .........

4.3 Reduction to fuzzy OWL Satisfiability . . . . ... .. ... ......

5 Fuzzy Rules
51 FuzzySWRL . . . . . . . e
5.1.1  Syntax . . .. .. e e
5.1.2 ConstraintsonSemantics . . . . ... .. .. ... ......
5.1.3 Model-theoretic Semantics . . . . .. ... ... .......

5.2 Examples . . . . . ...

5.3 Uncertainty extensionstoRuleML . . . .. ... .. ... ......

6 Conclusions



Chapter 1

Introduction

The management of uncertainty has become a very important issue in knowledge rep-
resentation and reasoning during the last decade. There are several applications within
different research domains that face a huge amount of uncertain and imprecise informa-
tion that is very important to be captured and dealt with. This is especially the case
in (semi)automatic procedures, like robotics [KKC94], decision making [Zim87], multi-
media processing [SSD5b], medical diagnosis [GBDGO05], and many more. For that
reason there are several works that extend logical formalisms with uncertainty and impre-
cision handling frameworks. One logical formalism that has gained considerable attention
the last decade is Description Logics (DLs) [BNO3]. Description Logics are a family of
class-based (concept-based) knowledge representation formalisms, equipped with well-
defined model-theoretic semantics.

Although there exist DL languages with considerable expressive power, lilgHEe\
language, they feature expressiveness limitations regarding their ability to represent vague
and imprecise knowledge. Consider for example the case of the identification of brain
anatomical structures in MRI (Magnetic Resonance Images) images. In such an applica-
tion the goal is to (semi)automatically segment and identify the various parts of the brain
by providing appropriate labels for each of these parts. Such a process can be assisted by
a brain cortex anatomy knowledge base, which formally describes the various parts of the
brain anatomy [GBDGO05]. For example, we could have the entities,

OPIFGyrus
IFGyrus

JisDAPartOf.IFGyrus
disDAPartOf.FrontalLobe

11t

whereLC is a subsumption (implication) relatio®PIFGyrus represents the Orbital Pars
of Interior Frontal Gyrus|FGyrus the Inferior Frontal Gyrus [DGMO04] andDAPartOf
represents the relatioisDirectAnatomicalPartOf. Furthermore, using’ HZN one can
capture the fact thaisDAPartOf is a sub-relation of a more broader relatiag#PartOf,
that the relatiorhasDAPart is an inverse ofsDAPartOf and thatsAPartOf is a transitive
relation. Following [GBDGO5], we can specify thedsDAPart is aninverse-functional
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1. INTRODUCTION

relation, writing T T < 1lInv(hasDAPart) and meaning that there can be at-most one
object that has some other object as a direct anatomical part. Now suppose that an image
segmentation algorithm is applied to an MRI image in order to identify different brain
parts. Since such algorithms cannot be sure about the membership or non-membership
of an object to a certain concept, they usually provide confidence (truth) degrees. For
example, we could have that isDAPartOf 0, to a degree 0.8, 0, isDAPartOf 05 to a

degree 0.9, 0, isDAPartOf 0 to a degree 0.3, 0, belongs tadOPIFGyrus to a degree of

0.75, 02 belongs tdFGyrus to a degree of 0.85 and that belongs to< 1 Inv(hasDAPart)

to a degree of 0.7, meaning that it is likely tlatis connected only with one individual.

From that fuzzy knowledge one could deduce thabelongs todhasAPart.OPIFGyrus

to a degree of 0.75. In order to make applications that use DLs able to cope with such
information we have to extend them with a theory capable of representing such kind of
information as well as to provide practical reasoning algorithms. One such theory is fuzzy
set theory.

In previous deliverables of this work package, namely 2.5.1, 2.5.2 and 2.5.3, we have
provided some first results towards extending the syntax and semantics of expressive Se-
mantic Web languages with fuzzy set theory. More precisely, in deliverable D2.5.1 we
have presented some first results about extending the OWL and the SWRL languages
with fuzzy set theory. In deliverable D2.5.2 we have investigated the problem of query-
ing fuzzy knowledge bases, while in deliverable D2.5.3 we have presented the syntax,
semantics and a reasoning algorithm for the fuzzy DL languageSZ. These very first
results have since been extended leading to very impressive and mature results, like rea-
soning algorithms for expressive fuzzy DLs, a prototype reasoner that implements such
reasoning algorithms, decision procedures for handling GCls in the context of fuzzy DLs,
syntax and semantics of OWL and semantics of fuzzy extensions to Semantic Web rule
languages, like SWRL and RuleML. In the current deliverable we will report on this
progress.

1.1 Reader’'s Guide

The rest of the deliverable is organized as follows. In Chapter 2 we provide a short intro-
duction to Fuzzy Set theory, which is necessary for the rest of the Deliverable. Chapter
3 presents the syntax and semantics of the filEOZN language. We further present
several properties of the semantics of the extended language that differ from the proper-
ties of the classical (crispyHOZN DL and we provide a reasoning algorithm for the
very expressive fuzzy DL languagg $-SHOZN . Furthermore, we present a prototype
implementation of a reasoning engine for the fuzzy DL langauge$HZN . In Chapter

4, we present the syntax and semantics of a fuzzy extension to the OWL language. We
also provide the extended abstract and concrete syntax of fuzzy OWL, and present a re-
duction algorithm that reduces the key inference problems of fuzzy OWL to the inference
problems of fuzzy DLs. Additionally, in Chapter 5 we present a fuzzy extension to several

2 February 8, 2007 KWEB/2006/D2.5.6/v1.1
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rule languages, focusing on the SWRL language and the RuleML markup language. Fi-
nally, Chapter 6 concludes the deliverable by summarizing our results on fuzzy reasoning
extensions, and by presenting a number of open issues and future research directions we
are investigating regarding such extensions.

KWEB/2006/D2.5.6/v1.1 February 8, 2007 3



Chapter 2

Fuzzy Set Preliminaries

Fuzzy set theory and fuzzy logic are widely used for capturing imprecise and vague
knowledge [KY95]. While in classical set theory an element either belongs to a set or
not, in fuzzy set theory elements belong only to a certain degree. More formalyplet

a collection of elements (the universe of discourse),Xe= {x1, 2, ...}. A crisp subset

Sof X is any collection of elements of that can be defined with the aid of itharacter-

istic functiony s(x) that assigns any € X to a value 1 or O if this element belongsXo

or not, respectively. Hencg,s(X) is a function of the form

Xs(X) X — 0,1.

On the other hand, a fuzzy subgetf X, is defined by anembership functiop 4(x),
or simplyA(x), x € X. This membership function assigns any X to a value between
0 and 1 that represents the degree in which this element belongsSimilarly, we can
define fuzzy relations. A fuzzy relatioR over X x X is defined by a function which,
given a pair of element&r, y) returns the degree that the pair belongs to the fuzzy rela-
tion. Furthermore, the most important operations and properties defined on crisp sets and
relations, like complement, union, intersection, transitivity etc, are extended in order to
cover fuzzy sets and fuzzy relations, thus creating a sound mathematical theory which is
today applied successfully in many applications.

2.1 Fuzzy Set Theoretic Operations

In this section, we will explain how to extend boolean operations and logical implications
in fuzzy sets and fuzzy logics. In the current framework these operations are performed
by mathematical functions over the unit interval. These functions are usually calied
operations [KY95], and satisfy specific properties.

The operation of a fuzzy complemerm) (s a unary operation, defined by a function

4
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of the formce : [0,1] — [0, 1]. In order to produce meaningful fuzzy complements, these
functions must satisfy certain properties. More precisely, they must satisbotiredary
conditions ¢(0) = 1 and¢(1) = 0, and must benonotonic decreasindor a < b, c(a) >

c(b). Additionally, here, we are interested in complements that arecaistnuousand
involutive for eacha € [0, 1] ¢(c(a)) = a, holds. Many widely used fuzzy complements,
like the Lukasiewicz negation;;(a) = 1 — a, the Sugeno clasgs(a) = 7%, A €
(—1,00) and the Yager classy (a) = (1 — a®)¥/*, w € (0, ), of fuzzy complements
satisfy these properties. One non-involutive fuzzy complement is duelEomplement
given by,c(a) = 0if a > 0, otherwise:(0) = 1.

The operation of fuzzy intersection is performed by a function of the forfd, 1] x
[0,1] — [0, 1], calledt-norm [KY95] operation. These functions satisfy theundary
condition t(a,1) = a, aremonotonic increasingfor b < d thent(a,b) < t(a,d),
commutativet(a,b) = t(b,a) andassociativet(a,t(b,c)) = t(t(a,b),c). Usually, t-
norm operations are also considered ta@wbetinuousandsubidempotent(a, a) < a, for
a € (0,1). Such norms are calleéirchimedearnt-norms. The onlydempotent-norm is
the Gddel t-norm given byt (a,b) = min(a, b). It can be proved that for any t-nortnt
holds thata, b > t(a,b), andt(a,0) = 0. Commonly used Archimedean t-norms are the
Lukasiewicz t-nornt, (a, b) = max(0,a+b— 1), and the product t-normty(a, b) = a - b.

The operation of fuzzy union is performed by a function [0, 1] x [0, 1] — [0, 1],
calledt-conorm Similarly to t-norms, these functions satisfy theundary condition
u(a,0) = a, are monotonic increasing, commutative and associative. In many cases
t-conorms are continuous arsliperidempotentu(a,a) > a, for a € (0,1). Such
norms are called\rchimedeart-conorms. The only idempotent t-conorm is thédsl
t-conorm given byuq(a,b) = max(a,b). It can be proved that for any t-conormit
holds thata, b < u(a,b), andu(a, 1) = 1. Commonly used Archimedean t-conorms are
the Lukasiewicz t-conormy (a,b) = min(1, a + b), and the probabilistic sumap(a, b) =
a+b—a-b.

The operation of fuzzy implication is performed by a function of the fgfm|0, 1] x
[0,1] — [0, 1]. Two distinct classes of fuzzy implications are commonly used in fuzzy
logic. The first one results from the extension of the propositian/ b with fuzzy op-
erators. Thus, we get the class $fimplications, which are defined by the operation
J(a,b) = u(c(a),b) [KY95]. The second class of fuzzy implications results from the
propositionmax{z € [0,1] | a A = < b}, which is an alternative expression for logical
implication. Thus, we get the class &Fimplications, which are given by the equation
J(a,b) = sup{x € [0,1] | t(a,z) < b} [KY95]. This operation is usually referred to
asw, operation. For alR-implicationsw;(a,b) = 1 iff a« < b[Haj98]. Commonly used
R-implications are the Lukasiewicz implicatiQfy,(a, b) = min(1,1 — a 4 b), the Gdel
implication, 7 (a, b) = b, if a > b, and the Goguen implicatiotp(a, b) = a/b, if a > b,
while for S-implications the Kleene-Dienes implicatiaffy p(a, b) = max(1 — a, b).

We conclude that in order to define a fuzzy logic we need to specify the fuzzy oper-
ations,c, t, v and 7, that we are going to use. Such a collection of operations would be

KWEB/2006/D2.5.6/v1.1 February 8, 2007 5
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referred to as &uzzy quadruple(c, t, u, J), or fuzzy triplein the case ofc, ¢, u).

6 February 8, 2007 KWEB/2006/D2.5.6/v1.1



Chapter 3

Fuzzy Description Logics

In this chapter we will provide a full account of the fuzzy DISHOZN . More precisely,

we will present the syntax, semantics and the inference problems ofSh&¥ZN lan-
guage. Regarding the latter we will emphasize on how to deal with General Concept
Inclusion axioms in the context of fuzzy DLs. Finally, we will present a tableaux reason-
ing algorithm to decide the key inference problems pf{SHOIN (see next section

for a definition of & p-SHOZN) and we will present some initial results on a prototype
implementation of the presented reasoning algorithm.

The syntax and semantics oStHOZN were first presented in [Str05], but our pre-
sentation here differs from [StrO5] in various points, like the semantics of concept and role
inclusion axioms, the semantics of number restrictions which are based on the extensions
presented in [SSP06] and the semantics of nominals. Moreover, note that the reason-
ing algorithm for the languagef,-SZ was first reported in Deliverable 2.5.3 [PRJ5].
Moreover, the algorithms fordfp-SHIN, fxp-SHOZN and the investigation of GCls
have been presented in [S8J5a], [SST 05c] and [SSSPO06], respectively.

3.1 Syntax and Semantics of fuzzgHOIN

As usual we have an alphabet of distinct concept nai@@srole namesR) and individ-
ual namesl). f-SHOZN -roles and {SHOZN -concepts are defined as follows:

Definition 1 Let RN € R be a role name and an f-SHOZIN-role. f-SHOZIN -roles

are defined by the abstract syntak ::= RN | R~, where R~ denotes the inverse of
the role R. The inverse relation of roles is symmetric, and to avoid considering roles
such ask~—, we define a functiomv which returns the inverse of a role, more precisely
Inv(RN) := RN~ andInv(RN ™) := RN. The set of SHOZN -concepts is the smallest
set such that

1. every concept naméN € C is an f-SHOZN -concept,



3. FUZZY DESCRIPTION LOGICS

2. if o € Ithen{o} is an f-SHOZIN -concept,

3. if CandD are f-SHOZN-conceptsR an f-SHOZN -role, S asimplef-SHOIN -
role andp € N, then(C U D), (C 11 D), (=C), (VR.C), (3R.C), (> pS) and
(< pS) are also fSHOZN -concepts.

By allowing p to take only the values 0 and 1, i.e. concepts of the fermR, > 1R
and< 0R, and by removing point 2 in the above definition we obtain the setIyf(Z -
concepts. As we can seeSfHOZN -concepts are formed by the same abstract syntax
as that of crispSHOZIN-concepts [HS05]. Ont the other hand the semantics of fuzzy
DLs are provided by #uzzy interpretatiorjStrO1]. A fuzzy interpretation is a paif =
(AZ,.T) where the domair\? is a non-empty set of objects arfds afuzzy interpretation
function which maps

1. an individual name: € I'to an element” € A%,
2. a concept nama € C to a membership functioA” : AT — [0, 1],

3. arole namek € R to a membership functioR? : AT x AT — [0, 1].

Intuitively, an object (pair of objects) can now belong to a fuzzy concept (role) to any de-
gree between 0 and 1. For exampletPlace” (Romé) = 0.7, means thaRomé is a hot

place to a degree equal to 0.7. Moreover, fuzzy interpretations can be extended to interpret
f-SHOZN -concepts and roles, with the aid of the fuzzy set theoretic operations, defined
in section 2.1. For example, sin€elJ D represents a union, then by using a fuzzy union

(u) (CUD)* can be interpreted agC” (a), D*(a)). Furthermore, since a value restriction
VR.C'is an implication of the formyy(R(z,y) — C(y)), we can interpre¥ as infimum

inf, and— as a fuzzy implication and have the equatiorf,c oz {J (R%(a, ), C%(b))}.

The complete semantics are depicted in Table 3.1, whgreepresent the supremum of

a set andnf the infimum.

A fuzzy T Boz is a finite set of fuzzy concept axioms. L&tand D be f-SHOZN -
concepts. Fuzzy concept axioms of the fathi= D are calledfuzzy inclusion axioms
while fuzzy concept axioms of the fordd = D are calledfuzzy equivalence axioms
Axioms of the formC' C D where(C' is a concept description, are callégneral Concept
Inclusions(GCls). A fuzzy interpretatiof satisfies”' C D if Va € A%, C%(a) < D*(a)
and it satisfies” = D if C*(a) = D*(a). Finally, a fuzzy interpretatiof satisfies an
f-SHOIN TBox 7 if it satisfies each axiom iff’; then we say thaf is amodelof 7.
Please note that we give a crisp subsumption of fuzzy concepts. This is the usual way sub-
sumption is defined in the context of fuzzy DLs [Str01, ST04, HKS02,'S5b, SSSP06]
and fuzzy sets [KY95]. These semantics differ from the ones in [StrO5], whérezs

1A role is calledsimpleif it is neither transitive nor has any transitive sub-roles. Allowing only simple
roles to participate in number restrictions is crucial in order to get a decidable logic [HST99].

8 February 8, 2007 KWEB/2006/D2.5.6/v1.1
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Table 3.1: Syntax and Semantics aft+HOZN -concepts

Constructor DL Syntax Semantics

top concept T T (a) =1

bottom 1 1%(a) =0

conjunction CnD | (CnD)*(a)=tC*a), D' (a))

disjunction CuUD | (CuD)*(a)=u(C*a),D*(a))

negation -C (—=C)(a) = c(C*(a))

nominal {0} {o}*(a) = 1if a €{o*}, otherwise{o}%(a) = 0
existential restriction JR.C | (3R.C)*(a) = supyeaz t(R%(a,b), C(D))

value restriction VR.C VR.CY(a) = infyepr j(RI(a b), CL(b))

at-least restriction > pR > pR)*(a) = supy,_y, caz t(ti_ R*(a, b)), tic;{bi # b;})
at-most restriction <pR < pR)*(a) =infy, 4 . enr T RE(a,b;), uic;{b; = b;})
inverse role R~ R™)%(b,a) = R*(a,b)

<€
|-
S
S~—
I

(
(
(
(
Ird |
(
(
(

datatype exists restriction IT.d) supyen, T'(s*(a,y),y € d*)

datatype value restriction  V7'.d VT.d)*(a) = infyeap, T (T%(a,y),y € d*)

datatype at-least >pT | (ZpT) (a) = supy, 4 enp 1R (a,9), tici{yi # y5})
datatype at-most <pT < pT)(a) = infy, ..y, eap T (72 R (a,y:), wic; {yi = y;})

subsumptiomf fuzzy concepts was provided. Syntactically, fuzzy subsumption is defined
by an axiom of the formC' T D,n), wheren € |0, 1], while a fuzzy interpretatiod
satisfies such an axiomiifif ..oz J(C*(z), D*(x)) > n [StrO5]. We choose not to intro-

duce such axioms in the current approach since they will impose many syntactic changes
in the f-OWL language which are difficult to encode and implement.

A fuzzy RBoz is a finite set of fuzzy role axioms. Fuzzy role axioms of the form
Trans(R), are calleduzzy transitive rol@xioms; fuzzy role axioms of the for C S are
calledfuzzy role inclusiomxioms. A fuzzy interpretatiofi satisfies an axionfirans(R) if
Va,c € A%, R¥(a,c) > supyepz{t(R*(a,b), RE(b,c))} and it satisfied? C S if V{(a,b) €
AT x AT, RT(a,b) < S%(a,b). Finally, Z satisfies an 8HOZN RBox if it satisfies each
role axiom inR; in this case we say thdtis a model ofR.

A fuzzy ABozx is a finite set of fuzzy assertions. fizzy assertiofiStrO1] is of the
form (a : C)>an, ((a,b) : R)xn, wherex € {>, >, <, <}, or of the forma # b, for
a,b € I. In many cases we writes : C') = n instead of writing two fuzzy assertions
of the form(a : C') > nand(a : C) < n. We call assertions containing either
or > positiveassertions, while those containing eitheror < negativeassertions. A
fuzzy interpretatiorf satisfies(a : C) > n if C%(a?) > n, it satisfies({a,b) : R) > n if
R%(a®,b?) > n. An assertion of the form # b is satisfied ifa? # b* and the satisfiability
of fuzzy assertions with>, < and < is defined analogously. A fuzzy interpretati@n
satisfies a fuzzyl Box A if it satisfies all fuzzy assertions iA. In this case, we say that
7 is amodel ofA. If A has a model then we say that itdgnsistent
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As noted in [SSPO06], since we have defined fuzzy number restrictions it is possible
that(a : (> p1R.C)) > ny and(a : (< poR.C)) > ng, With p; > py @andny, ny € [0, 1]
simultaneously hold, without forming a contradiction. More preciselyig the Gidel
t-norm and7 the KD-implication we have,

Lemma2 LetA = {(a : (> p1R.C)) > ny,(a: (< p2R.C)) > ny} be afuzzy ABoX,
with ny,ny € [0, 1], p1,p2 € N, andp, < p;. ThenA is satisfiable iffn; 4+ ny < 1.

In classical DLs, since;,n, € {0, 1}, the inequalityn; + ny < 1 is satisfied if and only
if eithern; = 0 or n, = 0. Indeed in crisp DLs an individual cannot simultaneously
belong to both such concepts.

Now we introduce some notation. In the following we use the symbo#nd < as
a placeholder for the inequalities, > and <, <, respectively. Additionally, we use the
symbols>~, <~ to denote theeflectionof an inequality. For example the reflection of
> is <, while the reflection ok is >. Furthermore, we use the symbslto denote the
strengtheningr weakeningof an inequality. For example applying to > gives>, i.e.
strengthens the inequality, while applying it togives >, i.e. weakens the inequality.
Finally, by —< to denote theaegationof an inequality. For example, the negation>ofs
< and that of< is >.

A fuzzy knowledge basgis a triple (7, R, A), that contains a fuzz§ Boz, RBox
and ABoz, respectively.

Example 1 Consider the fuzzy knowledge basg,(we introduced in Chapter 1. For-
mally written such a fuzzy knowledge base can be defined as follows:

7 = {OPIFGyrus C JisDAPartOf.IFGyrus,
IFGyrus C JisDAPartOf.FrontalLobe},
A = {({(01,05) : isDAPartOf) > 0.8,
((02,03) : isDAPartOf) > 0.9,
((04,03) : isDAPartOf) > 0.3,
(01 : OPIFGyrus) > 0.75, (02 : IFGyrus) > 0.85,
R = {Trans(isAPartOf), isDAPartOf C isAPartOf,
hasAPart C isAPartOf~, isAPartOf ™ C hasAPart}.

The last two role inclusion axioms state the fact thatAPart is the inverse of the role
isAPartOf. Now letZ be a fuzzy interpretation that is a model of the KB. This means
that 7 satisfiesA, hence the following inequalities must holsDAPartOf* (o7, 0%) >

0.8, isDAPartOf” (03, 0%) > 0.9, isDAPartOf* (0%, 0%) > 0.3, OPIFGyrus” (o%) > 0.75,
IFGyrus” (0%) > 0.85 and < 1 Inv(isDAPartOf)* (0%) > 0.7.

Furthermore,Z should also satisfy the two subsumption axioms of the TBox. Hence,
we have that'o; € A’ both inequalitiegJisDAPartOf.IFGyrus)*(07) > OPIFGyrus” (07)
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and (JisDAPartOf FrontalLobe)? (07) > IFGyrus®(o?) must hold. In order to satisfy
these inequations we have to carefully define our fuzzy interpretati@uppose that we

use the t-normi(a, b) = min(a, b) for performing fuzzy intersection. Then, if we consider
taking the equalities, i.ésDAPartOf* (07, 0%) = 0.8, OPIFGyrus” (0F) = 0.75, similarly

with the rest of concepts and roles, then the first inequality holds, while the second one
does not hold sincErontallLobe” (0%) = 0. On the other hand we can defifigo assign,
FrontalLobe” (0%) € [0.85, 1] for which the second subsumption axiom is satisfied. Please
note that the fuzzy interpretatidhthat results by considering the equalities, as well as
the last restriction, is one out of infinitely many fuzzy interpretations that can be defined.
For example, another interpretatial’ can assign different membership degrees, but in
order forZ’ to be a model of4 and7 the above inequalities must hold.

In order for Z to be a model of the knowledge base it should also satisfy the ax-
ioms of the RBox. Hence, from the role inclusisiDAPartOf C isAPartOf we have that
isAPartOf” (07,0%) > 0.8, isAPartOf%(0%,0%) > 0.9 andisAPartOf* (0%, 0Z) > 0.3;
similarly for the rest of the role inclusions. Moreover, sirg&PartOf is transitive and
due to the semantics of inverse roles we hégdPartOf ~)% (0%, 07) = isAPartOf* (07, 0%) >
sup{...,min(0.8,0.9),...} > 0.8. Furthermore, from(isAPartOf~)%(0Z,0%) > 0.8
and isAPartOf ~ C hasAPart we deduce thathasAPart”(0Z,07) > 0.8 and finally,
(3hasAPart.OPIFG)%(0%) = sup{...,min(hasAPart’ (0%, 0%), (OPIFG)*(0?)),...} >
0.75.

¢

Table 3.2: Conjugated pairs of fuzzy assertions
p<m|p<m
p>n|n>m|n>m
¢o>n|n>m|n>m

Following [Str01], we introduce the concept of conjugated pairs of fuzzy assertions to
represent pairs of assertions that form a contradiction. The possible conjugated pairs are
defined in Table 3.2, whergrepresents a crisp assertion of the farmC or (a,b) : R.

So for example, the two fuzzy assertiofas: C') > 0.7 and(a : C') < 0.7 conjugate

since this case falls under the cell of the second line and first column of Table 3.2. In the
presence of inverse roles and role hierarchies, the definition of conjugated role assertions
has to be extended. We say that two role asserions n; andy < n, conjugate if

¢ =(a,b): R,¢ = (b,a) : Inv(R) andn,; > n,. Similarly for the rest of the inequalities.
Finally, regarding role hierarchies, one should also take under consideration possible sub-
or super-roles when checking for conjugation two fuzzy assertions that involve roles. For
example, the fuzzy assertidija, b) : R) > 0.6, conjugates with((a,b) : S) < 0.5,
provided thatk = S.
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Theorem 3 Fuzzy interpretations coincide with crisp interpretations if we restrict to the
membership degrees of 0 and 1.

As we explained in Chapter 2 different choices of fuzzy triples and quadruples defines
different fuzzy logics. Hence, this justifies the need for introducing a special notation
for distinguishing between fuzzy DLs that use different norm functions. More precisely,
the notation f-DL, where 7 is a fuzzy implication function, has been proposed in the
literature [SST 05b] to indicate that the fuzzy DL uses the specifiedperation to per-
form fuzzy implication. The rest of fuzzy operations are defined by the fuzzy implication
[Haj98, KN99]. For example the notation /-SHOZN indicates the fuzzySHOZIN
language which uses the Lukasiewicz complement, thdeGt-norm and t-conorm and
the Kleene-Dienes fuzzy implication.

3.2 Inference Problems of fuzzy DLs

In the current section we will present the inference problems of f-DLs. Moreover, we
will show how to deal with GCls in the context of fuzzy DLs. Until recently this was
considered an open problem.

An f-SHOZQ knowledge basé is satisfiable(unsatisfiablg iff there exists (does
not exist) a fuzzy interpretatiah which satisfies all axioms ik. An f-SHOZ Q-concept
C is n-satisfiablew.r.t. 3 iff there exists a model of X for which there is some € A
such thaiC%(a) = n, andn € (0, 1]; C subsumes w.r.t. ¥ iff for every modelZ of ¥
we havevd € A%, C%(d) < D*(d); a fuzzy ABoxA is consisten{inconsistertw.r.t. a
fuzzy TBox7 and RBoxR if there exists (does not exist) a modebf 7 andR that
satisfies each assertion.h Given a fuzzy concept axiom, a fuzzy role axiom or a fuzzy
assertiony, 3 entails¢, written X |= ¢, iff for all modelsZ of ¥, 7 satisfiesp.

Let® = (7,R, A), be a fuzzy knowledge base. It has been proved that all inference
problems of f-DLs can be reduced to ABox consistency vZr.andR. More precisely,
C'is n-satisfiable w.r.tx iff (7,R,{(a : C) > n}) is satisfiableX = ¢ > n iff ¥ =
(T,R,AU {¢ - = n}) is unsatisfiable andl = C C Diff ¥ = (T,R, AU {(a :
C) > n,(a: D) < n}), forbothn € {ny,ny}, n; € (0,0.5] andny, € (0.5,1], is
unsatisfiable [StrO1]. In the past, the consistency problem in f-DLs has been considered
with respect to a simple and acyclic TBox. Only recently a procedure for deciding fuzzy
ABox consistency w.r.t. general and/or cyclic TBoxes has been developed [SSSP06]. In
classical DLs general and cyclic TBoxes are handled by a process oabedalization
[HS99]. The method of internalization is based on the law of excluded middle, which is
not always satisfied in f-DLs. In [SSSP06] the authors use simple case analysis to provide
the following result,

Lemma 4 [SSSPO06] A fuzzy interpretatich satisfiesC' C D iff for all n € [0,1] and
a € A%, eitherC*(a) < n or D*(a) > n.
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The above lemma suggests that the models represented by a fuzzy Td&aoxoe encoded

in the form of mutually exclusive fuzzy ABoxes. For example7if= {C; C D;,Cy C

D,}, then the alternatives,(a : C; < n),(a : Cy < n)} or {(a : C; < n),(a :

Co >nypor{{a: Cy >mn),{a:Cy <n)or{{a:Cy >n){a:Cy>n)} forall

n € [0,1], are created and capture exactly the models represented by the fuzzy TBox.
These alternatives should be asserted for all individuad and for all values: € [0, 1].
Observe that this is quite similar to the case of crisp DLs where for the above TBox
the internalization method would create the condeqt; U D;) M (=Cs LI D5), which
represents four different possibilities. In fuzzy DLs we additionally have to perform case
analysis for each membership degree

However, it is practically impossible to devise a terminating reasoning algorithm that
uses Lemma 4 to handle GCls and cyclic axioms as we cannot realistically apply it to
all n € [0,1]g. Fortunately, we can restrict theseto a finite set of values. Indeed,

a good candidate is the sat*, defined asN* = XA U {1 —n | n € X4}, where

X4 =1{0,05,1} U{n | (axan) € A}. Intuitively, this means that if afr-.ALC ABox

is consistent, then there exists a model where the membership degrees used to build the
model are restricted to those that exist in the ABox. For instance, in order to satisfy
{{a:C > n)}, we setC?(a’) = n, while to satisfy{(a:C' > n)}, we setC?(a?) = n+e,

for a sufficiently smalk € [0, 1].

In the following, we assume that an ABokhas beemormalizedi.e. fuzzy assertions
of the form(a:C' > n) are replaced bya:C' > n + ¢) and those of the fornu:C' < n),
by (a:C' < n —€). Please note that in a normalized fuzzy KB we allow the degree to
range in[—e, 1 + €] in place of]0, 1]o. It can be proved that the process of normalization
is satisfiability preserving.

Proposition 1 Let> = (7, .A) be a fuzzy knowledge base. Theris satisfiable if and
only if its normalized variant is satisfiable.

3.3 Reasoning in fp-SHOIN

Reasoning in DLs is usually performed with tableaux decision procedures [BDS93]. Such
procedures try to prove the consistency of an AbbRy attempting to construct a model

for it. Since concepts that appear in assertionglimight be complex concept descrip-
tions, such algorithms applgxpansion ruleswhich decompose the initial concept, to
sub-concepts, until no rule is applicable or an evident contradictiash) is reached.
Proceeding that way leads to the creation of a mode#fowhich has a graph-like shape
[HSO5]. The nodes in such a graph correspond to objects in the model, and edges to cer-
tain relations that connect two nodes. Each noedelabelled with a set of concepfX ),

and each edgér, y) with a set of roleC((z, y)). In the fuzzy case, since we have fuzzy
assertions, we extend these sets to also include the membership degree that a node be-
longs to a concept as well as the type of inequality that holds for the fuzzy assertion, thus
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speaking oimembership triplesFor example a fuzzy assertion of the fofm: C' > n)
is represented with a nodg, labelled with the set;(z,) = {(C, >,n)}.

In [SST"05b, SST 05a] tableaux decision procedures for deciding the consistency
of fxp-SZ and fx p-SHZN ABoxes has been presented. Since we argue that nominals
should not be fuzzyfied, this algorithm, together with the results obtained in [HSO05] for
crispSHOZN, can be extended to provide a tableaux proceduredgf$ HOZN . The
only additional non-standard rules that are needed are those which would ensure that
membership triples involving nominal concegts; would contain a membership degree
of either 0 or 1, in order to respect the semantics of nominal concepts. In the following we
first give the definition of angp,-SHZN completion-forest as well as the tableaux ex-
pansion rules. This definition and rules extend our results akeutZ completion-trees
and tableaux expansion rules, previously reported in deliverable D2.5.3. In the following
we present the algorithm for thg -SHZN DL and then we extend it with those expan-
sions rules that are needed to provide reasoning support for nominals and GCIs.

Definition 5 A completion-fores# for an f, ,-SHZN ABox.A is a collection of trees
whose distinguished roots are arbitrarily connected by edges. Each nasléabelled

with a setl(x) = {(C,>,n)}, whereC' € sub(.A) andn € [0,1]. Each edg€z,y) is
labelled with a set’((x,y)) = {(R,>,n)}, whereR € Ry are (possibly inverse) roles
occurring in A. Intuitively, each triple(C, >, n) ((R,<,n)), called membership triple
represents the membership degree and the type of assertion of each node (pair of nodes)
to a concept € sub(A) (role R € Ry).

If nodesz and y are connected by an edde, y) with (P,>x,n) € L({z,y)), and
P =R, theny is called anR,,-successopof = and z is called anR,.,-predecessoof
y. If y is an R.,-successor or amnv(R),.,-predecessoof x, theny is called anR,.,,-
neighbour ofc. Lety be anR..,,-neighbour ofr, the edg€z, y) is conjugatedwith triples
(R,<1,m) if n > m. Similarly, we can extend it to the casesi®f,-, R.,- and R,,-
neighbours. A node is an R-successor (respR-predecessor ofR-neighbour) ofy if it
is an R,..,,-successor (respR..,-predecessor oR,.,,-neighbour) ofy for some roleR. As
usual,ancestois the transitive closure gpredecessor

For two rolesP and R, a nodex in F, two inequality types<, > and a membership
degreen € [0, 1] we define:R% (z,, <, n) = {y | y is an R.,,-neighbour, andz, y) is
conjugated with P, >, n), with P & R}.

A noder is blockediff it is not a root node and it is either directly or indirectly blocked.
A nodez is directly blockedff none of its ancestors is blocked, and it has ancestqrg
andy’ such that:

1. y is not a root node,
2. x is a successor of andy a successor of,

3. L(z) = L(y) andL(2") = L(y') and,
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Table 3.3: Tableaux expansion rules fiFST

Rule Description
(—) ifl. (—-C,x,n) € L(x)
2. and(C,x<x,1—n) ¢ ( )
then L(z) — L(x) U {(C,x~,1—n)}
(Ms) ifl. (CiMNCq>,n) € ( ) x is not indirectly blocked, and
2. {(Ch,m), (Ca, ,m)} € L(2)
then L(z) — L(z) U {(C1,>,n),(Ca,>,n)}
(Uq) ifl. (CyUCs,<,n) € L(x),xis notindirectly blocked, and
2. {<Clv<]7n>v<02a<]7n>} Z‘C(I)
then L(z) — L(z) U{(C1,<,n),{Ce,<,n)}
(Us) if1. (CyUCs,1>,n) € L(x), zis notindirectly blocked, and
2. {{(C1,>,n),{(Co,>,n)} N L(x) =10
then L(z) — L(z)U{C} forsomeC € {(C1,>,n),(Ca,>,n)}
(Mg) if1. (CyMNCq <,n)L(x),zis notindirectly blocked, and
2. {{C1,<,n),(Co,<a,n)} N L(z) =10
then L(z) — L(z)U{C} forsomeC € {(C1, <, n),(Cz, <, n)}
(3s) if1. (3R.C,>>,n) € L(x), z is not blocked,
2. z has noR.,-neighboury with (C, >, n) € L(y)
then create a new nodewith L({z,y)) = {(R,>,n)}, L(y) = {(C,>,n)},
(Vq) if1. (VR.C,<,n) € L(x), zis not blocked,
2. x hasnoR4-,_,-neighboury with (C, <1,n) € L(y)
then create a new nodewith £({z,y)) = {(R,<",1—n)}, L(y) = {(C, <, n)},
(V) if1. (VR.C,r>,n) € L(x), z is not indirectly blocked, and
2. zhas anRy,,-neighboury with (C,>,n) & L(y) and
3. (R,>7,1—n) is conjugated with the edde;, y)
then L(y) — L(y) U{(C,>,n)},
(34) if1. (3R.C,<,n) € L(x),zis notindirectly blocked and
2. z has anR,,-neighboury with (C, <1,n) ¢ L(y) and
3. (R, <,n) is conjugated with the edge, y)
then L(y) — L(y) U{(C,<,n)},
(V4) if1. (vS.C,>,n) € L(z), z is not indirectly blocked, and
2. thereis som&, with Trans(R), andR E S, = has aR,,-neighboury with, (VR.C,1>,n) ¢ L(y), and
3. (R,>7,1—n)is conjugated with the edge, y)
then L(y) — L(y) U{(VR.C,1>,n)},
(34) if 1. (35.C,<,n) € L(z), z is notindirectly blocked and

2. there is som&, with Trans(R), andR E S, = has aR.,,, -neighboury with, (3R.C, <1,n) & L(y), and
3. (R, <,n) is conjugated with the edge, y)
then L(y) — L(y) U{BEBR.C, <, n)},

4. L({(«',z)) = LY, y)).

In this case we say thatblocksz. A nodey is indirectly blocked iff one of its ancestors
is blocked, or it is a successor of a nodend £({(z, y)) = 0.

For a noder, £(x) is said to contain a clash if it contains one of the following:

e two conjugated pairs of triples,
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Table 3.4: Tableaux rules for number restrictions

Rule Description

>s) ifl. (>pR,>,n) € L(x),zis not blocked,
2. there are np R ,-neighboursy,...,y, of x
3. withy; #y;for1 <i<j<p
then create new nodeg,...,y,, With L({(z,y;)) = {(R,>,n)}andy; #y;forl1 <i<j<p

(<q) ifl. (<pR,<,n)e L(x),zisnot blocked,
then apply(>y )-rule for the triple(> (p+ 1)R,<~,1 — n)
(<) ifl. (<pR,>,n) € L(x), zis notindirectly blocked,

tRL (z,>',>7,1 —n) > p, there are two of them, z, with noy # 2 and
3. yis neither aroot node nor an ancestorof
then 1.L(z) — L(z) U L(y) and
2. if z is an ancestor of
thenl((z,x)) — L({z,z)) UInv(L({z,y})))
elseL((z, 2)) — L({z,2)) U L((z,y))
3. L((z,y)) — 0
4. Setu # z for all u with u # y

(>a) ifl. (>pR,<,n) € L(x),zisnotindirectly blocked,
then apply(<)-rule for the triple(< (p — 1)R,<~,1 — n)
(<o) if1. (<pR,>>,n) € L(x),

tRE (x,>',>7,1 —n) > p, there are two of them, z, both root nodes, with ng # = and
then 1.L(z) — L£(z) U L(y) and

2. For all edgesy, w):

i. if the edge(z, w) does not exist, create it with((z, w)) = 0

ii. L((z,w)) — L({z,w)) U L({y, w))

3. For all edgesw, y):

i. if the edge(w, z) does not exist, create it with((w, z)) = 0

i, £((w,2)) — L((w, 2)) UL((w, y))

4. SetL(y) = ( and remove all edges to/fromn

5. Setu # z for all uw with u # y and sety = z

(>rs) ifl. (>pR,<,n) € L(x),
then apply(<,_)-rule for the triple(< (p — 1)R, <™ ,1 — n)

e one of the triples L, >,n), (T,<,n), withn > 0, n < 1, (L,>n), (T,<,n)
(C,<,0)or (C,>,1),

e some triple(< pR, >, n) andz hasp + 1 R...,,-neighboursy, . .., y, conjugated
with (R, >~,1 —n) andy; # y;, n;,n € [0,1],forall 0 <i < j < p, or

e some triple(> pR, <1,n) andz hasp R.,,-neighboursy, ...,y, 1, conjugated
with (R, <, n) andy; # y;, n;,n € [0,1],forall 0 <i < j <p—1.

For an f,. ,-SHZN ABox.A, the algorithm initialises a foresE to contain (i) a root
nodexz}, for each individuak; € I4 occurring in the ABox4, labelled with£(z}) such
that {(C;,>,n)} C L(x}) for each assertion of the foru; : C;) > n € A, (i) an
edge(z}, ), for each assertioti{a;, a;) : R;) > n € A, labelled with£({z}, z)) such
that {(R;,>>,n)} C L((x},x})), (iii) the relation# as ) # x} if a; # a; € A and the
relation = to be empty. Finally, the algorithm expari@sby adding role inclusion axioms
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Inv(P) C Inv(R), forall P C R € R and by addingTrans(Inv(R)) for all Trans(R) € R.

F is then expanded by repeatedly applying the completion rules from Tables 3.3 and 3.4.
The completion-forest is complete when, for some ngdé&(z) contains a clash, or
none of the completion rules is applicable. The algorithm stops when a clash occurs; it
answers A is consistent w.r.tR’ iff the completion rules can be applied in such a way
that they yield a complete and clash-free completion-forest, ahi inconsistent w.r.t.

‘R’ otherwise.

Table 3.5: The new expansion rules frfSHOZN
Rule Description
{0} if1. ({o},r>,n) € L(z), and
2. ({o},>,1) ¢ L(x)
then L(x)U {{{o},>,1)}
{o}4 ifl. ({o},<,n) € L(x),and
2. {{0},<,0) & L(2)
then L(z)U{{{o},<,0)}
(CCD) ifl. CCDeTand
2. {{C,<,n—¢e),(D,>n)}NL(x)=0fornec N4
then L(z) — L(z) U{E} forsomeFE € {(C,<,n—e¢),(D,>,n)}

The above definition gives us a tableaux decision procedure for the fuzzy DL language
frxp-SHZIN . In order to extend the algorithm to handle nominals we have to take under
consideration all the notions introduced in [HS05] for cri&OZN . In fact most no-
tions, like blockable nodes, merging, pruning and priority of rule expansion are the same.
The only additions to the algorithm are those that will ensure the interpretation of the
nominal concepts as crisp concepts, since this is how we have interpreted them. In Table
3.5 we can see these rules together with the rule that is intended for reasoning with GClIs.
As we see the rule for GCls is based on the notion of a normalized KB that we introduced
in the previous section.

Regarding implementation issues we have implemented a Fuzzy Reasoning Engine
(FIREY for the frp-SHIN language, based on the direct tableaux rules in [S54],
and we have started the extension of the algorithm to covergtheSSHOZN language
with general concept inclusion axioms; optimization capabilities are also investigated.
Please note that how to reason with other norm operations in expressive fuzzy DLs, like
fuzzy ST or SHZN, remains an open problem.

2FiRE is available ahttp://www.image.ece.ntua.gr/ ~nsimou
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3.4 FIiRE: A Fuzzy Reasoning Engine

FIRE (Fuzzy Reasoning Engine) [SSSKO06] is a prototype implementation of a reasoning
algorithm for a very expressive fuzzy Description Logic language, namelySHZIN
[SST05a]. This algorithm builds upon previous results about reasoning with fuzzy De-
scription Logics, by extending the reasoning algorithm 5 {ALC [StrO1] to handle

most of the features of OWL. Currently FIRE supports only simple TBoxes, i.e. no Gen-
eral Concept Inclusion axioms are allowed. Figure 3.1 illustrates the graphical interface
of the FiIRE platform. As we can see FiRE is formed by three different components. The
first one, which is in the upper left part of the user interface, is the editor panel; the sec-
ond, on the upper upper right part, is the inference services panel; the last, on the bottom
consists of a set of output tabs.

e FRe =181
File Edit Run Help

E <| Entailment

& = ot @

Magnetic Reasonance Imaging Knowledge =l it

I(instance 01 TennisBall >= 0.5) ] LI
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( 1 pts (T Round Stripe Yellow White Green Blue Red) Result

roles ((hasPart)

Resulttrue Query.(instance o1 Yellow >= 0.8) Filename:C\Dd
‘individuals (o1 02))
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IC(Blue) = {<01, 0.05>, <02, 0.9>}
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IC(Stripe) = {<02, 0.8=}
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Figure 3.1: Screen Shot of FIRE User Interface
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3.4.1 Editor

In the editor area one is able to open and edit or create from scratch a new knowledge base.
FIRE uses the same syntax as the RACER (http://www.sts.tu-harburg.de/ r.f. moeller/racer/)
Description Logic reasoning engine in order to encode the captured knowledge. Obvi-
ously, in FIRE we had to slightly extend the syntax of RACER in order to support fuzzy
facts.

As we can see in Figure 3.1, by using the keywegdivalentwe can provide the def-
initions for the fuzzy concept$enniBall, White andYellow. Finally, using the keywords
instanceandrelatedas well as an inequality type and a membership degree we can define
fuzzy facts. In addition to the fuzzy facts introduced in the previous section, we have
specified that segment, is red to a degree 0.6, green to a degree 0.5, blue to a degree
0.9 and its shape represents a stripe to a degree 0.8. Furthermore, we have extended our
knowledge about segmeat saying that it is round to a degree 0.6.

3.4.2 Inference Services

The FIRE platform supports three types of inferences. The first one is the ability to check
the consistency of a fuzzy knowledge base. The other two inferences are more focused on
guerying the given knowledge in order to derive new implied knowledge. To provide rea-
soning support for -OWL we have reduced a f-OWL ontology to a fuzzy DL knowledge
base [SST05c] in a manner similar to the way OWL is reduced to DLs.

The first type of query that is supported is the entailment of a fuzzy fact. This func-
tionality is provided in the upper part of the inference services panel of the FiRE platform
as it is depicted in Figure 3.1. For example one useful query to our fuzzy knowledge
would be to ask if segmemt; is yellow to a degree greater or equal thta®. The user
can input this query in the upper part of the inference services panel by using the RACER
syntax. For our fuzzy knowledge the answer is positive since as we explained in the pre-
vious section the semantics of the language entail such a fact. Another fuzzy fact that our
knowledge entalils is that, is a tennis ball to a degree greater or equal than 0.5.

The last inference service provided is the subsumption between two fuzzy concepts.
This is provided in the lower part of the inference services panel, as it can be seen in Figure
3.1. For example we can query if concéfetiow is a sub-concept of the conjunction of
the fuzzy conceptRed, Green and notBlue which is obviously true. In RACER syntax
subsumption is specified with the keywarndplies

3.4.3 Output Tabs

Finally FIRE uses a number of output tabs to provide information about the fuzzy knowl-
edge base. In Figure 3.1 tmeodeloutput tab has been selected. This tab returns the
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model (fuzzy interpretation) that satisfies the concept, role and instance axioms specified
in the fuzzy knowledge base if they are consistent. Figure 3.1 shows a model of the fuzzy
knowledge base after we have checked its consistency. We can see that the Bedcept

is a fuzzy concept with objed; belonging to a degree 0.8 and objestbelonging to a
degree).6. hasPart is a fuzzy property where the pdio,, 0;) belongs to a degree 0.75;
similarly with the rest of the fuzzy concepts. Another important tab are the tableaux ex-
pansion tab where one is able to see a trace of the application of the reasoning algorithm.
Other tabs that are provided is the tableaux tab where we can see the structure that the
reasoning algorithm has created, the output tab which provides a view of the initial fuzzy
knowledge and the performance tab which provides a view of information about the usage
of computing resources.

Regarding the efficiency of the implementation, we have to mention that currently
FIRE does not support any of the optimization techniques of classical DL. Hence, the
behavior of the implementation is dependent on the form and size of the input knowledge
base. Roughly speaking FIRE operates well with small and medium size knowledge bases
(about 100 concepts), and which do not contain concept which use complex constructors
(speaking in terms of sources of complexity), like disjointness constructors and at-most
restrictions which introduce non-determinism. Some first investigations have shown that
there is a lot of room for optimization and that most of the classical DL optimization
methods would be applicable to fuzzy DLs with some necessary adaptations.

20 February 8, 2007 KWEB/2006/D2.5.6/v1.1



Chapter 4

Fuzzy OWL

In the current chapter we will present a fuzzy extension to the OWL language, thus creat-
ing the fuzzy OWL language. Additionally, we will present a translation technique which
reduces an f-OWL ontology to a§+HOZN knowledge base. Our presentation follows
the one in [SST05c], but provides some revisions to the semantics of the language, as
well as the reduction technique. Moreover, we also address the issue of the RDF/XML
syntax of f-OWL that has not been previously presented.

4.1 Semantics of fuzzy OWL

Our fuzzy OWL language uses essentially the same syntax as the crisp OWL language
[BVHH'04]. Hence, one is able to create OWL class descriptions and OWL class and
property axioms in exactly the same way this is done in OWL. For example one can
define the class of white things as the set of things that are red, green and blue at the same
time. In OWL abstract syntax [PSHHO04] this definition could be writterCdass(White
complete intersectionOf(Red Green Blue)).

The differences between crisp OWL and fuzzy OWL arise in the definition of facts
(individual axioms). In the case of f-OWL besides specifying the membership of an indi-
vidual (pair of individuals) to a class (property) we also need to specify the membership
degree that this individual (pair of individuals) belongs to the class (property), and an
inequality, as in the case of§HOZN fuzzy assertions. Such axioms are referred to as
fuzzy facts For example, one might want to state that an image regian, is blue to a
degree greater or equal than 0.8. As we will see in the following, in f-OWL the abstract
syntax of such an axiom isdividual(reg; type(Blue) >= 0.8).

Although the syntax modifications are minor, the semantics of f-OWL are based on
fuzzy interpretations, and interpret OWL classes and properties as fuzzy sets and fuzzy
relations. In the case of f-OWL DL (that we are studying here) these interpretations are
fairly standard by description logic standards. Hence, a fuzzy interpretation is& gair
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Table 4.1: Fuzzy OWL Class Descriptions

Abstract Syntax DL Syntax Semantics
Class@) A AT AT - [0,1]
Class(owl:Thing) T T (a) =1
Class(owl:Nothing) 1 1%(a) =0
intersectionOf(, D, .. .) cnbD (Cn D)X (a) = t(C*¥(a), D% (a))
unionOf(C, D, ...) cubD (C U D) (a) =u(C*(a), DX (a))
complementOf() -C (=) (a) = c¢(C*(a))
OneOfpy,02,...) {o1}u{oo} | ({or}U{oa})(a) = 1if a €{of, 0t}
({o1} U {02})%(a) = 0 otherwise
restriction(@ someValuesFrond()) 3R.C (3R.C)%(a) = supyear t(R%(a,b),CT (D))
restriction(? allValuesFrom()) VR.C (VR.C)%(a) = infyepz T (RE(a,b),CT(b))
restriction@ hasValue¢)) JR{o} | (AR.{o})*(a) = supycaz t(R%(a,b), {0} (D))
restriction® minCardinality(n)) > pR (= pR)*(a) = supy, . byEAT t(th_ RT(a,b;), tic;{bi # b;})
restriction(® maxCardinality(n)) <pR (< pR)*(a) =infy, b, ez T (3 R (a,b;), uici {bi = b;})

(AZ, 1) where the domairh” is a non-empty set of objects arfds afuzzy interpretation
function which maps an individual name € I to an element? € AZ, a f-OWL class
A to a membership functioA? : AT — [0, 1] and a f-OWL object propertyz € R to a
membership functio®” : A7 x AT — [0, 1].

An f-OWL interpretation can be extended to give semantics to fuzzy class descriptions
and fuzzy class and fuzzy property axioms. The abstract syntax, the respective fuzzy DL
syntax and the semantics of f-OWL class descriptions are depicted in Table 4.1. The ab-
stract syntax, f-DL syntax and semantics of f-OWL class and property axioms are depicted
in Table 4.2. Observe that specifying a membership degree along with an inequality in
an individual axiom is optional. This ability will be further explained in the next section.

A fuzzy ontologyO, is a set of f-OWL axioms. We say that a fuzzy interpretafiois a
model ofO iff it satisfies all axioms ir0. A fuzzy ontologyO, entailsa fuzzy ontology
O, written O; = O, if every model ofO; is a model ofO.

There are some remarks regarding Table 4.2. Firstly, the semantics of domain axioms
result from the inequationsup,c oz t(R*(a,b), 1) < C¥(a), which provide the semantics
for the subsumption axiomR. T C ;. Since the inequality holds for the supremum of
the left-hand side it would hold for arlye AZ so,t(R%(a,b),1) < C#(a) and due to the
boundary condition of t-norms we get the simplified inequality of Table 4.2. Similarly,
the semantics of fuzzy range restrictions result by considering an arbitranAZ for
the inequationl < inf,caz J(R*(a,b), CE(b)). Finally, observe that the semantics of
disjoint classes are based on the GCn D C 1, rather than the axior® = —D, which
is usually considered in the crisp case. While in crisp DLs the semantics of these two
syntactic forms coincide, this is natwaystrue in fuzzy DLs. We choose the first form
since in many cases the second one provides us with some counterintuitive properties.
For example, suppose we assert that a cfags disjoint from itself. Then using the
first semantics and the@in-norm for performing fuzzy intersection we will get that €
22
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Table 4.2: Fuzzy OWL Axioms

Abstract Syntax DL Syntax Semantics

(ClassA partialCy ... Ch) ACCiN...NCy | AZ(a) <t(C¥(a),...,CL(a))
(ClassA completeCy ... Cp) A=Cin...NCn | AZ(a) =t(C(a),...,CL(a))
(EnumeratedClasd o1 ... on) A=o1U...Uop, | AZ(a)=1ifa€ {ol,... 0L}, AT(a)=0 otherwise
(SubClassOC; , Cs) C1C Oy CZ(a) < 021 (a)
(EquivalentClasse€ ... Cp) Ci=---=Cyp Ci(a)=---=Ck(a)
(DisjointClasse€; ... Cy) Cc;nc; C L t(CE(a), CI(a)) =0,1<i<j<n
(SubPropertyOR1, R3) Ri1C Ry Rf(a,b) < Rg (a,b)
(EquivalentPropertieR; ... Ry) Ri=---=R, Rf(a,b) =--- = RZ(a,b)
ObjectPropertyR superR) ... supery,) RLCR; R%(a,b) < Rf(a,b)

domain(1) ... domainCy) JR.T C C; R%(a,b) < C#(a)

range(1) ... rangeC) T CVR.C; 1 < J(R%(a,b),CE(b))

[InverseOf©)] R=S" RZ(a,b) = (S Y (a,b)

[Symmetric] R=R" R%(a,b) = (R~)%(a,b)

[Functional] TCLI1R infy 4. caz T(E(RE(a,b1), R (a,b2)),u(br = b2)) > 1

[InverseFunctional] TLCL1R™ infy, poeaz j(t(( ) (a,b1),(R™)%(a,b2)),u(by = b2)) > 1

[Transitive]) Trans(R) supycaz H(R% (a,b), RE (b, ¢)) < R%(a,c)
Individual(e type(C1) [< degreefn1)] . . . type(Cr) [< degreefnnr )] o : Ciximy; CI(o J<imi, m; € [0,1],1 <i<n

value(R1, o1) [>< degreek:)] ... valueRy, o;)) [>< degreek,)] (0,0;) : Ry<k; RZ( Z)Mkz, k; €[0,1],1<i< £

Sameindividual§; ... op) o1 =-=o0p ozZ = = 0
Differentindividualsé; ... on) 0; # 0 of # oI 1 < i<j<n

AT . min(C%(a),C%(a)) = 0 = Va € AT.C*(a) = 0. In other words(C' = L, which is
intuitive. On the other hand by using the second axiom we will gete AZ.C%(a) <
1—C%(a) = C%(a) < 5.

4.2 Abstract and Concrete RDF Syntax

In order to provide a complete presentation of the fuzzy OWL language in the current sec-
tion we provide the abstract and concrete RDF syntax of f-OWL. We also give a number
of examples to make the syntax more clear.

Table 4.3 presents the abstract syntax of fuzzy facts. We see that the usual definition
of OWL facts is extended with a new element calledmbership This element is de-
fined by two sub-elements that meqTypeanddegree The element ineqType is used to
specify the inequality type that is taking place in the instance relation. Thus, the values
of this element are the inequalities, <, > and < and the equality=. Observe that
f-OWL allows one to use the equality symbet)in order to specify an exact equality
in an instance relation. This is in order to avoid writing two instance relations using the
inequalities>= and <=, as was noted in chapter 3. Finally, element degree is used to
specify the membership degree that the specified instance relation holds, taken from the
interval[0, 1].

As we can see the membership element is optional, i.e. the user might not specify a
membership for an instance relation. In that case it is reasonable to consider by default
that the inequality type is of the forea and the membership degree is equal to 1. More-
KWEB/2006/D2.5.6/v1.1
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Table 4.3: Abstract Syntax of f-OWL

individual = ‘Individual(’ [individuallD] {annotatior
{'type(’ type ‘)’ [membership} {value [membership} ‘)’
membership ::= ineqType degree
ineqType e S S
degree .= ‘degree(’ real-number-between-0-and-1-inclusive ‘)’

over, we see that the membership element is placed both after the type element as well as
after the value element. In the former case we can specify the membership of fuzzy facts
involving an individual and a concept, while in the latter we can specify the membership
between a pair of individuals and a fuzzy role.

Now let us turn our attention to the RDF/XML syntax of f-OWL. In order to demon-
strate the RDF/XML syntax of f-OWL we are going to use as an example a holiday orga-
nization task. In this example we have tifdmeis closeTo Athens to a degree equal
to 0.75, thatRomeis aHotPlace to a degree greater or equal than 0.7, thidiens is
a HotPlace to a degree greater or equal than 0.8 and &thens is closeTo Cyprus
to a degree greater or equal than 0.6. As is the case with the classical OWL and RDF
languages there are two different forms in which such information can be encoded. First
we can use the abbreviating syntax of RDF/XML for specifying instances relations. In
that case, the RDF/XML syntax is the following,

<HotPlace rdf.about="Rome" owlx:ineqType=" >" owlx:degree="0.7">
<closeTo rdf:resource="Athens" owlx:degree="0.75"/>
</HotPlace>

On the other hand we could also use the RDF elendriDescription to pro-
vide a different form of RDF/XML syntax. By using this element in the cas@tbkens
we can provide the following syntax,

<rdf:Description rdf.about="Athens">
<rdf:type rdf:resource="HotPlace" owlx:ineqType=" >" owlx:degree="0.8"/>
<closeTo rdfiresource="Cyprus" owlx:ineqType=" >" owlx:degree="0.6"/>
</rdf:Description>

4.3 Reduction to fuzzy OWL Satisfiability

In [HPSO04] a translation from OWL axioms and facts to DL axioms and assertions was
provided. The aim of this translation is to reduce the problem of the entailment of OWL
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ontologies to the problem of satisfiability of a DL knowledge base for which implemented
algorithms are known. In this section we will study the reduction in the case of fuzzy
OWL and fuzzy DLs.

The first step in such reduction is to translate an f-OWL ontology to an f-DL knowl-
edge base. More precisely we have to translate f-OWL class and property descriptions
and axioms to f-DL concept and role axioms and descriptions. Such a translation is de-
scribed in [HPS04]. Since we impose no syntax changes in class and property axioms
and descriptions the same reduction also applies to the f-OWL language. Additionally, in
the current paper we have provided the DL counterpart of the OWL class and property
axioms and descriptions, (see Tables 4.1 and 4.2). The only difference with respect to the
mapping in [HPS04] is the reduction of disjoint classes. Since we consider the seman-
tics that result from the syntaX 1 D C | such axioms are reduced to this DL concept
inclusion axiom, rather tha@' = —D, which is used in [HPS04].

Table 4.4: From f-OWL facts to f-DL fuzzy assertions

f-OWL fragment F Translation (F)

Individual(z, > n;...z, > n,) Fla: xy>xmny), ..., F(a : z,>an,) wherea is new
a : type(C)x<in a: V(C)xn

a : type(C) a:V(C)=1

a : value(R x)><n {a,b) : Re<n, F(b: ) whereb is new

a : value(R x) (a,b) : R=1, F(b: x) whereb is new

a:o a=o

Sameindividualg; ... o,) V(o)) =V(oj)1<i<j<n
Differentindividualsé; ... o,) V(o)) #V(0j) 1 <i<j<n

The most complex part of the translation, identified in [HPSO04], is the translation of
individual axioms (facts), because they can be stated with respect to anonymous individ-
uals. In [HPS04] two translations were provided, one for OWL DL and one for OWL
Lite. This is because the translation of OWL DL uses nominals which OWL Lite does not
support. Close inspection of the abstract syntax of fuzzy individual axioms from Table
4.2, and the translations in [HPSO04], reveals that the OWL Lite reduction better serves our
needs in the fuzzy case even when we consider the reduction of OWL DL facts. This is
due to the presence of inequality types and membership degrees. Table 4.4 defines a map-
ping (F) that transforms OWL facts to$HOZN assertions. The mappingrepresents
the translation from f-OWL classes and individuals to f-DL concepts and individuals.

As a second step of the reduction we have to reduSé(ZN knowledge base
entailment to fSHOZN unsatisfiability. More precisely, we have to define a translation
G such thatk = Aiff K U{G(A)} is unsatisfiable, wherd represents an axiom. The
definition of G is depicted in Table 4.5. There are some remarks regarding the definition
of G. Observe that in the reduction of the entailment of concept and role subsumption and
transitive role axioms we have to check for the satisfiability of the ABoxes for all degrees
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Table 4.5: From entailment to unsatisfiability

Axiom A Transformatiorg(A)

CCD {(x:C)>n,(x:D)<n)},Vne|0,1]
Trans(R) {(z:3R.(3RA{y})) > n,(x: IR{y}) < n},Vn € [0,1]
RCS {(z : IR A{y}) > n,(z: IS{y}) < n},Vn € [0,1]
(a: C)=<n (a:C)—n

({a,b) : R)><mn ({(a,b) : R)—>n

a=>b a#b

a#b a=1b

€ [0, 1]. Obsiously, such a task is practicaly impossible. Straccia [StrO1] proves that
for concept subsumption it suffices to check the unsatisfiability of the ABox for only two
arbitrarily selected data values,, n, from the intervalsp; € (0,0.5] andny € (0.5, 1].
This result can be easily extended to the cases of role subsumption and transitive role
axioms At last observe that the entailment of role assertigng) : R)xmn is much
easier in the fuzzy case, than in the crisp case. While in classical DLs the negation of
roles is required, necesitating special transformation techniques [HPS04], in fuzzy DLs
only a negation of the form of inequality is needed, which can easily be handled.

Regarding the reduction of$HZ F entailment to f{SHZF satisfiability a number of
issues have to be taken under consideration. More precisely SHh&tF language does
not support nominals, thus the reduction method for role subsumption and transitive role
axioms presented in Table 4.5, cannot be used. This is also true in the case of crisp OWL
Lite [HPS04]. For that purpose a new transformation method has to be devised. Based
on the translation method presented in [HPS04] we can replace each nominal concept in
Table 4.5 with a new atomic concept not present in the KB. The new mapping that
uses this new notion will be denoted §¥. This yields a translation method folSHZ F.
Please note that, the approach taken in [HPS04] for the reductiSH @t entailment to
SHZF satisfiability is different from the approach taken here.

The reduction of OWL entailment to§HOZN satisfiability, presented in this sec-
tion, together with the recent results on reasoning with expressive DLs" [ with
general inclusion axioms [SSSP06] and the extensions provided in the previous Chapter,
implies that at the current moment we can fully support reasoning for the fuzzy OWL
language £ ,-OWL. The extension of the tableaux algorithms to cover other norm oper-
ations in expressive DL languages and thus cover reasoning in OWL DL and OWL Lite
or to any expressive sub-language of them is an interesting open issue.
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Chapter 5

Fuzzy Rules

In the current chapter we will report on some recent results about extending Semantic Web
rule languages with fuzzy set theory. More precisely, we will present a fuzzy extension
to the languages SWRL and RuleML. A first account to fuzzy SWRL was presented in
Deliverable 2.5.1 [PFT04], but here we revise these results by using the presentation
given in [PSS06]. Finally, our presentation of the uncertainty extensions to RuleML
follows the one in [SSTPO5].

5.1 Fuzzy SWRL

Fuzzy rules are of the formntecedent — consequent, where atoms in both the an-
tecedent and consequent can have weights (importance factors), which are numbers be-
tween 0 and 1. More specifically, atoms can be of the forms«@ (X (x,y}w, Q(X, 2w,
sameAs(x,y)w, differentFrom(x,y}w or builtin(predz,, . .., z,), wherew € [0, 1] is the

weight of an atom, and omitting a weight is equivalent to specifying a value of 1. For
instance, the following fuzzy rule axiom, inspired from the field of emotional analysis,
asserts that if a man has his eyebrows raised enough and his mouth open then he is happy,
and that the condition that he has his eyebrows raised is a bit more important than the
condition that he has his mouth open.

EyebrowsRaised(?a) * 0.9 A MouthOpen(7a) x 0.8 — Happy(?a), (5.1)

In this example,EyebrowsRaised, MouthOpen and Happy are class URIrefs, ?a is an
individual-valuedvariable, and 0.9 and 0.8 are the weights of the ateyalsrows-Raised(?a)
andMouthOpen(?a), respectively.

In this presentation of fuzzy rules, we only consideymicfuzzy rules, i.e., rules with
only one atom in theonsequent. The weight of an atom in eonsequent, therefore, can
be seen as indicating the weight that is given to the rule axiom in determining the degree
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with which theconsequent holds. Consider, for example, the following two fuzzy rules:
parent(?x, 7p) A Happy(?p) — Happy(7z) % 0.8 (5.2)

brother(?z, 7b) A Happy(?b) — Happy(7z) * 0.4, (5.3)

which shareHappy(?x) in the consequent. Since0.8 > 0.4, more weight is given to rule
(5.2) than to rule (5.3) when determining the degree to which an individi&pgy.

In what follows, we formally introduce the syntax and model-theoretic semantics of
fuzzy SWRL.

5.1.1 Syntax

In this section, we present the syntax of fuzzy SWRL. To make the presentation simple
and clear, we use DL syntax (see the following definition) instead of the XML, RDF or
abstract syntax of SWRL.

Definition 6 Leta,b be individual URIrefs] a OWL data literal,C, D OWL class de-
scriptions, , 7, OWL individual-valuedproperty descriptionsyy, r, individual-valued
property URIrefsg, s; data-valuegbroperty URIrefspred a datatype predicatey, w, . . .,
w, € [0,1], U, ?1, e v, are (unary or binary) tuples of variables and/or individual
URIrefs,a, (v1), . . . , an(vy) andc(?) are of the form&’'(x), r(z,y), s(z, 2), sameAs(z,y),
dif ferentFrom(x,y), m or builtin(pred, 21, . .., z,), wherez, y are individual-valued
variables or individual URIrefsyz is a truth constant, which is a rational number between
Oand1, and zz, ..., 2, aredata-valuedrariables or OWL data literals.

An f-SWRL ontology can have the following kinds of axioms:

e class axiomsC' C D (class inclusion axioms);

e property axioms:r C r; (individual-valuedproperty inclusion axioms)unc(r)
(functionalindividual-valuedproperty axioms),Trans(rs) (transitive property ax-
ioms),s C s; (data-valuedgroperty inclusion axiomsunc(s;) (functionaldata-
valuedproperty axioms);

e individual axioms (facts):(a : C') > m, (a : C) < m (fuzzy class assertions),
((a,b ) : ) > m, ((a,b ) : r) < m (fuzzyindividual-valuedproperty assertions),
((a,l ):r)>m, ((al ):r) < m (fuzzydata-valuegroperty assertionsp = b
(individual equality axioms) and # b (individual inequality axioms);

o rule axioms:a; (v;) * wy A -+ A an(vy) * wy — c(v) * w (fuzzy rule axioms).

Omitting a degree or a weight is equivalent to specifying the value of 1. o
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According to the above definition, -SWRL extends SWRL with fuzzy class asser-
tions, fuzzy property assertions and fuzzy rule axioms. We have some remarks here.
Firstly, in f-SWRL, there are two (i.e> and <) kinds of fuzzy assertions; as we have
already mentioned, we can simulate the form{@of C) = m by considering two asser-
tions of the form(a : C) > m and(a : C')) < m. Secondly, although f-SWRL supports
degrees in fuzzy assertions, it does not support degrees in fuzzy class axioms and fuzzy
property axioms because it is not very clear how to obtain degrees for them. Nevertheless,
it is worth noting that fuzzy class axioms and fuzzy property axibagefuzzy interpre-
tations instead of crisp interpretations (see Section 5.1.3). Furthermore, we allow the use
of truth constants: [Pav79, Haj98] in the consequence of a fuzzy rule axiom. This could
enable us to simulate fuzzy assertions of the fgam C') < m with fuzzy rule axioms
(see Section 5.1.3).

5.1.2 Constraints on Semantics

In order to make the semantics of f-SWRL more intuitive, in this section we briefly clarify
the constraints of our desired semantics for f-SWRL. The proposed constraints provide
a unified framework for giving model theoretic semantics for f-SWRL based on fuzzy
intersections (t-norms), fuzzy union (s-norms), fuzzy negations, fuzzy implications and
weight operationg(w, d) : [0,1]*> — [0, 1], i.e. how to handle the degréef an atom (in
antecedents) and its weight The properties of weight operations are defined later on
this section.

Firstly, one of the most useful relationships which is used to manipulate expressions
in propositional logic is thenodus ponenwhich states thatl N (A = B) = B (if A
is true andA implies B, then B is also true). This suggests the following constraint on
fuzzy implications.

Constraint 7 The fuzzy implications used in the semantics of -SWRL should satisfy the
modus ponen:

J(t(a, I (a,b)),b) = 1.

It is easy to verify that, e.g., the following two sets of fuzzy operations satisfy the above
constraint:

e {t(a,b) = min(a,b), Jr(a,b) = sup{x € [0,1] | t(a,z) < b}},
e {t(a,b) =a-b,Tr(a,b) =sup{z € [0,1] | t(a,x) < b}},

while the set of fuzzy operationg(a,b) = min(a, b), u(a,b) = max(a,b),c(a) = 1 —
a, Js(a,b) = u(c(a),b)} does not (e.g., whem = 0.4,b = 0.5). In short, R-implication
satisfies Constraint 7, while S-implication does not.

Secondly, we require the weight operatigiis, d) in antecedents satisfy the follow-
ing properties.
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Constraint 8 The weight operationg(w, d) used in the semantics of f-SWRL should sat-
isfy the following properties:

1. monotone int: if d; < d, theng(w, d;) < g(w, ds),
2. 9(0,d) = 1,9(1,d) = d.

The intuition of Property 1 is immediate. Property 2 ensures that the weight O would
not affect the result of fuzzy intersections in the antecedent, and that the full membership
degree would participate in fuzzy intersections when the weight is 1.

It is easy to verify that, e.g., the following two weight operations satisfy the above
constraint:

a-b ifa#0
°Mm®={1 ey

e g(a,b) = Jr(a,b),

while the weight operatiop(a, b) = min(a, b) does not (e.g. whem = 0). Observe that
the former type of weight operation is t-norm based, while the latter oReimsplication
based.

Thirdly, in order to enable the use of weights in the head atoms as the weights of the
rule axiom, we have the following constraint.

Constraint 9 Given a fuzzy rulel — c*w, whereA is the antecedent of the rule anis
the consequent atom with weight the semantics of f-SWRL should satisfy the following
property:

J(AD),c(T)) z w,

whereA(Z) andc(Z) are interpretations ofd andc, respectively.

Intuitively speaking, the above constraint requires that the degree of fuzzy implication
should be no less than the weight. This constraint is inspired by Theorem 5 from [DP01],

which shows an important property of the weighted rules of the fare C', whered is
a weight of the rule.

Furthermore, individual axioms (or facts) are special forms of rule axioms in SWRL.
This suggests yet another constraint on the semantics of -SWRL.

Constraint 10 The semantics of f-SWRL should ensure that fuzzy individual axioms (fuzzy
facts) are special forms of fuzzy rule axioms.

It is worth noting that we do not require fuzzy class (or property) axioms be special forms

of fuzzy rule axioms. In some decidable sub-languages of SWRL, such as the DL-safe
SWRL [MSSO04], class (or property) axioms are not special forms of rule axioms.
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5.1.3 Model-theoretic Semantics

In this section, we give a model-theoretic semantics for fuzzy SWRL, based on the con-
straints specified in the previous section. Although many f-SWRL axioms share the same
syntax as their counterparts in SWRL, such as class inclusion axioms, they have differ-
ent semantics because we use fuzzy interpretations in the model-theoretic semantics of
f-SWRL.

Before we provide a model-theoretic semantics for -SWRL, we introduce the notions
of datatype predicates and datatype predicate maps.

Definition 11 (Datatype Predicate)A datatype predicat@r simplypredicaté p is char-
acterised by an arity:(p), or a minimum aritya,,,;,,(p) if p can have multiple arities, and
a predicate extension (or simpéxtensiof E(p). o

For example="" is a datatype predicate with arity=""") = 2 and extensiott; (=""*
) = {(i1,42) € V(integer)? | iy = iy}, WhereV (integer) is the set of all integers.
Datatypes can be regarded sigecial predicates with arity 1 and predicate extensions
eqgual to their value spaces; e.g., the datatypeger can be seen as a predicate with arity
a(integer) = 1 and predicate extensidti(integer) = V (integer).t

Definition 12 (Predicate Map) We consider a predicate may,, that is a partial map-
ping from predicate URI references to predicates. o

Intuitively, datatype predicates (resp. datatype predicate URIrefg),imre called built-

in datatype predicates (resp. datatype predicate URIrefs)Mly.tNote that allowing the
datatype predicate map to vary allows differentimplementations of f-SWRL to implement
different datatype predicates.

Based on the constraints we specified in the previous section, we define the semantics
of f-SWRL as follows.

Definition 13 Letc, ¢, u be fuzzy negations, fuzzy intersections and fuzzy unjevsight
operations that satisfy Constraints 8. Due to Constraint 7, we choose the R-implication
as the fuzzy implication. Given a datatype predicate vp a fuzzy interpretation

is a triple Z = (A%, Ap,-T), where the abstract domain”? is a non-empty set, the
datatype domain contains at least all the data values in the extensions of built-in datatype
predicates inM,,, and- is a fuzzy interpretation function, which maps

1. individual URIref andindividual-valuedvariables to elements afZ,

2. aclass descriptio to a membership functiof” : A7 — [0, 1],

1See [Pan04] for detailed discussions on the relationship between datatypes and datatype predicates.
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3. anindividual-valuedproperty URIrefr to a membership functiorf : AT x AT —
[0,1],

4. andata-valuegroperty URIrefy to a membership functioff : A7 x Ap — [0, 1],
5. atruth constantn to itself: m? = m,

6. a built-in datatype predicate URIref-ed to its extensiopred” = E(M,,(pred)) €
(Ap)™, wheren = a(M,(pred)), so that
Lif (2F,...,22) € pred*

rn

builtIn” (pred, z1, ..., 2,) = { 0 otherwise,

7. the built-in propertysameAs to a membership function

1if 27 = 47
va _
sameAs” (z,y) = { 0 otherwise,

8. the built-in propertydi f ferent From to a membership function

1if 2T # 47

dif ferentFrom* (z,y) = { 0 otherwise.

The semantics for fuzzy class descriptions have been previously presented in Ta-

ble 3.1.

A fuzzy interpretatioff satisfies a class inclusion axiohhC D, writtenZ = C C D,
if Vo € AT, C%(0) < D*(0).

A fuzzy interpretatior satisfies anndividual-valuedproperty inclusion axiomr C
ri, writtenZ |= r C 1y, if Vo,q € AT 1%(0,q) < 1¥(0,q). T satisfies a functional
individual-valuedproperty axiomFunc(r ), writtenZ = Func(ry), if

Vo € AIa inf j(t(RI(Oa ql)v RI(07 q2))7 q1 = Q2) 2 1.

q1,92€AT
7 satisfies a transitive property axioffrans(ry), written Z = Trans(ry), if Vo,q €
AT 13 (0,q) = sup,caz t[rs (0, p), 73 (p, )], Wheret is a triangular norm. A fuzzy inter-
pretationZ satisfies alata-valuegroperty inclusion axiom C s, writtenZ = s C sy,
if V{o,l) € AT x Ap,s%(0,1) < st(o,1). T satisfies a functionadlata-valuecproperty
axiomFunc(sy), writtenZ |= Func(sy), if

VYoe AT, inf J(t(R*(0,11), R (0,13)),l1 = l5) > 1.

l1,lo€AT

A fuzzy interpretatiorf satisfies a fuzzy class assertiGn: C) > m, writtenZ =
(a: C) > m,if C*(a) > m. T satisfies a fuzzindividual-valuedproperty assertion
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((@b ) : 7) > my, writtenZ = ((@,b ) : 7) > my, if rf(a,b ) > msy. T satisfies a
fuzzydata-valuedgroperty assertior{(a,l) : s) > ms, writtenZ = ((a,l) : s) > ms,
if s7(a,l) > m3. The semantics of fuzzy assertions usihgre defined analogousiyZ
satisfies an individual equality axiomn= b, writtenZ = a = b, if aZ = b?. 7 satisfies
an individual inequality axiona # b, writtenZ |= a # b, if aZ # b~.

A fuzzy interpretatiof satisfies a fuzzy rule axiom (v;)  wy A - - A 4y (vy) *w, —
c(;) «w, WHttenZ = ay(vr) * wy A -+ A an(vy) % w, — c(;) s« w, if t(g(wy, (v

Do r gl aZ(on))) < Tn(w, E(v))). o

There are some remarks on the above definition. Firstly, as we have seen in the pre-
vious section, only R-implication satisfies Constraint 7. Therefore, we implicitly use R-
implication for fuzzy rule axioms (see below). In fact, given a fuzzy rule axibm C,
Definition 13 asserts that an fuzzy interpretatibsatisfiesA — C if A(Z) < C(Z),
where A(Z) andC(Z) are interpretations of the antecedenh&ind conclusiorC', respec-
tively. By applying using the property dt-implications introduced in Chapter 2, it fol-
lows that7xz(A(Z),C(Z)) = 1. One of the consequences of such semantics is the support
of chainingof rules. Suppose that we have two fuzzy rule axiotas— C;,Cy — Cy, if
an fuzzy interpretatiof satisfies both of them, i.ed;(Z) < C;(Z) andC4(Z) < Cy(Z),
it follows A;(Z) < Cy(Z). In other wordsZ also satisfies the fuzzy rule axiomy — Cs.

Let us conclude this section by showing that f-SWRL satisfies all the constraints pre-
sented in Section 5.1.2.

Lemma 14 Given a f-SWRL rule axiom — ¢ x w, whereA is the antecedent of the rule
andc is the consequent atom with weight we have7z(A(Z), ¢(Z)) > w, where A(Z)
andc(Z) are interpretations ofA andc, respectively.

c(Z)). Due to Property 1

Proof: According to the Definition 4, we havé(Z) < Jr(w,
w) < ( ). Due to Property 1 of

of Lemma 1, we havé(w, A(7)) < ¢(Z); i.e.,t(A(Z),
Lemma 1 again, we hav@g(A(Z),c¢(Z)) > w.0

Lemma 15 In f-SWRL, fuzzy assertions are special forms of fuzzy rule axioms.

Proof: (a : C) > m can be simulated by (a) — C(a) * m. According to Definition 4,
we havel < Jr(m,C%(a)). Due to Property 2 of Lemma 1, we hat€ (a) > m, which
is the interpretation ofa : C') > m.

(a : C') < 'm can be simulated b¢'(a) — m, wherem is a truth constant. According
to Definition 4, we haveC? (a) < Jr(1,m). Due to Property 4 of Lemma 1, we have
C%(a) < m, which is the interpretation dfz : C') < m.

Similarly, ((a,b) : ) > m can be simulated by (a) A T(b) — 7(a,b) * m, and
({a,b) : ) < m can be simulated by(a, b) — m.0

Based on Definition 4, Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 16 f-SWRL satisfies Constraints 1-4.

5.2 Examples

In this section, we use some examples to further illustrate the semantics of f-SWRL.

Example 2 Suppose that a casting or production company retains fuzzy knowledge, in
the form of f-SWRL rules, about specific characteristics of the models it represents, to
advertising companies. An excerpt of such a fuzzy knowledge base could contain the
following axioms:

e Mary is Tall with a degree no less than 0.68viary : Tall) > 0.65.

Mary is Light with a degree no less than 0.8Mary : Light) > 0.9.

Susan is Tall with a degree no less than 0.8Susan : Tall) > 0.8.

Susan is Light with a degree no less than 0.6Susan : Light) > 0.6.

One isThin if one isTall (with importance factor 0.7) antdight (with importance
factor 0.8):
Tall(?p) % 0.7 A Light(?p) * 0.8 — Thin(?p).

The interpretation of the above rule axiom is as follows:
t(g(0.7, Tal* (?p")), g(0.8, Light” (?p"))) < Tr(1, Thin® (?p7)).
In this example, we first use the following operations:

1 ifa<b _Joa-b ifa#0
b ifa>b’g(a’b>—{1 ifa =0

) = min(a, 1) Tafa 1) = {
According to Definition 13, we have
Thin (Mary?) > min(0.7 - 0.65,0.8 - 0.9) = min(0.455, 0.72) = 0.455,
while

ThinZ(Susan?) > min(0.7 - 0.8,0.8 - 0.6) = min(0.56,0.48) = 0.48.

As a result, by using t-norm based weight operatiSaosan is thinner thanMary .

If we choose another set of operations, the conclusion, however, can be completely
different.

For example, now we use the following operations:
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1 if a <
o) =a-bTaat)={ Sy o) = Talab)

According to Definition 13, we havehin® (Mary ) > 73(0.7,0.65) - 7z(0.8,0.9) =
0.929-1 = 0.929, while Thin? (Susan?) > 7z(0.7,0.8) - 7z(0.8,0.6) = 1-0.75 = 0.75.
As a resultMary is substantially thinner tha®usan in this setting. &

The above example indicates that t-torm based weights give quite different meaning than
Jr based weights.

Example 3 Suppose we have an -SWRL knowledge base as follows:

e Tomis Happy with a degree no less than 0.7Tom: Happy) > 0.7,

Tomis aparent of Jane : (Jane , Tom) : parent,

Tomis abrother of Kate : (Kate , Tom) : brother,

if one’sparent is Happy, then one idHappy (with importance factor 0.8):

parent(?x, ?p) A Happy(?”p) — Happy(?z) % 0.8,

if one’sbrother is Happy, then one idHappy (with importance factor 0.4):

brother(7z, 7b) A Happy(?b) — Happy(?x) * 0.4.

Let us use the two sets of operations in Example 2 with this knowledge base.

Firstly, we use the following operations:
. ] 1 ifa<b _Joa-b ifa#0
t(aab) _mln(aab)ajR(aab) - { b if(l>b 79(a7b) - { 1 |fa:0

According to Definition 13, we havgz (0.8, Happy” (Jane 7)) > min(1-1,1-0.7) = 0.7.
Due to Property 1 of Lemma 1, we hadeppy”(Jane 7) > 0.7. As forKate , we have
Jr(0.4, Happy* (Kate 7)) > min(1-1,1-0.7) = 0.7; hence,Happy* (Kate %) > 0.4.
HenceJane is happier tharKate .

Now we use the following operations:

i <
tad) =a-bTalat) ={ 3 HeS) glab) = Talab)

According to Definition 13, we havgz (0.8, Happy” (Jane 7)) > Jz(1,1) - Jr(1,0.7) =
0.7; henceHappy” (Jane %) > t(0.8,0.7) = 0.56. As forKate , we have

Jr(0.4, Happy* (Kate 7)) > Jr(1,1) - Jr(1,0.7) = 0.7;
hence Happy” (Kate %) > #(0.4,0.7) = 0.28. Again,Jane is happier tharKate . ¢
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So far we have only seen fuzzy assertions of the fogm C') > m; in the next
example, we will use fuzzy assertions of the fofmn C') < m.

Example 4 Suppose we have a slightly different f-SWRL knowledge base from that in the
previous example.

e Jane is Happy with a degree no larger than 0.7%Jane : Happy) < 0.75,

e Kate is Happy with a degree no larger than 0.8%Kate : Happy) < 0.85,

Tomis aparent of Jane : (Jane , Tom) : parent,

Tomis abrother of Kate : (Kate , Tom) : brother,

if one’sparent is Happy, then one ifHappy (with importance factor 0.8):

parent(?x, 7p) A Happy(?p) — Happy(7z) % 0.8 (5.4)

if one’sbrother is Happy, then one idHappy (with importance factor 0.4):

brother(?z, 7b) A Happy(?b) — Happy(7z) % 0.4, (5.5)

Here we use the following operations:

_ 1 ifa<o b faA0
t(a,b):mln(mb),JR(a?b):{ b ifZ;b 9 b):{? ifzio '

From (5.4), we havélappy” (Ton¥) < Jz(0.8, Happy” (Jane %)) < Jx(0.8,0.75) =
0.75. Hence,Happy” (Ton?) < 0.75. From (5.5), we havelz (0.4, Happy” (Kate 7)) >
Happy” (Tont). Then we havelappy” (Kate Z) > min(0.4, Happy” (Ton¥)).

It is easy to verify that we have the same results if we use the other set of operations.

o

5.3 Uncertainty extensions to RuleML

RuleML 2 is a family of markup languages intended in encoding and exchanging rules
in the Semantic Web. It includes languages capable of capturing many widely known
systems of rule languages, such as datalog, hornlog, production rules, and more. For
example, returning to our models knowledge base, we can use RuleML to encode a rule
which determines which models qualify for a certain commercial and which do not. More
precisely, such a rule could look as follows,

2http://www.ruleml.org
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<Implies>
<head>
<Atom>
<_opr><Rel>qualify</Rel></ _opr>
<Var>person</Var>
</Atom>
</head>
<body>
<And>
<Atom>
<_opr><Rel>long _hair</Rel></  _opr>
<Var>person</Var>
<Atom>
<Neg>
<Atom>
<_opr><Rel>good _quality</Rel></ _opr>
<Var>person</Var>
<Atom>
</Neg>
</And>
</body>
</Implies>

Intuitively, the above rule states that if ones hair are long and of good quality she qualifies
for acting in the commercial.

Like SWRL, RuleML is not capable of representing vague and imprecise knowledge,
hence a fuzzy extension is required to capture such expressiveness. Asitis argued in other
fuzzy extensions of concept based or rule based systems, the only syntactic change that
is needed is in the representation of facts (assertions). In this case we have the notion of
afuzzy assertiofSSTT05b], or afuzzy fact Intuitively, a fuzzy fact asserts the minimum
degree to which a specific individual belongs to a specific atom. We have seen several
examples of fuzzy facts in the previous section.

We can make these fuzzy assertions explicit to the system by encoding them as RuleML
fuzzy facts [SSTPO05]. Some the above mentioned fuzzy facts can be encoded by the fol-
lowing syntax:

<Atom>
<degree><Data>0.8</Data></degree>
<.opr><Rel>long _hair</Rel></  _opr>
<Ind>Mary</Ind>

</Atom>
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<Atom>
<degree><Data>0.6</Data></degree>
<_opr><Rel>long _hair</Rel></  _opr>
<Ind>Susan</Ind>

</Atom>

Moreover, as for the hair quality one could write the following fuzzy facts:

<Atom>
<degree><Data>0.6</Data></degree>
<_opr><Rel>good _quality</Rel></ _opr>
<Ind>Mary</Ind>

</Atom>

<Atom>
<_opr><Rel>good _quality</Rel></ _opr>
<Ind>Susan</Ind>

</Atom>

Observe that in the last fuzzy fact, for Susan’s hair quality, we have not specified the
degree to which we believe that the object “Susan” belongs to the fuzzy atom tgcody”.
In this case the membership degree of the tuple to the fuzzy atom is taken to be 1 by de-
fault.

From the above examples we can see that the syntactic changes that need to take place
are minimal and only involve the syntax of fuzzy facts. So the additional change that
needs to take place in the XML Schema definition of the elerAgmn [HBG*05] is the
following:

<xs:group name="Atom.content">
<xs:choice>
<xs:sequence>
<xs:element name="degree" type="degree.type" minOccurs="0"
maxOccurs="1"/>
<xs:choice>
<xs:element ref="opr"/>

</Xs:group>

The XML Schema definition of the new taggree could be given by the following
schema definition:
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<xs:attributeGroup name="degree.attlist"/>
<xs:group name="degree.content">
<xs:sequence>
<xs:element ref="Data"/>
</xs:sequence>
</xs:group>
<xs:complexType name="degree.type">
<xs:group ref="degree.content"/>
<xs:attributeGroup ref="degree.attlist"/>
</xs:complexType>
<xs:element name="degree" type="degree.type"/>
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

In this report we have investigated fuzzy extensions to Semantic Web languages, like the
ontology languages of Description Logics and OWL, and the rule languages SWRL and
RuleML. Such extensions have gained considerable attention within the research commu-
nity since many applications from different domains are facing a vast amount of uncertain
and vague knowledge and information. Hence, in these domains applications have to
directly deal with such types of information in order to provide good quality results. Ex-
amples of such domains are multimedia analysis, where the color, shape and texture of
objects within an image are vague and geospatial applications, where spatial relations
relative to distances, like “close”, “far”, etc are also imprecise.

In the current deliverable we report on very important theoretical results in this direc-
tion, achieved as work of the current work package. More precisely, as we have presented,
we can now fully support reasoning in a fuzzy OWL language for some specific fuzzy op-
erations. This implies an extension of the syntax and semantics of the OWL language,
the reduction of fuzzy OWL ontologies to fuzzy Description Logics, the syntax and se-
mantics of fuzzy Description Logics and a reasoning algorithm for the very expressive
fuzzy DL, fxp-SHOZN . Finally, following the current research in the Semantic Web,
we investigate the extension of several popular rule languages, like the SWRL language
and the RuleML.

In addition to the above theoretical results we have also started the implementation of
a prototype reasoning platform for fuzzy Description Logics. This new platform, FIRE,
currently supports reasoning in the languaggfSHZN with simple TBoxes and with
no optimization.

As for future research we are mainly focusing in three different directions. Firstly, we
are investigating reasoning support in expressive fuzzy DLs for other norm operations,
as well as reasoning in various clusters of combinations of fuzzy DLs and fuzzy rules.
Secondly, we are seeking ways fuzzy DLs and OWL can assist the process of image and
video analysis, identification and automatic annotation, hence providing knowledge based
image analysis applications. Finally, we focus on implementations. More precisely, we
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are investigating the application of DL optimization techniques to the case of fuzzy DL
algorithms, extending FiRE engine to support nominals and GCls and integrating FIRE
with RDF and OWL stores to support large number of data.
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